Asset Owner / Specialist Response
From: Karen Long, Team Leader, Central-Resource Consents
Date: 11 April 2022
Overall Summary:
Overall, I concur with effects conclusion in the Planning analysis and Assessment of Environmental
Effects, P0012 Auckland NZ Pty Limited, Application under the COVID-19 Recovery (Fast-Track
Consenting) Act 2020), prepared by Tattico Limited, dated February 2022 that the proposal will not
generate significant adverse effects and also the conclusion that the proposal “sits comfortably” within
the over-arching policy framework of the Auckland Unitary Plan (Operative in Part) (AUP(OP).
I emphasise and make the following additional planning related comments taking into consideration the
applicant’s assessment and responses from Council’s specialists.
•
•

•

The applicant acknowledges that the proposal significantly exceeds the maximum total floor area
ratio (MTFAR) for the site and takes advantage of the significant height allowance on the site.
Although the AUP(OP) clearly anticipates tall buildings in this location, the purpose of maximum
total floor area ratio (MTFAR) standard (H8.6.21) together with the height limit 1 is to manage the
overall scale of development in the city centre.
Objective H8.2(8) is enabling of the “greatest intensity of development in Auckland and New
Zealand while respecting its valley and ridgeline form and waterfront setting”. I agree with the
commentary, in section 9.6 of the AEE, that this objective is primarily achieved through Policy
H8.2(30) which aims to manage adverse effects associated with building height and form by:
a) transitioning building height and development densities down to neighbourhoods adjoining
the city centre and to the harbour edge
b) protecting sunlight to identified public open spaces and view shafts
c) requiring the height and form of new buildings to respect the valley and ridgeline form of the
city centre and building design to be complementary to existing or planned character of
precincts; and
d) managing the scale, form and design of buildings to:
i.
avoid adverse dominance and/or amenity effects on streets and public open space; and
ii.
encourage well-designed, slender towers on sites identified within the special height
area on Map H8.11.3.

•

•

I rely on the advice of Council’s Urban Design specialist, Ms Mein and Landscape specialist, Mr
Kensington, to conclude that the proposal will not generate significant adverse effects and agree
with the applicant that adverse effects relating to built form, scale and design, character and
amenity, visual and landscape, sunlight access and shading and wind can be adequately
managed or avoided by the design of the development and conditions of consent. I agree that
the design of the development, including the ‘reasonably’ slender tower; compliance with the
maximum diagonal tower dimension (H8.6.24(1)(a)) and sufficient setbacks of the tower from
Federal and Kingston Streets informs this view along with the analysis on shading and wind.
I generally agree with the commentary in section 9.6 of the AEE in respect to the exceedance of
MTFAR/ Bonus floor area provisions. The City Centre Policies H8.3(27), (31) and (32) anticipate
bonus features be provided where the basic floor area ratio (BFAR) is exceeded and the

The special height limit for this site being determined by the height control plane to Aotea Square (see AUP(OP) Appendix 11
– Business City Centre Zone Sunlight Admission into Public Places)
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•

•

•

•

applicant is doing this by way of a combination of residential bonus and heritage floor space
bonus (to support heritage restoration elsewhere in the City Centre). Conditions 36 and 37
(Attachment U) proposed by the applicant are appropriate to provide for the transfer and
recording of this heritage floor space.
There is an expectation (not explicitly stated in the Plan) that any exceedance in MTFAR (noting
an exceedance is a non-complying activity) be mitigated by additional public benefit or mitigating
features. In this respect I am relying on the views of Ms Mein and Mr Kensington who are in
agreement with the applicant’s assessment that the tower will contribute positively to the
cityscape. In respect of the site’s significance to Mana Whenua, Nga Wharau a Tako, I also
acknowledge Ms Mein’s support of the applicant’s ongoing engagement with Ngāti Pāoa and
Ngāti Whātua Ōrākei to develop a narrative of the creation story of Ranginui and Papatūānuku,
being separated by Tāne-mahuta, and give effect to it through the design. I also note the
applicant’s proposal for a ‘baseline”
I agree with the applicant that the design and orientation of the proposed dwellings will ensure
reasonable quality amenity outcomes for future residential occupants. I agree with Ms Mein that
where outlooks from the residential units are non-compliant with the AUP(OP) that the purpose
of the outlook standard will be met, in particular ensuring a reasonable standard of visual and
acoustic privacy between different dwellings and avoiding overlooking of neighbouring sites.
I agree with the applicant that temporary adverse effects associated with demolition and
construction activities, including noise and vibration, traffic movements, earthworks, groundwater
diversion, and contamination remediation can be appropriately managed through conditions.
I generally support the suite of conditions of consent as proposed at Attachment U taking into
account those conditions amended and additional conditions recommended by Council’s
specialists (refer to separate memos below).

Asset Owner / Specialist Response
From:

Peter Kensington, consultant landscape architect
KPLC Limited (for Auckland Council)

Date:

4 April 2022

Overall Summary:
In my opinion, the proposal will contribute positively to the urban landscape of the Tāmaki
Makaurau city centre; and, while being visually prominent when viewed as part of the city centre
skyline, the proposal will result in an acceptable level of adverse landscape and visual effects.
The application Attachment C document (the application assessment – titled ‘Landscape + visual
+ urban design effects’, which has been prepared by Isthmus Group Limited (authored by Gavin
Lister) and dated 19 November 2021), with accompanying appendices and graphic attachments
(including accurate visual simulations1 from 15 representative viewpoints), is comprehensive
and follows a robust and specific methodology2. In my opinion, no additional information is
necessary to better understand the likely landscape and visual effects of the proposal.
The application assessment is correctly ‘framed’3 within the relevant statutory provisions (of the
Auckland Unitary Plan (Operative in part)) and other matters (including the Auckland Plan and
Auckland City Centre Masterplan). Key metrics and design features of the proposal are well
described by the application assessment, including how these metrics and design features will
relate to existing city centre buildings relative to the proposal (for example, the Sky Tower).
I agree with the three key relevant matters for consideration highlighted by the application
assessment4; with my review primarily focussing on streetscape and cityscape matters. I note
and acknowledge the overlap between an assessment of landscape effects, with urban design
considerations; noting that urban design review advice for the Council is provided by Lisa Mein.
Following my landscape and visual effects review of the application assessment, I confirm my
agreement with Mr Lister’s findings and I adopt the relevant aspects of the document’s
‘Executive Summary’5, which is a clear and succinct account of the relevant considerations.
In my review, I have closely considered the proposed tower’s anticipated visual relationship with
the form of the existing Sky Tower structure6. The proposal will be viewed ‘in the round’ from a
range of viewing distances and locations, with the representative viewpoint simulations
illustrating the different impacts on the skyline, depending on viewpoint location. I agree with
the application assessment’s analogy of viewing the skyline as a ‘group photo’ and this is helpful
when considering how the proposed tower will be viewed as part of the city centre skyline. Apart
from a viewpoint directly north of the site (e.g. from the ‘Cyril Basset VC Lookout’ at Stanley
1

Noting that no ‘consented‐but‐not‐built’ city centre ‘towers’ have been modelled in the simulated views (for
example, the ‘NDG Tower’ on Elliot Street); however, this information is within the application Attachment B.
2
At Appendix 1, being consistent with ‘Te Tangi a te Manu’ (the NZILA Landscape Assessment guidelines)
3
At Section 5 and Appendix 2
4
At Paragraph 7.1 under Section 7
5
Section 1 of the application assessment
6
As has the application assessment (at Paragraphs 7.22‐7.25 and 7.27‐7.58) and the Attachment C3 drawings
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Point, where the proposed tower will be located such that it partially block views of the Sky
Tower structure), the proposed tower, being of a relatively slender form, will compositionally sit
comfortably within the various views examined. I agree with the application assessment that
other existing tower buildings also intermittently obscure views of the Sky Tower structure, as
one moves around the city. Taken overall, I do not consider the obstruction of the Sky Tower
structure from one specific viewpoint to the north (being the ‘Cyril Basset VC Lookout’) to
represent an inappropriate adverse landscape effect on the whole.
Overall, I concur with the conclusions of the application assessment7, including that the proposal
will “. . . contribute positively to Auckland’s skyline, both from the immediate streets, and as part
of the broader cityscape.” In my opinion, the proposal represents a well‐considered and quality
design response to the site’s context, which will “. . . help to rejuvenate what is currently a
somewhat blighted corner of the city” as concluded by the application assessment. My earlier
preliminary concerns8 regarding the appearance of the proposal’s rooftop (the proposed
‘crown’) have been resolved through the applicant’s refined and well‐considered design.
While not formally part of the application proposal, I strongly encourage the applicant and
Auckland Council / Auckland Transport to reach an agreement on how to realise the further
potential positive landscape effects that could occur through a full public streetscape upgrade
of Federal Street (between Victoria Street West and Kingston Street), as a ‘shared space’ – ideally
with similar and seamless construction completion dates, if possible (funding dependent).
Recommended conditions of land use resource consent
I have reviewed the applicant’s proposed consent conditions (application Attachment U) and
note that the following conditions have relevance for ensuring an appropriate landscape
response is achieved (e.g. to ensure that design quality is maintained moving forward):
Condition 10 – certification of:
• architectural treatment, colour and materials of the buildings (with reference to Conditions 20‐22)
• ground floor landscape design drawings / documentation (with reference to Condition 24)
• upgrade works to Federal / Kingston Streets – within the scope / extent as proposed within the
application (with reference to Conditions 24 and 27);
Condition 71 – implementation of certified landscape design before occupation / trading; and
Condition 75 – maintenance of street trees.

In my opinion, the above conditions, which are similar in intent and wording to conditions
imposed on other city centre resource consents, are appropriate and essential. I recommend
however, that proposed Condition 20 be strengthened (refer Attachment 1) to address potential
adverse reflectivity / glare effects that may arise from the external glazing of the proposal.
Peter Kensington
Consultant Specialist – Landscape Architect
BLA(Hons) ‐ Registered NZILA, BRP(Hons) ‐ MNZPI
On behalf of: Auckland Council, Plans and Places Department, Urban Design Unit, Design Review
Enclosure – Attachment 1 (one‐page)
7
8

At Paragraph 8.1 under Section 8
As set out in my earlier review memo dated 28 September 2021
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Attachment 1 – Suggested changes to proposed Condition 20
20.

Prior to the issue of the building consent for the ‘architectural’ Stage of construction, the
consent holder must prepare architectural drawings of the façade components and a
Materials Schedule and Specifications for the proposed external cladding and glazing
systems, including surface finishes and colour scheme. The detailed drawings and
Materials Schedule must be submitted to Auckland Council for certification that the
proposed architectural treatment, colour, and depth / articulation of glazing is consistent
with and does not compromise the design intent of the documentation listed in Condition
1. The detailed drawings and Materials Schedule and Specifications submitted must
include written confirmation, from a suitably qualified expert, to confirm that the
reflectivity of all specified external surfaces will not exceed 20 per cent of white light
(being the requirements of Standard H8.6.29 under the Auckland Unitary Plan at the time
of resource consent); so that adverse glare effects (which may cause discomfort for
people or be potentially hazardous for drivers and pedestrians) from sunlight reflecting
from the constructed building façade will be minimised.
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Asset Owner / Specialist Response – Urban Design
From: Lisa Mein, Specialist Urban Design Consultant, Mein Urban Design and Planning on
behalf of Auckland Council
Date: 1 April 2022
Overall Summary:
Overall, I am supportive of the proposal from an urban design perspective. My view has
changed little since my initial feedback on consideration of this application for fast-track
consent.
I concur with the observation within the applicant’s landscape, visual and urban design
assessment that the proposal helps to give effect to the Auckland Plan 2050 strategy for a
quality, compact urban forum, gives effect to Transformational move 3: Waihorotiu / Queen
Street Valley of the City Centre Masterplan (CCMP) by improving the relationship between the
built form and public realm along Federal and Kingston Streets (part of the laneway circuit) and
increasing the residential population to support the ongoing regeneration of the city centre. I
also agree that the site is the appropriate location for a residential tower, being located on the
ridgeline and within short distance of the CRL Aotea Station and other amenities of the city
centre.
In my opinion the proposed development, with its generous ground floor retail within a podium
and tower of residential 1, 2 and 3 bedroom apartments, offers a considerable opportunity to
act as a catalyst for the redevelopment of this mid-block of Federal Street, including the
planned future streetscape upgrade. I strongly support the design strategy of the bronze
podium with the recessed balconies that will create a faceted effect. I also support the silver
fern pattern and texture presented for the tower, noting that the intention is to use highly
reflective silver coloured glazing and framing, which will emphasise the pattern, colour and
texture and make a positive contribution on the Auckland skyline, noting these will need to
comply with Standard H8.6.29 of the Auckland Unitary Plan (Operative in Part) (AUP(OP)).
The site is located within the Business - City Centre zone of the AUP(OP). It does not fall within
any of the city centre precincts. However, it is located within a “special height area” in the
AUP(OP), falling within the Aotea Square Height Control Plane (Standard H8.6.4). The purpose
of this control is to ensure that Aotea Square receives adequate sunlight when the space is
most used, to maintain views from Aotea Square to landmark buildings and views to Aotea
Square and so that tall buildings do not dominate the open character of Aotea Square.
According to the AEE, the proposed building is 184.1m high and therefore falls well within the
height limit.
Building height and bulk is also controlled by the maximum total floor area ratio (MTFAR)
standard (H8.6.21). The maximum for this site is 13:1. The proposed development is
approximately 29:1, and is therefore a non-complying activity. The purpose of the MTFAR is to
manage the overall scale of development in the city centre. From an urban design perspective,
the issues to be addressed are the impact the building has on the comfort of the street
environment for pedestrians and the impact on the overall cityscape. Wind information
provided 1 suggests wind levels at street level will be acceptable and can be mitigated by
conditions of consent. The tower is reasonably slender and at 42m, the diagonal is well below
the maximum diagonal dimension of 50m (H8.6.24(1)(a)). The roof elements offer a different
pattern to the main body of the tower and a sloped crown that will create some interest on the
1

