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Melia Place – Tabulated response to comments

#

Issue Raised

1

Council comment: Watercare Services Limited
Expert: Amir Karimi
Watercare confirms that there is sufficient capacity in the current water
and wastewater network to service the proposed development, subject
to the following conditions:
•

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.

•

No building is allowed over the existing or proposed wastewater
lines. All the current lines must be relocated clear of the
proposed buildings’ footprint.

•

A private hydrant(s) will be required as the distance between the
furthest dwelling entrance and the first available hydrant is more
than 135m.

•

2

Any connection to the development will need to be an extension
off the existing 125mm PE watermain on Melia Place and not
made to the smaller rider main.

Council comment: Auckland Transport
Expert: Tessa Craig
Auckland Transport has identified some areas in the Project design
where further changes would improve safety and encourage higher use
of public transport facilities, and has provided some recommendations
on conditions. These recommendations are provided within the context
of the objectives and policies of Chapter E27 Transport of the
AUP(OIP) (Objectives 1, 2 and 5 and Policies 1, 2 and 20) and Chapter
E38 – Subdivision (Objectives 4 and 6).
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Response
Civix:
All requirements have been incorporated in the design as far as practical.
Diversion of the wastewater network has not been proposed to divert the
existing line under Lots 57-59. This is due to the depth of the existing
pipe, as a manhole with approximately a 7m DTI would need to be
installed near south boundary of Lots 55-56, which introduces a number
of health and safety and constructibility issues. A works-over approval
will be sought for these works. With respect to the buildover for
wastewater, engineering standards enable consent for buildover to be
obtained, and as such conditions should not preclude this. The applicant
wants to retain the opportuntiy to seek consent for a buildover, but we
note that there is an engineering solution to avoid this.
Wastewater design is shown in drawing 1600-1635. Water supply
servicing drawings are shown in drawings 1700-1760. Engineering Plan
Approval will be sought for all public Wastewater and Water Supply
works.

Civix:
These issues have been addressed below in the context of specific
changes sought by AT.
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Chapter E27(2): Objectives
(1) Land use and all modes of transport are integrated in a manner
that enables
(a) the benefits of an integrated transport network to be realised; and
(b) the adverse effects of traffic generation on the transport network
to be managed.
(2) An integrated transport network including public transport,
walking, cycling, private vehicles and freight, is provided for.
(5) Pedestrian safety and amenity along public footpaths is prioritised.
Chapter E27(3): Policies
(1) Require subdivision, use and development which
(a) generate trips resulting in potentially more than minor adverse
effects on the safe, efficient and effective operation of the transport
network;
(b) are proposed outside of the following zones:
(i) the Business – City Centre Zone, Business – Metropolitan Centre
Zone, Business – Town Centre Zone;
(ii) Residential – Terrace Housing and Apartment Buildings Zone;
(iii) the Centre Fringe Office Control as shown on the planning maps;
or
(c) do not already require an integrated transport assessment or have
been approved based on an integrated transport assessment, to
manage adverse effects on and integrate with the transport network
by measures such as travel planning, providing alternatives to private
vehicle trips, staging development or undertaking improvements to the
local transport network.
(2) Require major proposals for discretionary consent to prepare an
integrated transport assessment including provision for pedestrians,
cyclists, public transport users, freight and motorists.
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Page 3

(20) Require vehicle crossings and associated access to be designed
and located to provide for safe, effective and efficient movement to
and from sites and minimise potential conflicts between vehicles,
pedestrians, and cyclists on the adjacent road network.
E38(2): Objectives
(4) Infrastructure supporting subdivision and development is planned
and provided for in an integrated and comprehensive manner and
provided for to be in place at the time of the subdivision or
development.
(6) Subdivision has a layout which is safe, efficient, convenient and
accessible.
3

Parking

Commute:

5. For dwellings without garages, the Applicant is proposing to provide
bicycle parking either in lockable outdoor yards or secure storage
lockers. This will meet the AUP(OIP) requirements for bicycle parking
and is supported. As no plans were identified that show the locations
of visitor bicycle parking or storage lockers for individual properties, a
consent condition is recommended to require this bicycle parking, as
described in the Transport Assessment Report (TAR).

5. Bicycle parking provisions covered in Section 12.3 of November 2021
Transport Assessment Report and a relevant condition is proposed in
Condition 20 of SUB-A condition set, and Condition 17(b)(iv) of the LUC
condition set. Refer also to Sheet RC02.06 Rev C of the Paterson Cullen
Archaus architectural drawing set depicting the bike storage next to the
Multi Use Games Area. An indicative depiction of the bike storage can be
seen in sheet RC01.01 Rev B behind the community hall; further
depictions are not provided in the architectural drawing set as
specifications and materiality of the bike lockers have not yet been
confirmed.

6. In pre-application comments Auckland Transport queried whether
there are any shared parking arrangements between the bowling club
and Returned Services Association (RSA) activities that would be
affected by the Project (e.g. if overflow RSA parking relied on any
bowling club car parking that is proposed to be removed). The TAR
states that there are no shared parking arrangements. On this basis
Auckland Transport has no further comments regarding the proposed
on-site car parking supply.
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6. Shared parking was covered in Section 14.5 of November 2021
Transport Assessment Report. There is no shared parking arrangement
to utilise the subject site.
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4

5

Refuse Collection

Commute:

7. Auckland Transport supports the proposal to use private refuse
collection for the new dwellings and is satisfied based on tracking
provided by the Applicant that refuse trucks can enter and exit the site
in a forward direction. The Waste Management Plan condition (draft
Condition 62) proposed by the Applicant will ensure compliance with
this requirement.

No further comment.

Vehicle Access

Commute:

Melia Place Access
8. The existing vehicle access which serves both the bowling club and
RSA is immediately adjacent to the vehicle crossing at 11 Melia Place.
The TAR states that the vehicle crossing for the Project (at the
property boundary) is separated from the crossing at 11 Melia Street
by 3.3m, whilst CIVIX Drawing 1207, with the proposed footpath along
the eastern side of the accessway, scales at approximately 4.2m.
Whichever of these is correct, such a distance will comply with the
AUP(OIP) requirements for a 2m separation.

8. Correct, the Traffic Assessment Report was based on the architectural
drawings. Compliance with the AUP 2m sperpation can be achieved.

9. Auckland Transport supports the proposal to install a gate at this
access to prevent general traffic using this site as a through route and
to help prevent ‘rat-running’. It is recommended that the requirement
for a gate is included as a consent condition.
10. As separately assessed in the Traffic Assessment section below,
due to congestion at the Melia Place/Whangaparāoa Road/ Poplar Road
intersection, and safety concerns regarding increased traffic trying to
execute a right turn out during the morning traffic peak, Auckland
Transport considers that this access should be designed and managed
as an entry only access to the application site. A consent condition is
recommended in this regard.
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9. A gate will be installed at Melia Place access to restrict access to
residents. No further comment. An amendment is proposed to Condition
19 of the LUC condition set to state:
(d)(iii) Final location, height and materiality of an electric gate to be
installed at the Melia Place entrance to the development.
10. The applicant has agreed to limit access via Melia Place to entry only,
post-construction, per Condition 65. Trucks will still need to enter and
exit the site via Melia Place during works, however once the site is
occupied the access will be limited to entry only. Signage will be installed
to reflect this arrangement. This will also be addressed by the
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6

Vipond Road Access
11. The existing vehicle access to Vipond Road also serves both the
bowling club and RSA. This is a private access, but the intersection and
accessway are formed and marked as a road, including a STOP limit
line and No Stopping At all Times (NSAAT) markings, whilst a right
turn bay is marked on Vipond Road. The Project will have legal access
to Vipond Road from the existing accessway via an existing easement.
Auckland Transport considers the standard of this access to be
appropriate for the Project.

Construction Traffic Management Plan as provided for by conditions 4142 in the draft LUC conditions.

Traffic Assessment

Commute:

12. The Melia Place /Whangaparāoa Road/Poplar Road intersection is a
four-armed intersection with Melia Place and Poplar Road being STOP
controlled. A right turn bay is provided on Whangaparāoa Road to
assist right turns at the intersection. There are marked shoulders on
either side of Whangaparāoa Road which allow parking.

12. Correct.
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11. No further comment.
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13. The TAR states that there is congestion at the intersection but
does not describe the actual operation of the intersection in terms of
where queuing occurs or the extent of queuing.
14. The TAR reports that Whangaparāoa Road has high traffic volumes
(34,000 vehicle per day) with 2,800 to 3,300 vehicle per hour (vph).
Based on this, traffic flows along Whangaparāoa Road are likely to be
relatively constant providing few gaps for vehicles on the side roads to
exit onto the main road. The Vipond Road/Whangaparāoa Road to the
west is a traffic signal controlled. This intersection is likely to create
some gaps in the eastbound flow through its normal operation.
13. Refer Section 14.1 of November 2021 Traffic Assessment Report.
The modelling is considered sufficient to advise us that right turn
movements out of Melia Place onto Whangaparaoa Road will be difficult
during peak times. We also acknowledge than based on the traffic profile
along Whangaparaoa Road, these right turn movements will also be
difficult to undertake during other periods of the day.
14. Agreed, see above.
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15. Traffic modelling has been provided through a SIDRA model output
for the intersection. The results show that Poplar Road and Melia Place
are extremely congested. The traffic assessment has assumed low
traffic volumes using Melia Place, with no traffic turning right out of
Melia Place due to the congested nature of the intersection.
16. Section 5 of the TAR provides a summary of the crashes in the
area, including at the Melia Place/Whangaparāoa Road intersection.
The TAR concludes that there is no crash history relating to
movements into and out of the site and thus no apparent safety
concerns. Examination of the CAS data for the five-year period of 2016
to 2020 plus all available data for 2021 shows that there have been
five reported crashes at the Melia Place /Whangaparāoa Road /Poplar
Road intersection. Four of these crashes related to vehicles turning at
the intersection to or from Poplar Road. One was serious, one minor
and the remaining non-injury. A feature of all of these crashes was to
do with motorists not appropriately judging gaps in the traffic flow
along Whangaparāoa Road.
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15. The report was premised on the assumption that residents will
respond intelligently to the difficulty in turning right out of Melia Place
and instead opt to turn left onto Vipond Road. However, as per Item 10
above, access to the site via the Melia Place vehicle access will be
restricted to entry only to avoid right hand turns from Melia Place.