Attachment E Wind Assessment

skyline. The height has been designed to be subservient to the Sky Tower, when viewed from
most locations throughout the city. Therefore, I agree with both the applicant’s assessment and
that of Mr Kensington that the tower will contribute positively to the cityscape.
The tower infringes the required 6m minimum setback from Federal and Kingston Streets,
however I agree with the applicant’s urban design assessment that the 3m setback from both
streets is acceptable as these are narrow streets and the setback creates symmetry at the
street corner. I consider the proposed setbacks together with canopy and façade treatment
achieve a sufficient distinction between the podium and tower when viewed from Federal or
Kingston Streets (as evidenced in section 05 of the Architecture Report).
The podium also contributes to creating the impression of a human scale when viewed from the
immediately adjoining streets. At the street level, I consider the proposed marketplace 2 will
activate this block of Federal Street and has the potential to create a destination, therefore I
support this approach. I note the ground floor plan integrates the design with the streetscape
upgrade, and would state this is critical to ensure the proposed development achieves the
desired activation of the street edge from the retail kiosks, not just the internal spaces.
From level 2-7 of the podium, 1 and 2-bedroom apartments are located along the Federal and
Kingston Street elevations with balconies overlooking the street. Residential at these lower
levels will contribute significantly to natural surveillance of the public realm and enhance the
sense of activity in this locality. Carparking is located on levels 1 to 7 toward the interior of the
building, thereby removing any visibility of parking. Level 8 is the roof of the podium and offers
a rooftop terrace and internal amenity spaces for residents. This reinforces a distinct separation
between the podium and the tower.
I note the outlook space standard H8.6.32 is also infringed, however I am not overly concerned
as the proposed building will still meet the purposes of the standard, in particular ensuring a
reasonable standard of visual and acoustic privacy between different dwellings and avoiding
overlooking of neighbouring sites.
The site is identified as a Site of Significance to Mana Whenua, Nga Wharau a Tako. The
documentation indicates the applicant has undertaken ongoing engagement with Ngāti Pāoa
and Ngāti Whātua Ōrākei to develop a narrative of the creation story of Ranginui and
Papatūānuku, being separated by Tāne-mahuta, and give effect to it through the design. The
narrative has clearly been woven into the design of the podium and tower. I would encourage
the dialogue and design process to continue through the detailed design stages of this project.

Recommended conditions of land use resource consent
I have reviewed the applicant’s proposed consent conditions (application Attachment U) and note
that the following conditions have relevance for ensuring an appropriate urban design response
is achieved (e.g. to ensure that design quality is maintained moving forward):
Condition 1 – activity in accordance with the application
Condition 10 – certification of:
• architectural treatment, colour and materials of the buildings (with reference to

Conditions 20 3-22)

Sheet number A-RC2200 WBPT
Noting this should include specific reference to the glazing proposed and its compliance with Standard
H8.6.29
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• ground floor landscape design drawings / documentation (with reference to

Condition 24)

• upgrade works to Federal / Kingston Streets – within the scope / extent as proposed

within the application (with reference to Conditions 24 and 27);

• lighting plan (with reference to Condition 26)

Condition 71 – implementation of certified landscape design before occupation /
trading; and
Condition 73 – lighting plan
Condition 75 – maintenance of street trees.
In my opinion, the above conditions, which are similar in intent and wording to conditions imposed
on other city centre resource consents, are appropriate and necessary to ensure the high quality
of the proposed development is continued through to detailed design and construction.
Yours sincerely,
Lisa Mein
Principal / Specialist Urban Designer MA (Urban Design), BPlan, MNZPI
On behalf of the Urban Design Unit
Auckland Council
Direct Dial: 027 483 3224
Email: lisa.mein@mudp.co.nz

Asset Owner / Specialist Response
From: Hannah Miln, Senior Development Planner, Auckland Transport
Date: 6 April 2022
Overall Summary:
Streetscape upgrades
Federal Street and Kingston Street have been identified for upgrades under the City
Centre Masterplan and Access for Everyone. However, it is our understanding that the
upgrade works will be lead and funded by the Council’s Development Programme
Office (DPO) and that there are currently no preliminary designs for those upgrades.
For the avoidance of doubt, the ‘base line’ streetscape upgrades proposed as part of
this development will remove paid parking, mobility parking, loading spaces and
reserved police parking (associated with the Auckland District Court) over Federal
Street and Kingston Street. However, as the Road Controlling Authority, we require
that loading space, mobility parking and police parking facilities be retained through any
interim and final street upgrades. It is also worth noting that public kerb side parking is
subject to significant review over the coming years, with the City Centre having been
categorised as a ‘Tier 3 Location’ in the Draft Parking Strategy recently prepared and
released by Auckland Transport. The Tier 3 category applies to areas that are high
priority for action and show a high readiness for change, which are characterised by
high access to public transport. The approach to parking management and supply in
the City Centre will likely focus on reducing private vehicle use and reappropriating
space for footpaths, public spaces, cycleways, loading zones and micro-mobility
parking.
Notwithstanding, the proposed ‘base line’ streetscape upgrades are within the road
reserve and as a consequence will be subject to several separate approval processes
that are not governed by the Covid-19 Recovery (Fast-Track Consenting) Act 2020,
such as a Corridor Access Request, Encroachment Licence, Engineering Plan
Approval for any vested assets and Outdoor Dining Licence; meaning this application –
if approved – does not give express approval for any work or activities currently shown
in the road. Due to the uncertainty around street upgrades in this area, and the
additional approvals required, Auckland Transport consider that this application and
proposed development should be considered without these proposed ‘base line’ street
upgrades. At the very least, more consultation with key stakeholders should be
required and undertaken to refine the concept design of this work in the road; and the
existing loading space, mobility and police parking need to be catered for.
Bicycle parking
The shortfall of 58 long stay and 3 short stay bicycle parks is considered inadequate to
service the proposed development for the following reasons:
• The site has excellent access to existing cycling networks in the city centre as
identified on Page 4 of the ITA. The surrounding has easy access to cycle
infrastructure.

•
•

•
•
•

The AUP(OP) provisions already account for the fact that not every occupant will
own a bike, hence the standard is 1 bike parking space per unit, rather than 1
space per resident.
The Waste Management Plan provided has identified a maximum occupancy of
1,374 people. Providing 304 long stay bike parks results in providing
approximately 22% of the maximum occupancy with the option to store a bike
within a communal area.
Auckland Transport does not consider residents parking their bikes within their
apartment as practical and may contradict body corporate rules (such as bikes
within lifts).
The proposed Units range between 55m2 and 117m2 across this development
and bedrooms/living areas appear to have limited space for additional storage of
bicycles therein.
Furthermore, pursuant to Section 31(1) of the COVID-19 Recovery Act 2020, the
panel must have regard to Part 2 of the Resource Management Act 1991, which
seeks to sustainably manage natural and physical resources to meet the needs
of future generations and we encourage the Panel to ensure this viable mode of
transport is adequately catered for.

In this case, the shortfall of bicycle parking spaces is not considered to meet the needs
of future generations, the likely demand from the proposed land uses and future visitors
and residents alike, areas identified for additional bicycle parking spaces in the future
have not been identified, and the proposal does not facilitate significant change to
sustainable modes of transport through the bicycle parking shortfall. This conflicts with
assessment criteria E27.8.2(6)(a)-(b), Objectives E27.2(1)(a), (2), (4), and Policies
E27,3(3)(b) & H8(11). Auckland Transport consider that the bicycle parking space
should be optimised to create additional provision (perhaps through stacking) or else
some private vehicle parking should be reallocated to provide additional provision in
accordance with the minimum AUP(OP) requirements at the very least (noting more
would be appropriate given the location, nature and scale of the proposed
development).
Queuing and access
The information provided to support the proposed development is considered
inadequate to provide certainty that there will be no adverse queuing effects beyond the
boundary of the site and along the road. We note that the proposed number of car lifts
(being 2) and valet staff (number unknown) will limit the ability for vehicles to be parked.
The lack of information relates to estimated trip generation for the site and the
operation/management details for the proposed valet parking. If parking demand
exceeds the capacity of the lifts/valet staff, there will be queuing effects at peak hours
and this is likely to result in adverse operational and safety effects to other road users
in the vicinity. Auckland Transport is specifically concerned with the PM peak demand
where cars will need to come off Kingston Street.
Table 4 of the ITA uses the average trip generation calculations from RTA Technical
Direction TD13-04a (RTA) (being 0.15 trips per car space in the AM peak and 0.12 trips
per car space in the PM peak). We note that the range per car space within the RTA is
0.09-0.29 in the AM peak and 0.05–0.28 in the PM peak. The variable is significantly
greater than the average where the trip generation could be higher or lower than

provided within the ITA. If the trip generation is higher, queuing could be greater than
outlined within the ITA and could create operational and pedestrian safety effects.
The ITA states it will take 5 minutes for valets to park one car. This means that the
serviceability of parking per hour would be parking 12 vehicles with one valet staff or 24
with two valet staff (taking no breaks and provided there are no lift faults). It is noted
that the TIA identifies 21 trips in the AM peak and 16 in the PM peak, which could be
higher or lower once operating. During the PM peak the trip generation will use 67% of
the available lift capacity (provided both lifts are operating with at least two valet) under
the trip generation supplied in the ITA.
There is a lack of information on the valet operation around the number of staff, how
keys are managed, how car lifts are maintained, actions if car lifts break down, the time
required to operate the lift, how valet staff travel back down to the basement (stairs or
car lift), whether the lifts wait at the floor the valet staff are on, and whether these
variables result in parking times that are longer than 5 minutes.
In light of the above, it is unknown whether the proposal will achieve a positive
contribution toward pedestrian safety (refer H8.8.2(1)(a)(iii)), nor whether the transport
associated components of the application has adequately considered the potential
effects on and integration with the transport system (H8.2(10)).
Accordingly, Auckland Transport recommend conditions be imposed to address the
management, monitoring and maintenance of the proposed valet parking, car lifts and
loading turn table to ensure that queuing does not occur within the road reserve to
avoid effects.
Pedestrian visibility
Council’s Federal Street Access for Everyone Report outlines pedestrian counts and
predictions along the site frontage. At counts taken at 61 Federal Street, 400,000
pedestrians were measured in January 2019 and the predicted increase is 15,00
additional pedestrians over a 2-hour AM peak period at this location by 2028
(MRCagney, 2019)1. Pedestrian traffic in the area is expected to be significant and the
proposed access has not been designed to accommodate for pedestrian priority or
safety along Kingston Street (refer to Objectives E27.2(5) and (30) and Policy
H8.3(3)(c)).
There is no visibility toward pedestrians west of the vehicle crossing – this is
concerning for vulnerable road users and is not acceptable. While we acknowledge
that the proposal has included as much mitigation for the lack of pedestrian visibility as
far as practical (e.g. speed hump, car coming warning and convex mirror), the current
design for the access does not put pedestrians first and therefore doesn’t deliver on
many of the outcomes sought for the Business – City Centre Zone. The Auckland
Transport Roads and Streets Framework, which guides the design and development of
Auckland’s roads, has identified Kingston Street as a P3/M2 road – which is the highest
place value and attracts people from within and beyond the region; while the medium
movement value demonstrates the strategic importance for moving people safely and