16. We have undertaken an updated CAS search for the five-year period
from 2017-2022 inclusive. The discrepancy between the AT assessment
and ours is likely due to the search radius around the intersection. For
the updated 50m radius search, we have identified 3 crashes: 1 minor
injury and 2 non-injury. Our view is that this is a very good safety record
considering the traffic volumes on Whangaparaoa Road. Regardless, the
Melia Place vehicle access will be limited to entry only.

Page 8

17. It is likely that the crashes related to Poplar Road rather than Melia
Place as Poplar Road currently has a higher volume of traffic as it
serves a much higher number of dwellings and a boat builders’ yard
(152 vehicle movements at Poplar Road compared to 22 vehicle
movements at Melia Place in the AM peak hour1). The residential
development is likely to result in additional traffic movements into and
out of Melia Place. Whilst it is accepted that residents of the new
development may choose to use Vipond Road access in preference to
Melia Place when exiting the site and travelling to the west due to
congestion at the Melia Place/Whangaparāoa Road intersection,
Auckland Transport has concerns over this intersection and its ability
to accommodate traffic from the development safely, particularly in
regard to right turn out movements.
18. The TAR states that residents are expected to respond to the
conditions and, therefore, reroute to use the Vipond Road access.
However, residents (or visitors) have a choice of access and thus
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17. Correct, all three crashes noted above related to vehicles exiting
Poplar Road onto Whangaparaoa Road. As noted in Section 9.2 of the
November 2021 traffic report, the development is expected to generate
47 vehicle movements per hour in the peak hours. This is not considered
significant and once vehicle movements are dispersed (inbound,
outbound, left, right, Vipond access, Melia Place access etc), the increase
at any one intersection is not considered significant (also Refer Figure 7
of November 2021 Traffic Assessment Report).

18. Visitors may not be familiar with the local conditions the first time
they visit, but there are likely mitigating factors such as the second time
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residents or visitors may still use Melia Place to turn right onto
Whangaparāoa Road. Visitors will also not necessarily be familiar with
the local traffic conditions.

they visit, they may use the alternative. The residents they are visiting
may also advise them to use Vipond Road when exiting the site.
Regardless, the Melia Place vehicle access will be limited to entry only.

19. The Melia Place/Whangaparāoa Road/Poplar Road intersection is
congested and, as acknowledged in the TAR (Section 14.1), with
increasing congestion drivers may attempt to use smaller gaps in the
opposing traffic flows in order to exit the side roads. The Safe System
2 acknowledges that people make mistakes. If motorists experience
delay turning right from Melia Place onto Whangaparāoa Road there is
a risk that a driver may select an inappropriate gap which could lead
to a crash causing death or serious injury.

19. As previously noted, we consider residents and visitors will also use
Vipond Road as an alternative. Regardless, the Melia Place vehicle access
will be limited to entry only.

20. The existing crash patterns show there have been injury crashes
(including a serious injury) associated with the Poplar Road leg of the
intersection. The development allows for increased traffic on Melia
Place and whilst the additional volume and thus probability of a crash
may be small, it is the potential severity of the crash that is of most
concern.
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20. See response to Item 17 above. Regarding crash severity, due to the
congestion on Whangaparaoa Road particularly in the morning peak
hour, when the majority of outbound movements are expected to occur,
traffic is often slow moving which reduces the severity of any crash that
may occur.
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21. Whilst motorists from the bowling club and RSA are able to
currently utilise Melia Place to travel to and from Whangaparāoa Road,
vehicles movements will likely be at off-peak times when traffic
volumes on Whangaparāoa Road are lower (such as evenings). In
contrast, movements associated with the proposed development would
occur throughout the day, with highest volumes during the AM and PM
peaks.

21. While this may be true of the RSA site, we would disagree with the
Bowling Club site which is proposed to be used for residential
development. Bowls matches often start at 9am and conclude in the
afternoon (much the same as business hours). Regardless, the Melia
Place vehicle access will be restricted to entry only.

22. Restricting vehicle movements from the site at the Melia Place
vehicle access via entry only would address this concern. The Vipond
Road access is available as an alternative, as noted in the TAR, if
access is restricted to entry only from Melia Place. A condition
restricting vehicle access to entry only at Melia Place is recommended.
This recommendation is made within the context of Policy E27.3 (20):

22. See response to Item 19 above.

23. The site access via 43A Vipond Road is formed as an intersection
with kerb and channel and marked right turning bay. This access
point, therefore, operates as an intersection. The traffic assessment
shows that there are no operational issues with this access onto
Vipond Road. This access is considered to be appropriate for the
development.
24. As was highlighted in the TAR for the Melia Place/Whangaparāoa
Road intersection, Whangaparāoa Road is congested. It would,
therefore, be reasonable to expect that the Vipond
Road/Whangaparāoa Road intersection would also be congested. The
total traffic generated by the development would be a small proportion
of the total traffic travelling through the intersection (less than 1%)
and thus is unlikely to make a notable difference to the operation and
efficiency of the intersection.
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23. No further comment

24. Traffic volumes on Vipond Road are much lower than Whangaparaoa
Road (see Figure 3 of November 2021 Traffic Assessment Report). They
also have much more defined peaks (higher westbound volumes in
morning peak hour and higher eastbound in the evening peak hour).

Page 11

7

Public Transport

Commute:

25. The TAR describes the public transport in the vicinity of the site.
This includes two bus routes, the 982 on Whangaparāoa Road which is
a connector service with a frequency of between 5 to 9 buses per hour
in the peak periods in the peak direction of flow, and at least 30
minutes during the day in both directions. Route 983 which travels
along Vipond Road then Whangaparāoa Road is a local service with a
current frequency of hourly except in the peak direction of travel when
there are four buses per hour at peak times. These routes are
illustrated in Figure 1 below.

25. No further comment.

26. As can be seen from this figure, bus route 982 is a direct route
along Whangaparāoa Road between the site and the Hibiscus Coast
Station, whereas bus route 983 serves other suburbs along the route.
According to Auckland Transport’s journey planner, route 982 has a
journey time of 14 minutes, whereas route 983 has a journey time of
23 minutes3. Route 982 is, therefore, significantly quicker with much
greater frequency than Route 983.

26. Agreed.
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27. The TAR states that the development is well-connected to public
transport. For residents wanting to use the more frequent and quicker
Route 982 buses to reach the Hibiscus Coast Station to connect to city
bound buses, however, this requires them to cross the busy arterial
road (Whangaparāoa Road). This would be challenging as there are no
pedestrian crossing facilities to reach the westbound (city bound) bus
stop. This would be a barrier to potential bus users, particularly the
young or those less mobile. Similarly, there are no pedestrian crossing
facilities on Vipond Road to cross from the eastbound (outbound) bus
stop to the development, but this is considered less of a concern given
the lower traffic volumes on Vipond Road.

27. and 28. Agreed; however, in relation to issues related to pedestrians
crossing Whangaparaoa Road, this is no longer an issue pursued by AT –
see Item 29 below.

28. The TAR states that bus passengers can avoid crossing
Whangaparāoa Road to travel towards Hibiscus Coast Station by using
the bus stop on Vipond Road. Whilst that may be the case, these
buses are less frequent and less convenient as they do not travel
directly to the station. The inconvenience of using the longer and less
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frequent buses on Vipond Road to avoid crossing Whangaparāoa Road
is likely to be reduce the attractiveness of using public transport.
29. Improvements for pedestrians to reach the Whangaparāoa Road
city bound bus stop, such as a pedestrian crossing or refuge island on
Whangaparāoa Road, would ideally be provided to encourage use of
public transport as an alternative to private vehicle travel. This would
provide greater consistency with the Objectives and Policies of Chapter
E27 - Transport of the AUP(OIP) and in particular Objectives 1, 2 and
5, and Policies 1 and 2, and Chapter E38 – Subdivision Objectives 4
and 6. The Applicant acknowledges the benefits of such a facility but
considers that as this is an existing safety issue that would have wider
benefits than this specific development and accordingly should not be
required to be implemented as part of this Proposal.4 However,
Auckland Transport would point out that the development would
generate greater demand for a safe crossing point. This is discussed
further in the next section.
8

29. A meeting was held between the Applicant and representatives of
Auckland Transport on 28 March 2022 to discuss the pedestrian access
issue. It was confirmed in subsequent email correspondence on 4 April
2022 that AT no longer seeks a pedestrian crossing facility on
Whangaparaoa Road as part of this development.

Provision for Pedestrians

Commute:

30. Section 9 of the TAR describes the existing pedestrian provision on
Melia Place and Vipond Road. It recommends that the footpath that
runs from Vipond Road to the site should be widened to a minimum of
1.5m through the RSA site (for any vested road, a 1.8m wide footpath
would be required, but as this in an internal road/link, this width is
considered acceptable). This recommendation is supported provided
that it does not narrow down the width of the access way which may
create operational issues for two-way traffic if the access way is
reduced to below 5.5m. This width is the minimum required width of a
two-way access way without passing bays in the AUP(OIP).

30. No further comment.

31. To provide for pedestrians to reach the wider transport network a
footpath should be provided from the site to Melia Place to connect to
the footpath on the eastern side of the vehicle crossing at 11 Melia
Place. The Civix drawing 1207 shows a facility along both sides of the
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31. No further comment.
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access onto Melia Place that would be available to pedestrians. This is
supported by Auckland Transport.
32. As discussed above, a pedestrian crossing facility across
Whangaparāoa Road would ideally be provided for accessibility to the
city bound bus stop which provides a connector bus route to the
Hibiscus Coast Station. Given this development will create demand for
the provision of a safe facility to enable residents and visitors to access
appropriate public transport services, then Auckland Transport
recommends consideration be given to including a condition requiring
a facility be provided by the Applicant.