1

(MRCagney, 2019)

efficiently with an increasing volume of users. Therefore, pedestrian safety and
amenity is critical along Kingston Street.
Loading
Two (2) loading spaces are provided on the site, while three (3) are required under the
AUP (refer E27.6.2.7). The ITA infers that all loading can be sufficiently accommodated
within the basement through management practices (nothing specific identified). We
agree with their experts on this. Having regard to the floor area provided across
commercial and residential activities within the building, it is likely that two loading
spaces will adequately meet the associated loading demands. Accordingly, this aspect
is not anticipated to create adverse operational or safety effects on the road (refer
E27.8.2(7)(a)) because it should be managed wholly within the site. Conditions have
been recommended to manage this.
Construction Traffic Management Plan (CTMP)
We agree with their experts that the provision of suitable CTMP should address any
adverse effects on the environment and road users from the physical works required to
give effect to this development (i.e. demolition, earthworks and construction) are
managed appropriately. We note that a draft CTMP has already been provided with the
application material, but a final version should be required as a condition of consent to
achieve consistency with Policy H8.3(35) and E12.3(2).
However, we note that their construction timeframes (potentially early 2023) will be
problematic as there is no additional road space available for further road closures prior
to the completion of the City Rail Link and Te Ha Noa Works on Victoria Street. The
completion of these projects is expected over 2023-2024. We note that draft condition
2 in the accompanying AEE outlines the implementation of this proposed development
2 years following an approval, which may not be feasible given the needs of projects
already underway in the surrounding area and the provision of ongoing access.
Suggested consent conditions
Should the Panel grant consent, we recommend it be subject to conditions. We note
that Council’s standardised consent conditions have been shortened if
relevant/appropriate, while any non-standard conditions have been made more specific,
please see below:
General transport
• Provision of 360 secure bicycle parking spaces and 21 short stay visitor
bicycle parking (this may require revised plans).
• Vehicle parking spaces to be held in ownership by residents and not leased or
sold to third parties.
• Mitigation measures for pedestrian safety at proposed access (e.g. speed
hump, convex mirror and car coming warning signage) and ongoing
provision/maintenance.
Before construction
• Provision and certification of a final Construction Traffic Management Plan
(CTMP).
• EPA for roads and road network activities (i.e. for streetscape upgrades if
considered part of this application).

•

Provision of a Traffic and Valet Parking Management Plan (TVPMP) prepared
by a suitably qualified professional that addresses the detailed operation of
loading, valet parking, queuing and management of associated effects. This
TVPMP should include, but is not limited to the following information:
o Trip generation and potential queuing effects based on an upper limit
trip generation as identified in RTA Technical Direction TD13-04a.
o Whether all queuing can be contained within the site and if a camera is
necessary for valet staff to monitor any incoming vehicles and/or
queueing on Kingston Street.
o Operational effects and necessary management if queuing occurs on
Kingston Street.
o Number of valet staff and shift times for the 24/7 valet operation.
o Where customers wait while their vehicles are being retrieved.
o A break-down of the valet service end to end, i.e. how a resident
requests or deposits a car, waiting areas for customers, how loading
spaces are utilised and whether this conflicts with the loading activities,
the length of time for the operation of the car lift, how valet staff travel
back to the basement (stairs or lift), whether the car lift waits at the
floor the valet is on and where vehicle keys are stored.
o Management of loading spaces, whether a booking system is required
for deliveries and how to ensure loading does not coincide with PM
peak hour movements; and, if necessary, details of any booking
system.
o The maintenance requirements to ensure the car lifts and loading
turntable does not break down.
o Operational management in the event that the car lifts and/or loading
turntable break down.
This TVPMP shall be established and certified by Council prior to the residential
occupation of the building. The TVPMP shall be adhered to at all times for the
operation and management of vehicle parking on the site. The TVPMP shall be
supplied to all owners/occupiers of the building and vehicle car parking spaces.
Copies of the TVPMP are to be held in the valet office and by the body
corporate.

During construction
• New commercial vehicle crossing and reinstatement of the redundant vehicle
crossing to the relevant code of practice.
• Avoid damaging assets and rectifying if any occurs.
Post-construction
• Review condition at the consent holder’s cost, as it relates to the TVPMP, as
and when considered necessary at the Council’s discretion following
commencement of consent, in order to deal with any adverse effect arising
from the operation and management of the on-site loading, car lift, turn table
and valet parking areas.
Advice note
•

Corridor access request and potentially an encroachment license.

From:
To:
Cc:
Subject:
Date:

Mark Iszard
Karen Long
Richard Smedley
Re: Invitation to comment under the COVID-19 Recovery (Fast-Track Consenting) Act 2020- 67-71 Federal
Street Auckland Council
Monday, 4 April 2022 5:21:41 pm

Hi Karen,
I can confirm that Healthy Waters have no comments to make on this c19 Fast Track
consent referral proposal.
Essentially the SW effects are no more than that already occuring.
Thanks
Mark
Get Outlook for Android
From: Karen Long <Karen.Long@aucklandcouncil.govt.nz>
Sent: Monday, April 4, 2022 4:53:59 PM
To: Mark Iszard <Mark.Iszard@aucklandcouncil.govt.nz>
Subject: FW: Invitation to comment under the COVID-19 Recovery (Fast-Track Consenting) Act
2020- 67-71 Federal Street Auckland Council
Hi Mark
Are you intending to comment on this application – can you provide me a timeframe? – if you
needed more time past today’s deadline I can extend to COB Wednesday 6 April . Otherwise I
will assume your comments are as per the MFE comment you provided.
Regards
Karen Long
Team Leader - City Centre
Central Resource Consenting I Resource Consents
DDI 021 0217 9851
Auckland Council, Level 6, 135 Albert Street
Visit our website: www.aucklandcouncil.govt.nz

From: Karen Long <Karen.Long@aucklandcouncil.govt.nz>
Sent: Thursday, 24 March 2022 4:57 pm
To: lisa.mein <lisa.mein@mudp.co.nz>; Peter Kensington <peter@kplc.co.nz>; Andy
Samaratunga <Andy.Samaratunga@aucklandcouncil.govt.nz>; Jin Lee
<jin.lee@aucklandcouncil.govt.nz>; CANconsents <canconsents@aucklandcouncil.govt.nz>;
Hannah Miln (AT) <hannah.miln@at.govt.nz>; AKarimi (Amir) <Amir.Karimi@water.co.nz>; Mark
Iszard <Mark.Iszard@aucklandcouncil.govt.nz>; Oliver Smith
<oliver.smith@aucklandcouncil.govt.nz>
Subject: Invitation to comment under the COVID-19 Recovery (Fast-Track Consenting) Act 202067-71 Federal Street Auckland Council

Asset Owner / Specialist Response
From: Amir Karimi, Development Engineer, Watercare
Date: 12 April 2022
Overall Summary:
Watercare has reviewed the documents submitted under the fast track consenting application for
the proposed development at 65-71 Federal Street, Auckland Central, Auckland. No further
information is provided to alter Watercare’s initial comments to the Minister for the Environment
dated 28 September 2021.
Wastewater:
Capacity constraints have been identified in the downstream network related to a modelled
predicted overflow at one of the downstream Engineering Overflow Points, being at the corner of
Fanshawe Street and Wolfe Street. The proposed development will increase the frequency of the
overflows in the downstream network.
Watercare has started to investigate the issue and identify potential solutions. However, the
timing is uncertain, and it is unlikely to meet the development’s timeframe.
The developer will need to consider options to prevent adverse environmental impacts should
the connection be required before resolving the downstream constraints. Private storage tanks
with off peak discharge to the network may be successful as an interim solution, or other solution
as agreed with Watercare. The design needs to be provided and approved as part of the
Resource Consent Process.
Water Supply:
The EPA consent application provides no further information on the sprinkler system demand.
Therefore, our initial comments (dated 28 September 2021) still stand. The infrastructure report
details the sprinkler will be supplied from a tank. However, further clarification is required on
whether the tank has sufficient storage or still needs to be supplied from the public network during
a fire event. The developer must carry out the potential upgrades linking to the firefighting
requirements based on the agreed solution at no cost to Watercare.

Additional conditions suggested:
68. There is no capacity in the downstream wastewater network to service the proposed
development. The developer will need to consider options to prevent adverse environmental
impacts should the connection be required before resolving the downstream constraints. Private
storage tanks with off-peak discharge to the network may be successful as an interim solution or
other solution as agreed with Watercare. The design needs to be provided and approved by
Watercare prior to the Engineering Plan Approval.
69. The firefighting sprinkler requirements have not been identified and, therefore, have not been
assessed at this stage. The developer must carry out the potential upgrades linking to the
firefighting requirements based on the agreed solution at no cost to Watercare.

Advice Notes:
•
•
•

•
•
•

An Engineering Plan Approval application for this work is required to be submitted to the
Auckland Council’s Development Engineering and approved prior to the works commencing.
Reassessment for water and wastewater capacity will be required if the construction of this
development has not commenced within 2 years of the date of this response.
The developer must produce under the engineering plan approval stage a completed design
of the proposed water supply and wastewater infrastructure, including infrastructure to vest
in Auckland Council and thereafter in Watercare (public water supply and wastewater works),
in accordance with the current Watercare Water and Wastewater Code of Practice for Land
Development and Subdivision (Code of Practice) as well as Watercare’s standards for
material supply, construction and asset data capture.
All public water supply and wastewater works required to service this
subdivision/development shall be designed and constructed by the developer at no cost to
Watercare.
Works over application will be required for the pipe sections where the cover/backfill is less
than 900mm.
It is recommended that the developer liaises with Watercare on the potential interim solution
prior to submitting the Engineering Plan Approval application.

Asset Owner / Specialist Response
From: Andy Samaratunga, Senior Specialist, Coastal & Water Allocation Team - Resource
Consents, Specialist Input, Auckland Council
Date: 29 March 2022
The following documents have been reviewed with respect to the requirements under Chapter
E7 of the AUP(OP) pertaining to groundwater diversion and dewatering and the associated
potential risks to the environment and neighbouring properties:
•

Application under the Covid-19 Recovery (Fast-Track Consenting) Act 2020) Planning
analysis and Assessment of Environmental Effects, P0012 Auckland NZ Pty Limited,
Application under the COVID-19 Recovery (Fast-Track Consenting) Act 2020),
prepared by Tattico Limited, dated February 2022.

•

65-71 Federal St, Geotechnical Study prepared by WSP/OPUS, Ref:GS 2019/04, Job
Number:1-43855.00, Issue 1, dated 25/01/2019.

•

Memorandum - 65 Federal Street Development - Geotechnical Assessment of
Proposed Basement Changes, prepared by WSP, Ref:GS 2021/57, dated 20/08/2021.

•

Memorandum - 65 - 71 Federal Street - Interim Groundwater Assessment, prepared
by WSP, dated 17/12/2021.

The Applicant proposes to construct a multi-storey development with a two-level basement
and lift pit. The planned basement earthworks will extend 4m below the existing ground level
(begl) whilst the localised lift pit will extend to depths of between 6 to 8m begl.
The Applicant has undertaken preliminary geotechnical and groundwater assessments;
however, I do not consider that these are sufficient to provide appropriate and suitably
conservative geotechnical data for the assessment of effects on the environment or
neighbouring properties.
I also note that in addition to an inadequate geotechnical and groundwater investigations,
the following have not been provided:
•
•
•

•
•

An assessment of the proposed activity against AUP(OP) Standards E7.6.16 (1 to 3)
and E7.6.10 (1 to 6) informed by appropriate site-specific groundwater level
measurements.
Details of the location, bore construction specifications and soil logs of the two
standpipe piezometers that have been installed at the site.
Groundwater monitoring data. It is noted that an Interim Groundwater Assessment
December 2021 report, (WSP), refers to two rounds of monitoring but it is not clear
when they were undertaken. Further monitoring should have been completed since
then which could have captured the summer- low, but this has not been provided.
A draft Groundwater Settlement Monitoring and Contingency Plan (GSMCP) to
ensure that settlements and deflections remain within the predicted envelope of
effects.
Details of buildings (or parts of buildings) or public services ( or sections of pipes)
which require pre-and-post dewatering detailed condition / CCTV surveys.