09

32. See reponse to Item 29 above.

33. Lighting would need to be provided along the walkways and within
the right of ways or JOALS within the site. Implementing suitable
lighting will support active transport choices such as walking and
cycling. Proposed Condition 18(b) requires lighting in all shared
driveways, car and bike facilities and footpaths, which is supported by
Auckland Transport.

33. Agreed.

Consent Conditions

Commute:

34. Proposed Condition 1 requires the development to be constructed
in general accordance with the plans and details submitted with the
application. Auckland Transport would prefer the following matters
proposed in the application to be subject to specific consent
conditions:

Condition making provision for bicycle parking areas already included as
Condition 20 of proposed SUB-A conditions.

•

•

Provision for bicycle parking for visitors and long-term secure
bicycle parking for dwellings unable to provide garaged spaces
or secure locked yards in accordance with E27 – Transport,
Standard E27.6.2(6) and Table E27.6.2.5(T81) of the
AUP(OIP).

Provision for gated access proposed as amendment to condition 19 of
proposed LUC conditions.
Condition 65 is now proposed by the applicant to control outbound
movements from Melia Place.
The condition sought in point 37 as proposed by AT is no longer required.

Provision for a gated access for Vehicles at the Melia Place
access to prevent general through traffic.
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35. Auckland Transport recommends a new condition requiring
measures to be implemented to restrict the Melia Place vehicle access
to entry into the site only.
36. Auckland Transport supports Condition 18(b) in regard to lighting
and Condition 62 requiring a Waste Management Plan.
37. Auckland Transport recommends that the Expert Consenting Panel
consider whether a condition can be imposed on the consent for this
development requiring a pedestrian crossing facility on Whangaparāoa
Road given the demand expected from this development and safety
issues in accessing bus services on the far side of that road identified.
38. Auckland Transport looks forward to the opportunity to review the
draft consent conditions in due course.

10

Council comment: Heritage New Zealand Pouhere Taonga
Expert: Barbara Rouse
HNZPT confirms we have no significant concerns in respect of the
application, and supports the applicant’s proposal to include the
Accidental Discovery Rule from the Auckland Unitary Plan as a
condition of consent. Additional conditions related to pre
commencement are suggested to better enable consideration of
archaeology in the event of an accidental discovery on the project
area. At this time the proposed works have not been required to be
the subject of a HNZPT Archaeological Authority.
Archaeology: Discussion
There are no recorded archaeological sites in the project area.
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Responses
Civix:
The amendments to conditons 31 and 32 are acceptable. It is noted that
the proposed new conditon is just a longer version of our already
proposed conditions 45 and 46 in the LUC conditions - where we have
referred to standards E11.6.1 and E12.6.1 they have just typed out the
standard. So we do not consider this is strictly neccesarry but equally it
doesn’t provide any further restriction – so we’re happy to accept
amendment.
.
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The Archaeological assessment indicates extensive earthworks
associated with 20th century development has resulted in negligible
potential for unrecorded subsurface archaeology to be identified and
affected during works.
We concur that the Unitary Plan Accidental Discovery rule is an
appropriate condition for construction works in this instance to address
unexpected finds as is suggested in reference to condition for
construction works and would support this as a condition, along with
amended conditions relating to pre-commencement and contractor
briefings by the project archaeologist to ensure operational awareness
of the ADP and appropriate involvement of HNZPT.
11

Amendments proposed to conditions

Civix: As above in response to Item 10.

Proposed condition 31 and amendments sought - underline
Pre- start Meeting
Within fifteen (15) working days prior to Commencement of
Construction, the Applicant must arrange a pre-start meeting that:
(a)
Is located on the subject site; and
(b)
Is scheduled not less than five (5) working days before the
anticipated Commencement of Construction; and
(c)
Includes Council representatives and representatives of
Auckland Transport, Watercare Services Limited and any relevant
network utility operators; and
(d)
Includes representation from the contractors who will
undertake the works.
Advice Note:
The Applicant is also encouraged to invite representatives of Ngaati
Whanaunga, Ngāti Manuhiri and Te Kawerau a Māki to the above
meeting, and the project archaeologist.
Proposed condition 32 and amendments sought- underline
The pre-start meeting shall discuss the works methodology generally
(including contaminants, water and wastewater services, erosion and
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sediment control measures, and earthworks methodology, including
the Accidental Discovery Protocol) and shall ensure all relevant parties
are aware of and are familiar with the conditions of the resource
consents.
Proposed new condition- Accidental Discovery Rule
Accidental Discovery Protocol as set out in the Operative Auckland
Unitary Plan E12.6.1.
(1) In the event of discovery of sensitive material which is not
expressly provided for by any resource consent or other statutory
authority, the standards and procedures set out in this E12.6.1 must
apply.
(2) For the purpose of this rule, ‘sensitive material’ means:
(a) human remains and kōiwi;
(b) an archaeological site;
(c) a Māori cultural artefact/taonga tuturu;
(d) a protected New Zealand object as defined in the Protected Objects
Act 1975 (including any fossil or sub-fossil);
(e) evidence of contaminated land (such as discolouration, vapours,
asbestos, separate phrase hydrocarbons, landfill material or significant
odour); or
(f) a lava cave greater than 1m in diameter on any axes.
(3) On discovery of any sensitive material, the owner of the site or the
consent holder must take the following steps:
Cease works and secure the area
(a) immediately cease all works within 20m of any part of the
discovery, including shutting down all earth disturbing machinery and
stopping all earth moving activities, and in the case of evidence of
contaminated land apply controls to minimise discharge of
contaminants into the environment.
(b) secure the area of the discovery, including a sufficient buffer area
to ensure that all sensitive material remains undisturbed;
Inform relevant authorities and parties
(c) Inform the following parties immediately of the discovery:
(i) the New Zealand Police if the discovery is of human remains or
kōiwi;
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Rod Clough – Clough & Associates: The ADR is a rule and therefore
applies irrespective of whether or not it is conditioned. While I have no
objection to it being conditioned, I think that a simpler way to go would
be to add it to an advice note along with the standard advice note
regarding requirements under the HNZPTA 2014.
Berry Simons: An amendment to Condition 45 including an advice
note to Condition 45 of the proposed LUC conditions is proposed as an
alternative to the full proposed new condition by HNZPT in line with the
advice of the Applicant’s archaeologist above.
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(ii) the Council in all cases;
(iii) Heritage New Zealand Pouhere Taonga if the discovery is an
archaeological site, Māori cultural artefact, human remains or kōiwi.
(iv) Mana Whenua if the discovery is an archaeological site, Māori
cultural artefact, or kōiwi.
(d) wait for and enable inspection of the site and wait for and enable
the site to be inspected by the relevant authority or agency:
(i) if the discovery is human remains or kōiwi the New Zealand Police
are required to investigate the human remains to determine whether
they are those of a missing person or are a crime scene. The
remainder of this process will not apply until the New Zealand Police
confirm that they have no further interest in the discovery; or
(ii) if the discovery is of sensitive material, other than evidence of
contaminants, a site inspection for the purpose of initial assessment
and response will be arranged by the Council in consultation with
Heritage New Zealand Pouhere Taonga and appropriate Mana Whenua
representatives; or
(iii) if the discovery is evidence of contaminants, a suitably qualified
and experienced person is required to complete an initial assessment
and provide information to the Council on the assessment and
response.
(e) following site inspection and consultation with all relevant parties
(including the owner and consent holder), the Council will determine
the area within which work must cease, and any changes to controls
on discharges of contaminants, until the requirements of E12.6.1(3)(f)
are met.
Recommencement of work
(f) work within the area determined by the Council at E12.6.1(3)(e)
must not recommence until all of the following requirements, so far as
relevant to the discovery have been met:
(i) Heritage New Zealand has confirmed that an archaeological
authority has been approved for the work or that none is required;
(ii) any required notification under the Protected Objects Act 1975 has
been made to the Ministry for Culture and Heritage;
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(iii) the requirements of E30 Contaminated land and/or the National
Environmental Standards for Assessing and Managing Contaminants in
Soil to Protect Human Health 2011 have been met;
(iv) any material of scientific or educational importance h has been
recorded and if appropriate recovered and preserved;
(v) if the discovery is a lava cave as outlined in E12.6.1.(2)(f) above
and if the site is assessed to be regionally significant, reasonable
measures have been taken to minimise adverse effects of the works on
the scientific values of the site; and
(vi) where the site is of Māori origin and an authority from Heritage
New Zealand Pouhere Taonga is not required the Council will confirm,
in consultation with Mana Whenua, that: • any kōiwi have either been
retained where discovered or removed in accordance with the
appropriate tikanga; and • any agreed revisions to the planned works
to be/have been made in order to address adverse effects on Māori
cultural values.
(vii)resource consent has been granted for any alteration or
amendment to the earthworks or and disturbance that may be
necessary to avoid the sensitive materials and that is not otherwise
permitted under the Plan or allowed by any existing resource consent;
and
(viii) there are no requirements in the case of archaeological sites that
are not of Māori origin and are not covered by the Heritage New
Zealand Pouhere Taonga Act 2014.
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Council comment: Auckland Council
Expert: Tony Bullard
12

Responses
Berry Simons:
A more fulsome response is provided in relation to queries arising from
the panel’s RFI. In particular we note:
•
•
•

There has been a design change;
An urban design peer review has been obtained; and
The RMA amendments require Auckland Council to apply the
Medium Density Residential Standards and Auckland Council have
proposed that those standards apply to this site