Furthermore, it is my opinion that the proposed conditions proffered by the Applicant do not
reflect the total settlement (mechanical settlement due to retaining wall deflection and
consolidation settlement due to groundwater drawdown), differential settlement and retaining
wall deflection predictions of an appropriate effects assessment for the proposed
development.
In order to be able to undertake an appropriate effects assessment for the proposed
development, I consider that a suitable geotechnical and groundwater assessment is
required to be completed, which includes:
1. The identification of critical cross-sections for assessment - consider deepest
excavations, proximity to adjacent buildings/structures and services and shallowest
groundwater levels;
2. An assessment of the groundwater drawdown due to the excavation to include a
consolidation settlement profile at the critical cross-sections from the edge of the
proposed excavation extending beneath neighbouring buildings/structures (including
driveways) and services.
2. A concept design for the proposed retaining walls, together with lateral wall deflection
analyses, using Wallap (or similar software), in order to determine the likely lateral wall
deflection and assist in the preparation of mechanical settlement profiles at the critical
cross-sections, from the edge of the proposed excavation, extending beneath
neighbouring buildings/structures ( including driveways) and services.
3. The preparation of profiles at the critical cross-sections, showing the total (combined)
settlement (i.e., the consolidation settlement due to groundwater drawdown, plus the
mechanical settlement due to retaining wall deflection) beneath the neighbouring
buildings/structures (including driveways) and services. The profiles should be
annotated with the calculated maximum differential settlement (slope gradient) across
neighbouring buildings/structures (including driveways) and services.
4. An assessment of the tolerance/sensitivity of the neighbouring buildings to the
predicted differential settlement that could result from the dewatering and retaining wall
deflections, with respect to their age, construction and foundation types, from the
structural design engineer for the project. A Stage 1 Assessment - Burland
Classification of Damage for the neighbouring buildings/structures is also required. If
the Stage 1 assessment indicates “Slight Damage or greater”, then a Stage 2
assessment is required.
5. The identification of potentially affected public services/utilities and the assessment of
the combined effect of groundwater drawdown and retaining wall deflection on these
services.
6. On the basis of the settlement predictions a draft Groundwater Settlement Monitoring
and Contingency Plan (GSMCP) may be required. The draft GSMCP should include
(but not be limited to): a plan showing the locations and types of monitoring devices
including groundwater monitoring bores, building settlement marks on the
neighbouring buildings/structures, ground settlement marks, retaining wall deflection
marks and inclinometers (if required). Alert and alarm trigger levels and monitoring
frequency are also required for total and differential settlement of the ground surface,

buildings and retaining walls and Alert Levels 1 and 2 for groundwater level monitoring.
Pre-and-post dewatering detailed condition surveys are required for existing walls,
together with appropriate settlement monitoring and the identification of neighbouring
buildings/structures that require pre-and-post dewatering detailed condition surveys,
together with those public services ( if any), which require pre-and -post dewatering
CCTV condition survey, together with a description of the proposed construction
methodology/sequence and contingency options. If it is considered that a draft
GSMCP or condition surveys are not required, then this should be fully justified.

Conclusion
As noted above, further information would be requested if this was a lodged resource
consent to ascertain the assessment of effects. However, as this is not the case, I have
recommended, along with most of the conditions proffered by the Applicant in Attachment U,
several additional conditions, that ensure that a geotechnical investigation has been
undertaken that is sufficient to provide appropriate and suitably conservative geotechnical
data for the assessment of effects on the environment or neighbouring properties.

The recommended conditions with changes are attached.

Definitions
Words in the ground dewatering (take) and groundwater diversion consent conditions
have specific meanings as outlined in the table below.
Alarm Level

Specific levels at which actions are required as
described in the relevant conditions.

Alert Level

Specific levels at which actions are required as
described in the relevant conditions.

Bulk Excavation

Includes all excavation that affects groundwater
excluding minor enabling works and piling less than
1.5m in diameter.

Commencement of
Construction Phase
Dewatering

Means commencement of Bulk Excavation and/or the
commencement of the taking or diversion of
groundwater, other than for initial state monitoring
purposes.
Means commencement of Bulk Excavation and/or the
commencement of the taking of any groundwater from
the tunnel, trench or shaft excavation and/or any
dewatering prior to excavation.

Completion of
Construction Phase
Dewatering

Means, in the case of a tanked building or structure
construction, the stage when all the external base slab
and walls within an excavation are essentially
watertight, the structures internal support mechanisms,
including basement floors have been completed any
temporary retention removed and no further
groundwater is being taken for the construction of the
basement.
Means, in the case of a drained building or structure,
the stage the structures external and internal support
mechanisms, including basement floors have been
completed, the permanent drainage system(s) are in
place and no further groundwater is being taken for the
construction of the basement.
Means, in the case of tunnels and shafts, when the
tunnel and shafts have been constructed and
effectively no further groundwater is being
taken/diverted for the construction of the tunnel and
shafts in accordance with the design.
Means, in the case of pipe infrastructure, the stage
when all pipework and pipe seals (and where required
trench stops (collars) have been installed and all back
filling is completed within 50 metres of a building or
structure and effectively no further groundwater is
being taken for the construction of the network at that
location.

Commencement of
Excavation

Means commencement of Bulk Excavation
excavation to create perimeter walls.

or

Means commencement of Bulk Excavation for shafts,
trenches and tunnel.
Completion of
Construction

Means when the Code Compliance Certificate (CCC)
is issued by Auckland Council

Completion of
Excavation

Means the stage when all Bulk Excavation has been
completed and all foundation/footing excavations
within 10 meters of the perimeter retaining wall have
been completed.

Condition Survey

Means an external visual inspection or a detailed
condition survey (as defined in the relevant conditions).

Damage

Includes Aesthetic, Serviceability, Stability, but does
not include Negligible Damage. Damage as described
in the table below.

External visual
inspection

A condition survey undertaken for the purpose of
detecting any ground instability, new external
Damage or deterioration of existing external
Damage. Includes as a minimum a visual
inspection of the ground surrounding a building or
excavation or the exterior of a building; and may
include a dated photographic record of all
observable changes to ground conditions or
exterior Damage

GSMCP

Means Groundwater and Settlement Monitoring and
Contingency Plan

Monitoring Station

Means any monitoring instrument including a ground or
building deformation station, inclinometer, groundwater
monitoring bore, retaining wall deflection station, or
other monitoring device required by this consent.

RL

Means Reduced Level.

Seasonal Low
Groundwater Level

Means the annual lowest groundwater level – which
typically occurs in summer.

Services

Include fibre optic cables, sanitary drainage,
stormwater drainage, gas and water mains, power and
telephone installations and infrastructure, road
infrastructure assets such as footpaths, kerbs, catchpits, pavements and street furniture.

SQEP

Means Suitably Qualified Engineering Professional

SQBS

Means Suitably Qualified Building Surveyor

Category
Normal
of
Degree of
Damage
Severity

Description of Typical Damage
(Building Damage Classification after Burland (1995),
and Mair et al (1996))

0

Negligible

1

Very Slight Fine cracks easily treated during normal redecoration.
Perhaps isolated slight fracture in building. Cracks in
exterior visible upon close inspection. Typical crack
widths up to 1mm.

Hairline cracks.

General
Category
(after Burland
– 1995)
Aesthetic
Damage

2

Slight

Cracks easily filled. Redecoration probably required.
Several slight fractures inside building. Exterior cracks
visible, some repainting may be required for weathertightness. Doors and windows may stick slightly.
Typically crack widths up to 5mm.

3

Moderate

Serviceability
Cracks may require cutting out and patching. Recurrent
cracks can be masked by suitable linings. Brick pointing Damage
and possible replacement of a small amount of exterior
brickwork may be required. Doors and windows sticking.
Utility services may be interrupted. Weather tightness
often impaired. Typical crack widths are 5mm to 15mm or
several greater than 3mm.

4

Severe

Extensive repair involving removal and replacement of
walls especially over door and windows required. Window
and door frames distorted. Floor slopes noticeably. Walls
lean or bulge noticeably. Some loss of bearing in beams.
Utility services disrupted. Typical crack widths are 15mm
to 25mm but also depend on the number of cracks.

5

Very
Severe

Stability
Major repair required involving partial or complete
reconstruction. Beams lose bearing, walls lean badly and Damage
require shoring. Windows broken by distortion. Danger of
instability. Typical crack widths are greater than 25mm but
depend on the number of cracks.

Table 1: Building Damage Classification
Note: In the table above the column headed “Description of Typical Damage” applies to
masonry buildings only and the column headed “General Category” applies to all buildings.

Standard Conditions
Activity in accordance with plans
Condition 1: The take (dewatering) and diversion of groundwater associated with the
construction of a multistorey development with a two-level basement excavation and a lift pit
shall be carried out in accordance with the plans and all information submitted with the
application, detailed below, and all referenced by the council as consent number
WAT60399231 including:
•

AEE- Planning analysis and Assessment of Environmental Effects, P0012 Auckland
NZ Pty Limited, Application under the COVID-19 Recovery (Fast-Track Consenting)
Act 2020), prepared by Tattico Limited, dated February 2022.

•

65-71 Federal St, Geotechnical Study prepared by WSP/OPUS, Ref:GS 2019/04, Job
Number:1-43855.00, Issue 1, dated 25/01/2019.

•

Memorandum- 65 Federal Street Development - Geotechnical Assessment of
Proposed Basement Changes, prepared by WSP, Ref:GS 2021/57, dated 20/08/2021.

•

Memorandum- 65 - 71 Federal Street - Interim Groundwater Assessment, prepared by
WSP, dated 17/12/2021.

Duration of the consent
Condition 2: The take (dewatering) and groundwater diversion consent WAT60399231 must
expire 35 years after the grant of consent unless it has lapsed, been surrendered or been
cancelled at an earlier date pursuant to the RMA.

Provide for a review under section 128
Condition 3: Under section 128 of the RMA the conditions of this consent WAT60399231
may be reviewed by the Manager Resource Consents at the consent holder’s cost:
Within six months after Completion of Dewatering and subsequently at intervals of not less
than five years thereafter in order:

1)
2)
3)
4)

•

To deal with any adverse effects on the environment which may arise or potentially
arise from the exercise of this consent and which it is appropriate to deal with at a later
stage.

•

To vary the monitoring and reporting requirements, and performance standards, in
order to take account of information, including the results of previous monitoring and
changed environmental knowledge on:

ground conditions
aquifer parameters
groundwater levels; and
ground surface movement

Advice Note:
Under section 128 of the RMA the conditions of this consent may be reviewed by the Manager Resource
Consents at the consent holder’s cost at any time, if it is found that the information made available to the
council in the application contained inaccuracies which materially influenced the decision and the effects of
the exercise of the consent are such that it is necessary to apply more appropriate conditions.

Ground Dewatering (Take) and Groundwater Diversion Conditions

Detailed Investigations
1. Condition 1: Prior to the commencement of earthworks and construction activities onsite,
the consent holder must provide a finalised geotechnical investigation report to the Council
for certification. This information must be provided to the Council’s satisfaction and no

earthworks or construction works must proceed until certification is provided by the Council.
The geotechnical investigation report must include but is not limited to:

a) Desktop assessment
b) Intrusive testing

c) Calculations and detailed assessment of effects from mechanical
settlement and groundwater dewatering and diversion as a result of
proposed excavations and retaining including proximity, construction, depth
and age of structures, infrastructure and paved surfaces
d) Confirmation of activity status and mitigation (if required) under E7 (Taking,
using, damming and diversion of water and drilling) specifically E7.8.1(6).
e) Geotechnical risk including liquefaction
f) Geotechnical recommendations for the proposed works

Notice of Commencement of Construction Phase Dewatering
Condition 2: The Council must be advised in writing at least ten (10) working days prior to
the date of the Commencement of Construction Phase Dewatering.
Condition 3: The design and construction of the basement retaining walls must be undertaken
in accordance with the specifications contained in the report titled “ Memorandum- 65 Federal
Street Development - Geotechnical Assessment of Proposed Basement Changes, prepared
by WSP, Ref:GS 2021/57, dated 20/08/2021”

Excavation Limit
Condition 4: The Bulk Excavation must not extend below 22.5m RL for Basement 1 and
16.5m RL for Basement 2.

Performance Standards
Damage Avoidance
Condition 5: All excavation, dewatering systems, retaining structures, basements and works
associated with the diversion or taking of groundwater, must be designed, constructed and
maintained so as to avoid Damage to buildings, structures and Services on the site or adjacent
properties, outside that considered as part of the application process unless otherwise agreed
in writing with the asset owner.