More generally, the following points are noted:
The proposal seeks to construct 59 dwellings in the Single House Zone
as an IRD on an 18,428m2 site. An IRD has previously been approved in
the SHZ with considerably more dwellings and commercial components
and found to be appropriate. The Nola Estate application sought consent
for a 246 unit residential development, which included a 500m2 local
commercial centre, 100m2 cafe, and 1,705m2 of reserve area, on a
4.3ha site.
The Panel in the Nola Estate decision accepted the position that the
proposal was in accordance with the objectives and policies of the SHZ
because of the design philosophy of the proposal (at [291]). The Panel
favoured this over the Council’s position that the proposal did not align
with the SHZ objectives and policies.It is difficult to reconcile Mr Bullard’s
suggestion that the SHZ “does not anticipate a level of development that
is multi-unit in nature and the creation of small free-hold sites” in light
of :
1) The Nola Estate decision;
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2) Other consents granted for IRD’s;
3) IRD’s are expressly enabled in the SHZ zone and none of the
development controls directly apply to that status;
4) Even if the Council is correct and the classification is overall a ‘noncomplying’ – the non-complying component is only a very short term
aspect arising between the construction of the dwellings and title being
issued. Once title is issued each dwelling is on its own ‘site’; and
5) None of the neighbours who submitted raised a concern with
character, amenity, height, privacy, shading etc. The concerns raised
focused primarily on traffic related effects, and in partiuclar construction
traffic effects.
We disagree that the overall activity status is non-complying. IRD’s are
specifically provided for in the SHZ activity table H3.4.1(A9) as a
disretionary activity. Therefore, (A6) does not apply. The activities are
defined separately from ecah other in Chapter J: Definitions. The nesting
table at J1.3.5 includes the activities as separate, and the concepts are
not mutually inclusive. It would be an absurd and anomalous outcome
[per the decision of Nanden v Wellington City Council CP89/00, [2000]
NZRMA 562 (HC) at [48] in terms of principles of interpretation] if an
IRD, provided for as a specific activity in H3, also had to be assessed as
an activity comprising more than one residential dwelling in the SHZ.
In the Nola Estate decision, the Panel agreed with the position that the
non complying activity status did not apply, but to be conservative
assessed the project as if it did in any event. However, it is important to
recognise that this non-complying activity status (in addition to being
temporary) is not related to the size / design of the dwellings. On the
Council’s interpretation even an IRD with 2 dwellings would trigger the
non-complying activity status. The Panel stated:
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“[61] However, the Panel does consider that the
relevant provisions of the AUP are ambiguous
and could be more clearly worded. As a result,
the Panel has elected to take a conservative
view, and assess the Application on the basis
that the ‘more than one dwelling’ rule applies.
We note that as the Application already falls to
be assessed as a non-complying activity, it does
not change the activity status, nor the reelvant
tests to apply.”

The Nola Estate decision is available here.
The legal opinion of Mr Brabant is available here.
13

Jason Evans:
It is noted that a number of the points raised have been addressed in
further detail within the supplementary design package provided
pursuant to the RFI. In summary, the following points are made.
The site, as acknowledged, has special and unique characteristics that
create opportunities for comprehensive development in a location that
supports sustainable development principles. The design solution is a
tailored response to the sites character where larger footprint and taller
buildings (three storeys) are located in areas that are less impactful to
external viewing audiences. The design strategy of locating the taller
building typologies towards the centre and lowest points of the site is
successful in mitigating effects to the existing environment to a less than
minor degree. Reviewing the topographical plans and undertaking a site
visit (including viewing 5E Melia Place) are very important in
understanding these factors and the extent of built form which the SHZ
enables.
Patterson Cullen Archaus: Please refer to the updated architectural
drawings responding to Mr Henderson’s overview Updated 3D
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perspectives show the existing neighbouring housing. The selected
exterior perspectives and the site sections describe proposed level
differences amongst the required blocks. Further, the selected exterior
elevations are indicating relevant heights among the required blocks.
Additionally, the Site Context Plan – Comparison (Sheet RC02.00a Rev
B) describes 4 different blocks of our development as a response, and
reflection to the neighbouring housing typology – their mass, overall
dimensions and proportions.
14