Alert and Alarm Levels
Condition 6: The activity must not cause any settlement or movement greater than the Alarm
Level thresholds specified in Schedule A below. Alert and Alarm Levels are triggered when
the following Alert and Alarm Trigger thresholds are exceeded:

Schedule A: Alarm and Alert Levels
Movement

Trigger Thresholds (+/-)
Alarm

Alert

a)

Differential vertical settlement between any two Ground Surface
Deformation Stations (the Differential Ground Surface Settlement
Alarm or Alert Level)

1:500

1:750

b)

Total vertical settlement from the pre-excavation baseline level at
any Ground Surface Deformation Station (the Total Ground
Surface Settlement Alarm or Alert Level):

15mm

10mm

c)

Differential vertical settlement between any two adjacent Building
Deformation Stations (the Differential Building Settlement Alarm
or Alert Level)

1:700

1:1000

d)

Total vertical settlement from the pre-excavation baseline level at
any Building Deformation Station (the Total Building Settlement
Alarm or Alert Level)

15mm

10mm

e)

Total lateral deflection from the pre-excavation baseline level at any
retaining wall deflection station (the Retaining Wall Deflection
Alarm or Alert Level):

30mm

20mm

f)

Total lateral wall deflection from the pre-excavation baseline level
and any subsequent reading at any Inclinometer (the Inclinometer
Deformation Alarm or Alert Level):

XXmm

XXmm

g)

Distance below the pre-dewatering Seasonal Low Groundwater
Level and any subsequent groundwater reading at any groundwater
monitoring bore (the Groundwater Alert Levels 1 & 2):

N/A

(1) XXm
(2) YYm

Note: The locations of the Monitoring Stations listed in Schedule A should be provided with
the GSMCP proposed.
These levels may be amended subject to approval by the Council as part of the Groundwater
Settlement Monitoring and Contingency Plan (GSMCP) approval process, and, after the
receipt of pre-dewatering monitoring data, building condition surveys and recommendations
from a suitably qualified engineering professional (SQEP), but only to the extent that
avoidance of Damage to building, structures and Services can still be achieved.
Advice Note:
There are conditions below that must be complied with when the Alert and Alarm Level
triggers are exceeded. These include actions that are required to be taken immediately
including seeking the advice of a SQEP.
Alert Level Actions
Condition 7: In the event of any Alert Level being exceeded the Consent Holder must:(a) Notify Council within 24 hours.
(b) Re-measure all Monitoring Stations within 50 metres of the affected monitoring location(s)
to confirm the extent of apparent movement.

(c) Ensure the data is reviewed, and advice provided, by a SQEP on the need for mitigation
measures or other actions necessary to avoid further deformation. Where mitigation
measures or other actions are recommended those measures shall be implemented.
(d) Submit a written report, prepared by the SQEP responsible for overviewing the monitoring,
to Council within five working days of Alert Level exceedance. The report shall provide an
analysis of all monitoring data (including wall deflection) relating to the exceedance,
actions taken to date to address the issue, recommendations for additional monitoring (i.e.
the need for increased frequency or repeat condition survey(s) of building or structures)
and recommendations for future remedial actions necessary to prevent Alarm Levels being
exceeded.
(e) Measure and record all Monitoring Stations within 50 metres of the location of any Alert
Level exceedance every two days until such time the written report referred to above has
been submitted to Council.
Alarm Level Actions
Condition 8: In the event of any Alarm Level being exceeded at any ground deformation pin,
building deformation pin, retaining wall deflection pin or inclinometer Monitoring Station the
Consent Holder must:
a)

Immediately halt construction activity, including excavation, dewatering or any other
works that may result in increased deformation, unless halting the activity is
considered by a SQEP to likely be more harmful (in terms of effects on the
environment) than continuing to carry out the activity.

b)

Notify the Council within twenty-four (24) hours of the Alarm Level exceedance being
detected and provide details of the measurements taken.

c)

Undertake a condition survey (this could comprise either a detailed condition survey
or an external visual inspection at the discretion of the SQEP responsible for
overviewing the monitoring) by a SQEP or suitably qualified building surveyor (SQBS)
of any building or structure located adjacent to any Monitoring Station where the
Alarm Level has been exceeded.

d)

Take advice from the author of the Alert Level exceedance report (if there was one)
on actions required to avoid, remedy or mitigate adverse effects on ground,
buildings or structures that may occur as a result of the exceedance.

e)

Not resume construction activities (or any associated activities), halted in
accordance with paragraph (a) above, until any mitigation measures (recommended
in accordance with paragraphs (d) above) have been implemented to the
satisfaction of a SQEP.

f)

Submit a written report, prepared by the SQEP responsible for overviewing the
monitoring, to the Council, on the results of the condition survey(s), the mitigation
measures implemented and any remedial works and/or agreements with affected
parties within five working days of recommencement of works.

Groundwater and Settlement Monitoring and Contingency Plan (GSMCP)
Condition 9: At least ten (10) working days prior to the Commencement of Construction
Phase Dewatering, a Groundwater and Settlement Monitoring and Contingency Plan

(GSMCP) prepared by a (SQEP), must be submitted to the Council for written approval. Any
later proposed amendment of the GSMCP must also be submitted to the Council for written
certification.
The overall objective of the GSMCP must be to set out the practices and procedures to be
adopted to ensure compliance with the consent conditions and must include, at a minimum,
the following information:
(a) A monitoring location plan, showing the location and type of all Monitoring Stations
including groundwater monitoring bores, ground and building deformation pins,
inclinometers and retaining wall deflection pins. The monitoring plan must be based
on the updated assessment as a result of proposed ground dewatering and
basement walls constructions.
(b) Final completed schedules B to E (as per the conditions below) for monitoring of
ground surface, building and retaining wall deformation (including any proposed
changes to the monitoring frequency) as required by conditions below.
(c) All monitoring data, the identification of Services susceptible to Damage and all
building/Service condition surveys undertaken to date, and required by conditions
below.
(d) A bar chart or a schedule, showing the timing and frequency of condition surveys,
visual inspections and all other monitoring required by this consent, and a sample
report template for the required two (2) monthly monitoring.
(e) All Alert and Alarm Level Triggers (including reasons if changes to such are
proposed, for example as a result of recommendations in the building condition
surveys or data obtained from pre-dewatering monitoring).
(f) Details of the contingency actions to be implemented if Alert or Alarm Levels are
exceeded.
Condition 10: All construction, dewatering, monitoring and contingency actions must be
carried out in accordance with the approved GSMCP. No Bulk Excavation (that may affect
groundwater levels) or other dewatering activities must commence until the GSMCP is
approved in writing by the Council.
Pre-Construction Phase Dewatering Building and Structure Survey
Condition 11: No more than six (6) months prior to the Commencement of Construction
Phase Dewatering a detailed condition survey of buildings and structures as specified in
Schedule B below must be undertaken by a SQEP or SQBS and a written report must be
prepared and reviewed by the SQEP responsible for overviewing the monitoring. The report
must be submitted for approval by the Council.
This condition does not apply where written evidence is provided to Council that the owner of
a property has confirmed they do not require a detailed condition survey.
The detailed condition survey must include:

(a) Confirmation of the installation of building deformation stations as required in Schedule
B below.
(b) A description of the type of foundations.
(c) A description of existing levels of Damage considered to be of an aesthetic or
superficial nature.
(d) A description of existing levels of Damage considered to affect the serviceability of the
building where visually apparent without recourse to intrusive or destructive
investigation.
(e) An assessment as to whether existing Damage may or may not be associated with
actual structural Damage and an assessment of the susceptibility of
buildings/structures to further movement and Damage.
(f) Photographic evidence of existing observable Damage.
(g) A review of proposed Alarm and Alert Levels to confirm they are appropriately set and
confirmation that any ground settlement less than the Alarm Level will not cause
Damage.
(h) An assessment of whether the monitoring frequency is appropriate.
(i) An assessment of whether the locations and density of existing building deformation
stations are adequate and appropriate for the effective detection of change to building
and structure condition.

Schedule B: Buildings/Structures that require Detailed Condition Survey and
Installation of Deformation Stations
Number

Address

Property known as

Number of
building
deformation
stations
required

1

66 Hobson Street

Commercial building

xx

2

60 Hobson Street

Commercial building

xx

3

34 Kingston Street

Apartment

xx

4

89-95 Victoria Street West

Apartment

xx

5

87 Victoria Street West

Commercial building

xx

6

77-85 Victoria Street West

Apartment

xx

Advice Note:
This condition does not apply where written evidence is provided to the Council that the
owner of a property has confirmed they do not require a detailed condition survey

Pre-Construction Phase Dewatering Services Condition Survey
Condition 12: Prior to the Commencement of Construction Phase Dewatering, a condition
survey of potentially affected stormwater and wastewater services must be undertaken in
consultation with the relevant service provider.
Advice Note:
This condition does not apply to any service where written evidence is provided to the Council
that the owner of that service has confirmed they do not require a condition survey.
External Visual Inspections during Construction Phase Dewatering
Condition 13: External visual inspections of the surrounding ground and neighbouring
buildings and structures must be undertaken for the purpose of detecting any new external
Damage or deterioration of existing external Damage. Inspections are to be carried out weekly
from the Commencement to Completion of Construction Phase Dewatering. A photographic
record must be kept, including time and date, of each inspection and all observations made
during the inspection, and should be of a quality that is fit for purpose.
The results of the external visual inspections and an assessment of the results must be
reviewed by the SQEP responsible for overviewing the monitoring and included in the
bimonthly monitoring report for the relevant monitoring period.
Advice Note:
This condition does not apply to any land, building or structure where written evidence is
provided to the Council confirming that the owner of the land, building or structure does not
require visual inspections to be carried out.
Completion of Construction Phase Dewatering - Building, Structure and Services
Condition Surveys
Condition 14: Between six (6) and twelve (12) months after Completion of Construction
Phase Dewatering a detailed condition survey of all previously surveyed buildings, structures,
stormwater and wastewater Services, must be undertaken by a SQEP or SQBS and a written
report must be prepared. The report must be reviewed by the SQEP responsible for
overviewing the monitoring and submitted to the Council, within one month of completion of
the survey.
The condition survey report must make specific comment on those matters identified in the
pre-Construction Phase Dewatering condition survey. It must also identify any new Damage
that has occurred since the pre-Construction Phase Dewatering condition survey was
undertaken and provide an assessment of the likely cause of any such Damage.
Advice Note:
This condition does not apply to any building, structure or Service where written evidence is
provided to the Council confirming that the owner of that building, structure, or Service does
not require a condition survey to be undertaken.
Additional Surveys
Condition 15: Additional condition surveys of any building, structure, or Service must be
undertaken, if requested by the Council for the purpose of investigating any Damage
potentially caused by ground movement resulting from Construction Phase Dewatering or
retaining wall deflection. A written report of the results of the survey must be prepared and/or

reviewed by the SQEP responsible for overviewing the monitoring. The report must be
submitted to the Council.
The requirement for any such additional condition survey will cease six (6) months after the
Completion of Construction Phase Dewatering unless ground settlement or building
deformation monitoring indicates movement is still occurring at a level that may result in
Damage to buildings, structures, or Services. In such circumstances the period where
additional condition surveys may be required will be extended until monitoring shows that
movement has stabilised and the risk of Damage to buildings, structures and Services as a
result of the dewatering is no longer present.

Groundwater Monitoring
Condition 16: Groundwater monitoring must be undertaken at the groundwater monitoring
bore locations in the certified GSMCP. Groundwater level monitoring is to be undertaken in
accordance with Schedule C below:
Schedule C: Groundwater Monitoring Frequency
Bore
Name

xx

Location

Groundwater level monitoring frequency (to an accuracy of 10mm)

Easting
(mE)

Northing
(mN)

From bore construction
until one month before
Commencement of
Construction Phase
Dewatering

One month before
Commencement of
Construction Phase
Dewatering to Completion
of Construction Phase
Dewatering

From Completion
of Construction
Phase Dewatering
until 3 months
later

tbc

tbc

Monthly (with a
minimum of three
monthly readings)

Twice weekly

Monthly

The monitoring frequency may be changed if approved by the Council. Any change must be
specified in the GSMCP. In addition, the three-month monitoring period post Completion of
Construction Phase Dewatering may be extended, by the Council, if measured groundwater
levels are not consistent with inferred seasonal trends or predicted groundwater levels.
Advice Note:
If groundwater level measurements show an inconsistent pattern immediately prior to the
Commencement of Construction Phase Dewatering (for example varying more than +/-200mm
during a month), then further readings may be required to ensure that an accurate
groundwater level baseline is established before Construction Phase dewatering commences.

Ground Surface and Building Deformation Monitoring
Condition 17: Ground Surface and Building Deformation Monitoring Stations must be
established and maintained at the approximate locations shown in the certified GSMCP. The
Monitoring Stations must be monitored at the frequency set out in Schedule D. The purpose
of the Monitoring Stations is to record any vertical or horizontal movement. Benchmark
positions must be established no less than 20 metres away from the excavated area.

Schedule D: Ground Surface and Building Monitoring
Frequency
Monitoring
Station and
type*

Pre-Commencement of
Construction Phase
Dewatering

Commencement to Completion of
Construction Phase Dewatering

Post- Completion
of Construction
Phase
Dewatering

Ground:
e.g X Points
(GS1 to GSX)*

Twice to a horizontal and
vertical accuracy of +/-2mm
(achieved by precise levelling)

Weekly

Monthly for 6
months

Buildings:
e.g X Points
(BS1 to BSX)

Twice to a horizontal and
vertical accuracy of +/-2mm
(achieved by precise levelling)

Weekly

Monthly for 6
months

Note: * Asterisk in the above Schedule indicates that consideration must be given to
embedded column type ground settlement marker where possible for improved accuracy, for
instance where tree roots or construction traffic may affect settlement.
The monitoring frequency may be changed, if approved by the Council.
Retaining Wall Monitoring
Condition 18: X no. retaining wall deflection stations (RW1 to RWZ), for the measurement of
lateral wall movement, must be installed along the top of the retaining walls, and, Y No
inclinometers (IW1 to IWY) for the measurement of lateral displacement must be installed
either within a retaining pile or immediately behind one and extending to the base of the
retaining pile, as shown in the certified GSMCP. Monitoring of the retaining wall deflection
stations and inclinometers must be undertaken and recorded in accordance with Schedule E
below and must be carried out using precise levelling.
Access to Third Party Property
Condition 19: Where any monitoring, inspection or condition survey in this consent requires
access to property/ies owned by a third party, and access is declined or subject to what the
Consent Holder considers to be unreasonable terms, the Consent Holder must provide a
report to the Council prepared by a SQEP identifying an alternative monitoring programme.
The report must describe how the monitoring will provide sufficient early detection of
deformation to enable measures to be implemented to prevent Damage to buildings,
structures or Services. Written approval from the Council must be obtained before an
alternative monitoring option is implemented.
A reasonable attempt (for the purpose on Condition 19 above) shall be considered to be if
agreement from owners to enter property and undertake monitoring, inspection or a condition
survey is not able to be obtained within three (3) months from the first written request for
access. In this instance, monitoring, inspection or a condition survey is not required for the
property. All correspondence, communication and contact must be recorded by the Consent
Holder and if access is not made available, the records must be provided to the Council.

Contingency Actions
Condition 20: If the Consent Holder becomes aware of any Damage to buildings, structures
or Services potentially caused wholly, or in part, by the exercise of this consent, the Consent
Holder must:
(a) Notify the Council and the asset owner within two (2) working days of the Consent Holder
becoming aware of the Damage.
(b) Provide a report prepared by a SQEP (engaged by the Consent Holder at their cost) that
describes the Damage; identifies the cause of the Damage; identifies methods to remedy
and/or mitigate the Damage that has been caused; identifies the potential for further
Damage to occur, and describes actions that will be taken to avoid further Damage.
(c) Provide a copy of the report prepared under (b) above, to the Council and the asset owner
within ten (10) working days of notification under (a) above.
Advice Note:
It is anticipated the Consent Holder will seek the permission of the damaged asset to access
the property and asset to enable the inspection/investigation. It is understood that if access
is denied the report will be of limited extent.
Building, Structure, and Services Surveys and Inspections
Condition 21: A copy of all pre-construction phase dewatering building, structure condition
surveys, and Service condition surveys must be submitted to the Council with the GSMCP.
All other condition surveys and photographic records required by this consent must be
provided to the Council upon request.
Reporting of Monitoring Data
Condition 22: At monthly intervals, a report containing all monitoring data required by
conditions of this consent must be submitted to the Council. This report must include a
construction progress timeline, the monitoring data (including the results of condition surveys)
recorded in that period, and, a comparison of that data with previously recorded data and with
the Alert and Alarm Levels for each Monitoring Station.
Upon Completion of Construction, one electronic data file (excel workbook) containing digital
data for all groundwater monitoring bores must be provided to the Council. Data should include
the monitoring bore name, type, location (NZTM easting / northing and elevation), screened
depth for groundwater monitoring bores, absolute and relative readings (and their units of
measure) and the date / time of each reading. The worksheets should contain data values
only (no formulas, circular references or links to other sheets)
Notice of Completion
Condition 23: The Council must be advised in writing within ten (10) working days of when
Construction Phase Dewatering has been completed.

Permanent Drainage
Condition 24: After Completion of Construction, any permanent backfill or drainage systems
installed behind retaining walls must not cause groundwater levels adjacent to the site to be
reduced below pre-existing seasonal low levels for the case of permanently drained
basements must not cause groundwater levels adjacent to the site to be reduced below the
calculated design levels (as defined by the groundwater alert level (2)).

Groundwater Maintenance Program
Condition 25: At the Completion of Construction Phase Dewatering, the Council must be
provided with a maintenance program for any permanent groundwater drainage system used
to manage groundwater levels.
Advice Note
The Consent Holder is advised that the discharge of pumped groundwater to a stormwater
system or waterbody will need to comply with any other regulations, bylaws or discharge rules
that may apply.

Asset Owner / Specialist Response
From: Kuanjin (Jin) Lee, Senior Development Engineer, Auckland Council
Date: 29 March 2022
Overall Summary:
I have reviewed the application documents available and note the following pertaining
to earthworks (E12) and associated geotechnical risk. Please note that infrastructure
related items (including traffic, stormwater, wastewater and water supply) including any
constraints in capacity are outside of the requested scope for Development Engineering
review. I understand that assets owners (Auckland Transport, Healthy Waters and
Watercare) have been engaged for their input in this space.
The proposal includes a multistorey development with a single level basement
excavation and a lift pit. Total earthworks area and volumes are reported to be 1641 m2
and 8160 m3 and the maximum depth of excavation is in the order of 10 m.
I am agreeable to a Construction Management Plan due to the scale of proposed
works.
Geotechnical Risk
In regard to geotechnical risks (E12.6.2(2) and E12.8.2(1)(c)) the applicant relies on the
reporting undertaken by WSP. I acknowledge that the Geotechnical Desktop Study
(reference: GS 2019/04, job number: 1-43855.00, issue: 1, dated: 25 January 2019) is
based on a historic investigations and deeper excavations. Further investigations are
expected as part of project progression and detailed design. No global stability
concerns have been highlighted in the reporting however localised instability has been
identified.
WSP reported mechanical settlement effects can result in displacement in the order of
45 mm. Though information is provided on the soil profile, basement depth and
foundation details for neighbouring properties, an assessment of effects on
neighbouring properties, structures and services, the road reserve and public services
have not been undertaken in relation to their age, construction type or depth. I have
discussed this application with Senior Specialist Andy Samaratunga (Groundwater) and
we agree that there are items requiring further address for the assessment of effects.
WSP recommendations includes foundation design, retaining design, soldier piling,
monitoring and surveys to manage settlement effects (Memo (dated: 17 December
2021)) and use of temporary anchors under the road reserve or a top-down
construction method. Excavation and construction methods are provided as part of
Attachment P. As there is ambiguity in the proposed approach, discussions should be
had between the geotechnical specialist and the contractor to complete a clear
construction method. I have recommended a detailed construction methodology to be
provided prior to the commencement of earthworks.
The Memo (reference: GS2021/57, dated: 20 August 2021) includes the proposal in
greater context of the proposed works and reports a reduced effect as a result of the

reduced excavation depth relative to that assessed within the Geotechnical Desktop
Study (reference: GS 2019/04, job number: 1-43855.00, issue: 1, dated: 25 January
2019).
I note that no information pertaining to liquefaction risk have been provided for which in
part forms the s6(h) of the RMA assessment. The applicant should speak to this as part
of their resource consent application.
Erosion and Sediment Control
In terms of erosion and sediment control, the preliminary erosion and sediment control
measures include stabilised vehicle entranceways, silt socks/sandbags and clean/dirty
diversion bunds. The measures are generally acceptable though lacking in dust control
measures for compliance with E12.6.2(5). I accept the applicant’s approach such that a
finalised plan is expected to support the development. Condition of consent are
acceptable to address this.
Conclusions
I can advise that further information would be requested if this was a lodged resource
consent to ascertain the assessment of effects.
Some further information which would be requested are:
- Comment on liquefaction risk
- Comments on the potential effects of the proposed excavations and retaining on
the existing neighbouring land, structures, buildings and any private and public
services.
- Preliminary calculations of deflection/induced (mechanical) settlement for the
temporary and permanent retaining structures with considerations to condition,
depth, age and construction type of the neighbouring structures, buildings and any
private and public services.
I have recommended the following changes to the proposed conditions provided within
Attachment U and additional conditions for consideration.
I acknowledge that there may be some duplication with the condition surveys proposed
with the Groundwater specialist however this is provided under the district earthworks
and specifically to address mechanical settlement effects (as opposed to consolidation
as a result of dewatering settlement effects). Further, I have written condition 2 with
Senior Specialist Andy Samaratunga (Groundwater) which includes items pertaining to
groundwater.

Revised condition
38. Earthworks and construction of retaining walls must be supervised by a suitably
qualified geotechnical engineering professional (who is familiar with Geotechnical
Desktop Study by WSP (reference: GS 2019/04, job number: 1-43855.00, issue: 1,
dated: 25 January 2019)). In supervising the works, the suitably qualified
geotechnical engineering professional must ensure that they are constructed and
otherwise completed in accordance with the engineering plans and geotechnical
recommendations, relevant engineering codes of practice and detailed plans
forming part of the application. The supervising engineer’s contact details must be
provided in writing to Auckland Council at least 10 working days prior to earthworks
commencing on site.
Additional conditions
1. All machinery associated with the earthworks activity must be operated in a way,
which ensures that spillages of hazardous substances such as fuel, oil, grout,
concrete products and any other contaminants are prevented.
2. Prior to the commencement of earthworks and construction activities onsite, the
consent holder must provide a finalised geotechnical investigation report to the
Council for certification. This information must be provided to the Council’s
satisfaction and no earthworks or construction works must proceed until certification
is provided by the Council. The geotechnical investigation report must include but is
not limited to:
a) Desktop assessment
b) Intrusive testing
c) Calculations and detailed assessment of effects from mechanical
settlement and groundwater dewatering and diversion as a result of
proposed excavations and retaining including proximity, construction,
depth and age of structures, infrastructure and paved surfaces
d) Confirmation of activity status and mitigation (if required) under E7
(Taking, using, damming and diversion of water and drilling) specifically
E7.8.1(6).
e) Geotechnical risk including liquefaction
f) Geotechnical recommendations for the proposed works
3. The consent holder must provide a detailed construction methodology written by a
Chartered Geotechnical Engineer or Chartered Engineering Geologist for the
contractor to undertake the earthworks with and include the recommendations
provided within Geotechnical Desktop Study by WSP (reference: GS 2019/04, job
number: 1-43855.00, issue: 1, dated: 25 January 2019) or any other subsequent
Council approved report. This shall be required to ensure boundary stability is
maintained throughout the civil works stage of the development. The construction
methodology must be provided in writing to the satisfaction of the Council at least
two weeks prior to earthworks commencing on site. No works onsite are permitted
prior to written approval that the construction methodology has been reviewed and
accepted by the Council.
4. Certification from suitably qualified Chartered geotechnical engineer or Chartered
engineering geologist must be provided to the Council, confirming that the works
have been completed in accordance with the approved construction methodology as
required by Condition 3 (above), within ten (10) working days following completion.

Written certification must be in the form of a geotechnical completion report, or any
other form acceptable to the Council.
5. The consent holder must engage an engineer to advise the Council of timeframes
for unsupported cuts adjacent to boundaries at least one week prior to excavations
on boundaries being undertaken.
Settlement Monitoring and Contingency Plan (SMCP)
6. At least 10 working days prior to the commencement of excavations, a Settlement
Monitoring and Contingency Plan (SMCP) must be submitted to the Council for
written approval. The SMCP must be prepared by a suitably qualified engineering
professional in line with recommendations outlined in the Memo by WSP (dated: 17
December 2021) or any other subsequent Council approved reporting. Any
proposed amendment to the SMCP must also be submitted to the Council for
written approval and must include, as a minimum, the following information:
a) A monitoring location plan showing the layout and type of all Monitoring
Stations and ground movement pins. The layout must ensure that all
potentially affected areas of neighbouring property above proposed
excavations are monitored for deformation.
b) The identification of services susceptible to damage and all building/service
condition surveys undertaken to date and required by conditions in this
consent.
c) The timing and frequency of condition surveys, visual inspections and
survey of ground movement pins.
d) All Alert and Alarm Level triggers.
e) Details of the contingency actions to be implemented if Alert or Alarm
Levels are exceeded.
Alert Level Actions
7. In the event of any Alert Level being exceeded the Consent Holder must:
a) Notify the Council within 24 hours of the alert level exceedance being
detected.
b) Re-measure all Monitoring Stations to confirm the extent of apparent
movement.
c) Ensure the data is reviewed, and advice provided by a Suitably Qualified
Engineering Professional (SQEP) on the need for mitigation measures or
other actions necessary to avoid further deformation. Where mitigation
measures or other actions are recommended those measures must be
implemented.
d) Submit a written report, prepared by the SQEP responsible for overviewing
the monitoring, to the Council within five working days of Alert Level
exceedance. The report must provide an analysis of all monitoring data
relating to the exceedance, actions taken to date to address the issue,
recommendations for additional monitoring (i.e., the need for increased
frequency or repeat condition survey(s) of building or structures) and
recommendations for future remedial actions necessary to prevent Alarm
Levels being exceeded.

e) Measure and record all Monitoring Stations every two days until such time
the written report referred to above has been submitted to the Council.
Alarm Level Actions
8. In the event of any Alarm Level being exceeded at any ground or building
Monitoring Station the Consent Holder must:
a) Immediately halt construction activity, including excavation or any other
works that may result in increased deformation, unless halting the activity is
considered by a SQEP to likely be more harmful (in terms of effects on the
environment) than continuing to carry out the activity.
b) Notify the Council within 24 hours of the Alarm Level exceedance being
detected and provide details of the measurements taken.
c) Undertake a condition survey (this could comprise either a detailed
condition survey or an external visual inspection at the discretion of the SQEP
responsible for overviewing the monitoring) by a SQEP or suitably qualified
building surveyor (SQBS) of any building or structure located adjacent to any
Monitoring Station where the Alarm Level has been exceeded.
d) Take advice from the author of the SMCP on actions required to avoid,
remedy, or mitigate adverse effects on ground, buildings or structures that
may occur as a result of the exceedance.
e) Not resume construction activities (or any associated activities), halted in
accordance with paragraph (a) above, until any mitigation measures
(recommended in accordance with paragraphs (d) above) have been
implemented to the satisfaction of a SQEP.
f) Submit a written report, prepared by the SQEP responsible for overviewing
the monitoring, to the satisfaction of the Council, on the results of the
condition survey(s), the mitigation measures implemented and any remedial
works and/or agreements with affected parties within five (5) working days of
recommencement of works.
g) Re-measure all Monitoring Stations to confirm the extent of apparent
movement.
Activities to be Carried Out in Accordance with the Settlement Monitoring and
Contingency Plan (SMCP)
9. All construction, monitoring and contingency actions must be carried out in
accordance with the approved SMCP. No bulk excavation activities shall commence
until the SMCP is approved in writing by the Council.
Pre-construction condition survey
10. Prior to the commencement of any works onsite, a detailed pre-construction
condition survey of the surrounding ground, driveways and neighbouring buildings
and structures must be completed. This must be prepared by a suitably qualified
engineering professional and must be submitted for certification by the Council. The
consent holder must allow a minimum of ten (10) working days for a response from
the owner of the property. This condition does not apply where written evidence is
provided to the Council that the owner of a property has confirmed they do not
require a condition survey. The pre-construction condition survey must include:

a) A description of the type of structure foundations.
b) A description of internal and external existing levels of damage considered
to be of an aesthetic or superficial nature.
c) A description of internal and external existing levels of damage considered
to affect the serviceability of the building where visually apparent without
recourse to intrusive or destructive investigation.
d) An assessment as to whether existing damage may or may not be
associated with actual structural damage and an assessment of the
susceptibility of the buildings/structures to further movement and damage, to
the extent predicted.
e) Photographic evidence of existing observable damage.
11. Prior to the commencement of any works onsite, a pre-condition survey (CCTV) of
potentially affected utilities must be undertaken in consultation with the relevant
service provider. The CCTV must be provided to the satisfaction of Council.
External Visual Inspections
12. Regular external visual inspections must be undertaken of the surrounding ground,
and neighbouring buildings and structures for the purpose of detecting any new
external damage or deterioration of existing external damage. Inspections are to be
carried out monthly from the commencement to completion of works. A
photographic record is to be kept of the time and date of each inspection and all
observations made during the inspection and must be of a quality standard that is fit
for purpose. This condition does not apply to any land, building or structure where
written evidence is provided to the Council confirming that the owner of the land,
building or structure does not require visual inspections to be carried out.
13. Within 24 hours of the consent holder being made aware of any damage to
neighbouring land and structures and/or existing services, which may have occurred
as a result of the works on the site, the consent holder must notify the Council. If it is
determined that this damage was caused by works on the subject site, the consent
holder must immediately rectify the damage.
Post-construction condition surveys
14. Within 4 weeks following the completion of works, the Consent Holder must provide
post-construction condition survey of the existing buildings, structures, land and/or
services surveyed in the precondition survey and a written report prepared by the
suitably qualified engineering professional responsible for overviewing the surveys
which must include comment on any changes to the existing building(s), structure(s)
and/or service(s) within the area and completed remedial works to the satisfaction of
the Council.
Contingency Actions
15. If the Consent Holder becomes aware of any damage to buildings, structures or
Services potentially caused wholly, or in part, by the exercise of the Earthworks, the
consent holder must:
a) Notify the council and the asset owner within five working days of the
Consent Holder becoming aware of the Damage.

b) Provide a report prepared by a SQEP (engaged by the Consent Holder at
their cost) that describes the Damage and identifies the cause of the Damage.
If it is determined that this Damage was caused by works on the subject site,
the consent holder must identify and immediately implement appropriate
methods to remedy and/or mitigate the Damage that has been caused;
identifies the potential for further Damage to occur and describes actions that
will be taken to avoid further Damage.
c) Provide a copy of the report prepared under (b) above, to the Council and
the asset owner within 10 working days of notification under (a) above.
Building, Structure, and Services Surveys and Inspections
16. A copy of all pre-excavations building, structure condition surveys, and Service
condition surveys required by this consent must be submitted to the Council with the
SMCP. All other records required by this consent must be provided to the Council
upon request.
Reporting of Monitoring Data
17. At monthly intervals, a report containing all monitoring data required by conditions of
this consent must be submitted to the Council. This report must include a
construction progress timeline, the monitoring data recorded in that period, and a
comparison of that data with previously recorded data and with the Alert and Alarm
Levels for each Monitoring Station.
Notice of Completion
18. The council must be advised in writing within 10 working days of when excavation
has been completed.
Advice notes
- Should temporary anchors under the road reserve be pursued, this will require
Auckland Transport approval prior to works.
- It is anticipated the Consent Holder will seek the permission of the damaged asset
owner to access the property and asset to enable the inspection/investigation. It is
understood that if access is denied the report will be of limited extent.
- Additional geotechnical investigations and assessment may be required for final
design for Building Consent.

Asset Owner / Acoustic Specialist Response
From: Andrew Gordon, Senior Specialist, Auckland Council
Date: 4 April 2022
Overall Summary:
The applicant has submitted an acoustic assessment to support an application to demolish the existing 7level car parking building and to construct a 55-level residential building comprising 357 residential
apartments, 137 car parking spaces, 304 cycle parking spaces, and a ground floor marketplace comprising
a 975m2 retail floor area including a basement space of 281m2.
AUP (OP) E25
Relevant E25 Standards are: 





E25.6.8 (operational noise received on other sites zoned Business – City Centre)
E25.6.9 (noise transmitted between adjoining units within the proposed building)
E25.6.10 (noise sensitive spaces in residential units)
E25.6.28 & Table E25.6.28.2 (construction noise)
E25.6.30 (1) (a) and (b) (construction vibration)

E25.6.8
The proposal is predominantly an activity sensitive to noise with basement and ground level retail, and
residential amenities on level 8 (i.e. yoga, gym, pool, lounge/health bar).
I agree the buildings mechanical plant and equipment would comprise a significant noise source.
Consideration must be given at the detailed design stage to ensure appropriate acoustic mitigation
measures are adopted.
Overall, I expect compliance will be achieved without any practical difficulty. Conditions of consent should
be included to demonstrate compliance prior to occupation.
(Note: Section 5.1 in 65-71 Federal Street Apartment Tower Development Resource Consent Acoustics
dated 26 January 2022 prepared by Norman Disney & Young incorrectly refers to noise standards for the
Business - Mixed Use Zone).
E25.6.9
Units sharing common building elements must be designed to ensure reasonable internal noise levels are
achieved, specifically between residential and non-residential activities.
Overall, a new building which is designed to be fit for purpose will achieve compliance without any practical
difficulty. Conditions of consent should be included to demonstrate compliance prior to occupation.
E25.6.10
To provide reasonable internal noise levels in bedrooms and other habitable rooms, the building façade
must incorporate acoustic design measures to mitigate external noise based on the maximum permitted
level of noise for the City Centre Zone. I agree thick glazing is required to achieve compliance, in particular
to achieve compliance with the 63 HZ noise standard at night. An example glazing specification is provided.
I agree non-glazed facades must meet a similar level of mitigation.
All noise sensitive spaces must be mechanically ventilated and/or air conditioned. Permitted activities
must comply with ventilation requirements specified in E25.6.10 (3). I agree an acceptable internal noise
level from operation of the ventilation system is 35 dB LAeq in bedrooms and 40 dB LAeq in other noise

sensitive spaces when measured 1m from the diffuser at the minimum air flows required to achieve the
design temperatures and air flows in the Standard.
Overall, I expect compliance will be achieved without any practical difficulty. Conditions of consent should
be included to demonstrate compliance at the building consent application stage and/or prior to occupation
of residential units.
E25.6.28 and E25.6.30(10
Given the scale and nature of proposed construction works, construction noise and vibration effects will be
significant. There are noise sensitive receivers located at 75 Victoria Street West, 77-85 Victoria Street
West, 89-95 Victoria Street West, 34 Kingston Street and 59 Federal Street.
Significant effects relate to the extent of predicted noise exceedances (i.e. greater than 75 dB LAeq) and
the duration of noise exceedances, for example, up to 140 days during excavation works. Predicted
vibration levels are only provided for the receiver at 34 Kingston Street with levels predicted up to 9 mm/s
PPV during piling. Vibration at this level would be highly unsettling and prolonged exposure would result
in people wanting to leave the building. It is noted Stage 1 – 3 require construction of 136 retention and
foundation piles using two piling rigs operating simultaneously.
Based on my experience compliance with permitted noise and vibration standards is not practicable all of
the time and therefore a draft Construction Noise and Vibration Management Plan dated 29 November
2021 (Revision 1.0) has been submitted with the application.
I support the proposed implementation of a CNVMP and is common for large construction projects.
I consider the extent of noise and vibration predictions to be reliable but must be re-checked once the
contractor, equipment, and methodology is confirmed in a updated CNVMP, and validated by onsite noise
and vibration monitoring when demolition, excavation and piling works commence.
A CNVMP is the most appropriate method for managing temporary construction noise and vibration. I
concur with this approach and the submission of an updated CNVMP to council for certification prior to
commencement of any works on the site. This will be managed by a condition of consent.
Overall, as a CNVMP must be submitted to council to demonstrate best practice will be adopted, in my
view effects are reasonable in regard to s16 of the RMA.
Implementing a CNVMP aligns with the relevant E25 objective and policy which enables works to go ahead
if permitted standards cannot be practicably met, but controls are in place to manage adverse effects.

Asset Owner / Specialist Response
From: Paul Crimmins, Senior Specialist – Contamination, Air & Noise, Auckland Council
Date: 25 March 2022
Overall Summary:
Soil Contamination and Dust
As requested, the above application and relevant supporting information has been briefly reviewed
with reference to the requirements of the National Environmental Standard for Assessing and
Managing Contaminants in Soil to Protect Human Health 2011 (NES:CS) and Chapters E14 & E30 of
the Auckland Unitary Plan (Operative in Part) (AUP(OP)).
The following documents relevant to the application have been reviewed:
• Application under the COVID-19 Recovery (Fast Track) Act 2020: P0012 Auckland NZ Pty Ltd,
prepared by Tattico, dated Feb-2022 (‘the AEE’, including Appendix U: Proposed Conditions);
• Preliminary Site Investigation Federal St, Auckland CBD, prepared by WSP Opus, dated
04/02/2019 (‘the PSI’);
• Memo: 65 Federal Street Development – Preliminary Site Investigation of Proposed Basement
Changes, prepared by WSP Opus, dated 20/08/2021 (‘the Contamination Memo’).
Proposal as relevant to soil contamination and dust
• Demolition and redevelopment of a multi-storey carpark is proposed for the construction of a multistory apartment tower with a basement, including approx. 8160 m³ of excavations.
• A Preliminary Site Investigation (PSI) has been submitted as part of the application to assess the
soil contamination profile of the site. I consider the PSI has been prepared by a Suitably Qualified
and Experienced contaminated land Practitioner (SQEP) in general accordance with the
requirements of the Contaminated Land Management Guidelines No. 1 (Ministry for the
Environment, revised 2021).
• The PSI notes that the site has been used by potentially soil contaminating activities listed by the
Hazardous Activities and Industries List (HAIL, Ministry for the Environment, 2011).
• No further soil contamination information is provided, with a proposal to undertake soil sampling
and preparation of a Detailed Site Investigation (DSI) and Contaminated Site Management Plan
(CSMP) included as Proposed Conditions 98 & 99.
• The AEE states that the following consent triggers for contaminated soils exist:
o A Discretionary Activity contaminant discharge consent (s15 of the RMA) under AUP(OP) Rule
E30.4.1(A7).


The PSI identifies there is a risk of the earthworks encountering ‘soils containing
elevated levels of contaminants’, exceeding the AUP(OP) Permitted Activity soil
acceptance criteria of Standard E30.6.1.4.



No DSI or CSMP exist; meaning that the Controlled Activity Standards of E30.6.2.1 are
not achieved.

o Discretionary Activity consents for soil disturbance, land-use change and subdivision under
Regulation 11 of the NES:CS (s9 & 11 of the RMA).


The PSI identifies the site is a ‘piece of land’ under NES:CS Regulation 5(7), where it is
more likely than not that ‘HAIL activities’ have occurred.



No DSI exists to meet the Controlled or Restricted Discretionary Standards of NES:CS
Regulations 9 & 10.

• Proposed conditions of consent (numbers 96-107) present ‘standard’ conditions to manage soil
contamination during the works under the proposed land-use consent, including that a DSI and
CSMP is prepared by a Suitably Qualified and Experienced contaminated land Practitioner (SQEP)
and submitted to Council for certification of their adequacy. The works are to be undertaken in
accordance with the certified CSMP, overseen by a SQEP, and controlled to minimise risks to
human health and the environment. Following the works, a Works Closure Report is proposed to
be required by Condition 107, detailing how soil (and any groundwater) contamination was
managed during the works.
• No reasons for consent are identified for air discharges (dust). Proposed Condition 16 requires
dust management measures to be included within the Construction Management Plan (CMP).
Peer review comments: Soil Contamination
• I agree with the stated reasons for consents relating to soil contamination.
• I recommend that soil contamination risks can be adequately managed by adherence to the
Proposed Conditions of consent, particularly noting the requirement for a DSI and CSMP to be
prepared by a SQEP and certified by Auckland Council.
o A minor change to the Proposed Conditions 98 & 99 I recommend is to reference a more recent
revision of the Contaminated Land Management Guidelines Nos. 1 & 5 (Ministry for the
Environment, revised 2021). The Contaminated Land Management Guidelines are referenced
by the NES:CS and AUP(OP) to ensure the adequacy of DSI and CSMP documents.
98.

Prior to the commencement of soil disturbance, a Detailed Site Investigation (DSI) must
be undertaken to determine the contamination status of the Site soils. The investigation
must be undertaken by a suitably qualified and experienced engineering professional
(SQEP) in in accordance with Contaminated Land Management Guidelines Nos. 1 & 5
(Ministry for the Environment, 2021). The consent holder must provide the DSI to
Auckland Council for certification at least 10 working days prior to any earthworks
commencing on the Site.

99.

Following completion of the DSI required under Condition 98, the consent holder must
engage a SQEP to prepare a Contaminated Site Management Plan (CSMP) (if
applicable) to incorporate the requirements stipulated in the Conditions of consent, and
to ensure that the proposed management measures are adequate to mitigate the risks to
human health and to the environment during the proposed soil disturbance works, based
on the level of contamination identified in the DSI. The CSMP must be prepared in
accordance with Contaminated Land Management Guidelines No. 1 (Ministry for the

Environment, 2021) and provided to Auckland Council for certification at least 10 working
days prior to any earthworks commencing on the Site.
• I consider the primary soil contamination risks for this proposal relate to the potential discharge of
contaminants within groundwater. Proposed Condition 106 adequately mitigates this risk.
Peer review comments: Air Quality (Dust)
• I consider that dust poses a risk of adverse effects to the occupants of neighbouring buildings
during the demolition and initial construction phases.
• I consider that, if adequately controlled to minimise effects beyond the boundary of the site, the
discharges of dust shall be a Permitted Activity under AUP(OP) Rule E14.4.1(A1).
o The General Permitted Activity Standards E14.6.1.1 are applicable, including that dust does not
cause ‘offensive or objectionable’ effects beyond the boundary of the works site. Further
information as to the meaning of this threshold is provided by the Good Practice Guide for
Assessing and Managing Dust (Ministry for the Environment, 2016).
o Specific measures will be required to adhere to these Permitted Activity Standards, particularly
during demolition of the concrete carparking building given the scale of the activity and
proximity of ‘activities sensitive to air discharges’.
o The demolition of the concrete carpark structure poses a risk of fine (inhalable) particulate and
crystalline silica discharges, with associated human health effects if not adequately controlled.
• I note that the Construction Management Plan (CMP) required by Condition 16 includes a range of
dust control measures to address these risks. I consider this is suitable and recommend that
these measures may necessarily include instrumental dust monitoring along with the use of water
sprays and dust screening fences.

Asset Owner / Specialist Response
From: Oliver Smith, Manager Delivery Programmes, Development Programme Office,
Auckland Council
Date: 4 April 2022
Overall Summary:
Auckland Council’s Federal Street Upgrade is a project to develop the full length of
Federal Street into an intimate high-value pedestrian focused route, spanning from
Mayoral Drive to Fanshawe Street and the waterfront beyond. Due to the scale of
works, the project is being delivered in separate stages which over time are envisaged
to grow and develop as precincts, each with unique characteristics to reflect their
environment. The area of Federal Street and Kingston Street adjacent to the Federal
Street Residents Development proposal were considered as part of a Federal Street
Upgrade concept design report for Auckland Council.
The objectives for the full extent of the Federal Street Upgrade project are as follows:
• Creation of a coherent laneway circuit that is contiguous, enhanced, and celebrated
as a defining city centre experience
• Celebrate the existing land use
• Create an environment where a distinctive mix of retail, café, restaurants, and
entertainment venues will develop
• A streetscape that better fits the scale and speed of the pedestrian
• Breakdown separation and provide more interaction between within building activity
and street activity
• Deliver the City Centre Master Plan laneway circuit
The Federal Street Residents Development proposal, including the street and beverage
marketplace would contribute to the outcomes for Auckland Council’s Federal Street
Upgrade project.
The Auckland Council preferred concept for the length of Federal Street between
Victoria Street and Kingston Street is for a shared space street typology providing
improved pedestrian priority while maintaining low speed vehicle access. The preferred
concept for the section of Kingston Street between Federal Street and Hobson Street
provides for kerbside vehicle uses with increased pedestrian amenity as well space for
coach tracking.
The proposal’s Federal Street – Optimal Street Upgrade Concept aligns more closely
with Auckland Council’s Federal Street Upgrade concept, whereas the proposal’s
baseline scheme would fall short on achieving some of the above outcomes. This
includes lack of a dedicated cycle lane space or provision for active modes through a
shared space typology and does not align with Auckland Transport’s cycle network in
the city centre.

It is also recommended that the impact to loading and servicing associated with the
Federal Street Residents Development proposal is reviewed against Auckland
Transport’s Midtown Loading and Servicing strategy that is currently in development.
It is possible that the current Federal Street Upgrade Works project budget for the
stage that aligns with the Federal Street Residents Development proposal is insufficient
to redevelop the section of Federal Street between Victoria Street and Wyndham,
including Kingston Street, and a monetary contribution from the applicant to support the
streetscape project would allow for provision for the integration between the two
schemes, both in a design and construction coordination spaces.
We note that there is a complex programme of works in the area planned over the next
three to four years. Any redevelopment along Federal Street will need to factor in
constraints associated with this other construction work, as there will be cumulative
impacts. This includes the Link Alliance activity in Kingston Street as well as the CRL
designation area on Victoria Street outside the Federal Street intersection. Auckland
Council will be commencing the construction of Te Hā Noa - Victoria Street linear park
project from the CRL designation area to Kingston Street from 2023. Albert Street
works in the vicinity by the Link Alliance will also be continuing. Any requirements for
construction management plans should be cognisant of and factor in the impacts of the
surrounding works.
It is recommended that the Federal Street Residents Development project team,
including designers, work with the council family to achieve integration of the proposed
development and the Federal Street Upgrade project, as well as the other programme
of works.
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To:
Subject:
Date:
Attachments:

RES Local Board Waitemata
Karen Long
RE: Invitation to comment under the COVID-19 Recovery (Fast-Track Consenting) Act 2020- 67-71 Federal
Street Auckland Council
Thursday, 31 March 2022 4:28:46 pm
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Hi Karen
Please find local board comments below on this application . If you have any update on possible
changes before the deadline, please let Alex know directly as I am on leave tomorrow (she is
keen to know).
The Waitemata Local Board note that the development proposed will be high and will be big,
there will be some breaches to the AUP during the construction from noise and vibration.
However, the plans for the street area will very much improve the look and feel of the lane, and
the apartments themselves seem well-designed. There are also two levels of residential amenity
– one is focused on fitness with a pool, gym, yoga studio and outdoor garden space (on the top
of the podium bit) and then higher up is a shared library, games room with pool table, seating,
private dining room etc. The design proposes that investor and entry level apartments will be in
the podium and the owner/occupiers in the tower where there is more light and views. The
tower is tinted glass it seems. This is going to be quite high end, but I think will set the bar for
other developments.
With regards to our broader strategic aspirations as a council, we support the aspiration to divert
80% of waste from landfill. The plans include a separating out of food waste and recyclables
from general waste. With regard to the construction, there will be a comprehensive waste plan.
Most of all, what is proposed will deliver more than 350 apartments in less than a third of a city
block. There will be more bicycle parking than car parking and many residents will be able to
walk to work and to all sorts of recreational opportunities. This is exactly the sort of high quality
low carbon lifestyle that we aspire to offer people. We would recommend working with the
developer to set up the management and decision-making structures of the company so as to
involve and empower future residents and to encourage a situation where owners and residents
do live there as their primary home.
One issue is the outlook from some of the apartments to the North West that abut against
another tall building. The gap between buildings is less than 6m in parts. This is in breach of
planning rules. However, much of the podium space that has poor outlook is being used for car
and bicycle parking. Where apartments are close to the next building it seems to affect only the
bedroom, with the living space looking to the North or over the top of a smaller building to the
West (which has a covenant on it). 36 apartments of the over 350 in total will be affected. These
ones will be cheaper of course and in the entry-level/ investor bracket. Not for everyone, but I
suspect the shared amenity will make up for the downsides. The designs proposed are
thoughtful. Overall it is our view that if the plans are followed as proposed this development will
be a huge asset to the city.
Kind regards
Tammy Hendricks
PA/Office Manager - Waitematā

Waitematā Local Board | Local Board Services
Ph 09 3010101
MOB: 021854960
Auckland Council, 52 Swanson Street, Auckland Central 1010.
Visit our website: www.aucklandcouncil.govt.nz

From: Karen Long <Karen.Long@aucklandcouncil.govt.nz>
Sent: Sunday, March 27, 2022 2:50 PM
To: Caroline Teh <Caroline.Teh@aucklandcouncil.govt.nz>; Kat Ashmead
<kat.ashmead@aucklandcouncil.govt.nz>; Trina Thompson
<trina.thompson@aucklandcouncil.govt.nz>
Cc: RES Local Board Waitemata <WaitemataLocalBoard@aucklandcouncil.govt.nz>; Carol
Hayward <carol.hayward@aucklandcouncil.govt.nz>
Subject: Invitation to comment under the COVID-19 Recovery (Fast-Track Consenting) Act 202067-71 Federal Street Auckland Council
Kia ora
Notice of consent application by P0012 Auckland NZ Pty Limited and invitation to comment
under the COVID-19 Recovery (Fast-Track Consenting) Act 2020

To demolish an existing 7-storey car parking building on land in Auckland Central and to construct a
mixed-use building on that land that is approximately 55-storeys and 183 metres high, with
approximately 357 residential units; retail and commercial premises; and parking areas for cars,
motorbikes, and bicycles; and private communal space and public open space associated with the
building; and infrastructure associated with the building

On 22 February 2022, P0012 Auckland NZ Pty Limited (the Applicants) lodged a consent
application with the Environmental Protection Authority (EPA) for the Federal Street Residences
Development under the COVID-19 Recovery (Fast-track Consenting) Act 2020 (the Act). On 28
February 2022 the EPA determined that it complied with clause 3(1) and it was referred to the
Federal Street Residences Development Expert Consenting Panel (the Panel) for processing and
decision.
The Expert Panel has now formally sought the written feedback of Auckland Council. A copy of
the consent application and supporting documents can be accessed on the EPA’s website: :
https://www.epa.govt.nz/fast-track-consenting/referred-projects/federal-street-residences/theapplication/
You have been contacted to provide comment of the proposal as the Local Board.
Please note I must receive your comments by COB Monday 4 April. Please note that this
timeframe is not negotiable and is set by legislation so can not be extended.
If you have any queries please let me know as soon as possible.   