This design strategy of locating larger built form to the centre of a site
has I note some decision making precedent with the recent Nola Estate
decision in Glen Eden covering a very similar approach. In that case the
Expert Consenting Panel (ECP) recorded that they accepted the ‘clusters’
of three storey units to that sites centre and that the approach was
acceptable and logical.
Whilst I accept each case is a unique
circumstance the similarities of design approach and validity in town
planning terms were supported by the ECP (and UDP for that matter) and
therefore to my mind the validity of such an approach applies equally to
this development.
With regard to the specifics of retaining walls it is proposed to minimise
the immediacy of level changes by adopting a stepped retaining wall
design with associated soft landscape measures. This is a conventional
and broadly practiced design solution to development of sloping sites.
This is shown on the various section drawings of the application package
that should be read alongside the landscape drawing set and particularly
pages 5 and 6 that specifically address the desired design outcomes for
retaining walls. This shows that, for those looking down, from up-hill the
development will largely appear as a two-storey built form, see for
example RC02.04 showing cross section locations and RC03.01.
For those downhill looking up, the views are largely obscured by the olive
grove and the existing RSA building.
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The proposal acknowledges the traditional built forms of the area and
supports this visual character outcome by offering designs that are
typical of residential character consisting of simple plan forms, pitched
roofs and vertically proportioned window openings. The suggested
palette of materials is also supportive of the domestic visual character
consisting of weatherboard, profiled metal roofs coverings and aluminium
joinery.
With regard to the increase of units relative to neighbouring dwellings
the proposal is designed to be compatible with the existing environment
/ established neighbourhood character referred to in the zone description
and associated objectives (H3.2(2)) and policies (such as H3.3(2)(a)).
That compatibility does not require the proposal to be the ‘same as’
neighbouring dwellings nor replicate earlier subdivision patterns which
are the historical product of a different time and development plan
(Rodney District Plan).
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The design approach to the proposal is to design in accordance with the
visual and physical character of the site, acknowledge key performance
standards for the zone, introduce further standards not found in the SHZ
but regarded as good measures of quality development (e.g. outlook and
private open space standards) and provide a range of dwellings more
typical to the contemporary housing market and affordability.
The full site dwellings referenced by the Council’s UD as character
benchmarks are all $1m+ in the current housing market and therefore
offer little in providing more affordable housing options to the
neighbourhood. The outcomes of the proposed design provides for a
range dwellings in a spacious landscaped setting capable of supporting
the establishment of larger scale trees whilst achieving an increase in
overall density and assisting with the provision of much needed housing
at a variety of price points.

15

The short terraced blocks K, O and P represent a typical scale of
development for contemporary residential development and are not
considered ‘excessive’ as highlighted by council’s UD specialist nor give
rise to dominance or adverse amenity effects. Please review the Site
Context Plan – Comparison (Sheet RC02.00a Rev B prepared by Paterson
Cullen Archaus) and also the compliant subdivision scheme plan prepared
by Civix showing a compliant subdivision in accordance with the Single
House Zone standards.
However to further mitigate effects additional design work has been
undertaken to Block K to break the block into two built forms. This
further refines the relationship to the neighbouring environment and is
conmpatible therefore with the context. With regards to building length
more generally it is noted that there are many detached dwellings of
similar length in the surrounding area as well as other medium density
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developments (3-9 Melia Place) that consist of similar length or longer
terraced housing blocks.
The RSA building itself is of course many times the size of the largest
proposed terrace and will remain the dominant focal point building for
the area. Indeed the development of the site with smaller built forms
and extensive landscaping will improve views into the site in my opinion
that in many case presently extend across surface car parking areas and
defunct bowling area.
It is therefore considered that the proposed built form outcomes together
with extensive landscaping measures are compatible with the established
developments of the neighbourhood.

16

Refer to the response prepared to the first RFI, in particular the urban
design peer review prepared by Dr Lee Beattie.

17

Refer to the response prepared to the first RFI, in particular the urban
design peer review prepared by Dr Lee Beattie.
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18

Refer to the response prepared to the first RFI, in particular the urban
design peer review prepared by Dr Lee Beattie.

19

Refer to the response prepared to the first RFI, in particular the urban
design peer review prepared by Dr Lee Beattie.

20

Noted, no further comment.
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21

Refer to the response prepared to the first RFI, in particular the urban
design peer review prepared by Dr Lee Beattie.

22

Noted, no further comment.

23

Refer to the response prepared to the first RFI, in particular the urban
design peer review prepared by Dr Lee Beattie..

24

Refer to the response prepared to the first RFI, in particular the urban
design peer review prepared by Dr Lee Beattie.
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25

Refer to the response prepared to the first RFI, in particular the urban
design peer review prepared by Dr Lee Beattie.

26

Refer to the response prepared to the first RFI, in particular the urban
design peer review prepared by Dr Lee Beattie.

27

Refer to the response prepared to the first RFI, in particular the urban
design peer review prepared by Dr Lee Beattie.

28

Refer to the response prepared to the first RFI, in particular the urban
design peer review prepared by Dr Lee Beattie.

29

Refer to the response prepared to the first RFI, in particular the urban
design peer review prepared by Dr Lee Beattie.

30

Refer to the response prepared to the first RFI, in particular the urban
design peer review prepared by Dr Lee Beattie.
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31

Refer to the response prepared to the first RFI, in particular the urban
design peer review prepared by Dr Lee Beattie.

32

Refer to the response prepared to the first RFI, in particular the urban
design peer review prepared by Dr Lee Beattie.

33

Jason Evans: The location of private outdoor space for each unit is
carefully considered to ensure good solar access and livability. Many
units offer dual living courts that provide choice for residents and are
easily accessed from the open plan ground floor living areas. All
dwellings meet or exceed the standards in the AUP for solar access (4hrs
between 9am – 5pm). This is shown of drawing reference RC07-RC07.1
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Mike Rogan, SOLA:
Points 1 & 2: Consideration early on in the project was discussed to
retain the existing vegetation along the Northern and western boundary.
And while I endeavoured to try to keep the existing vegetation with in
the site, the building footprint and flat outdoor living spaces to the north
east disturbed the roots and retaining was required. With this being said,
we have included hedging, specimen tree planting along the northern and
western edge of the site which are appropriate size and over time this
will provide a good buffer. We also note there is also vegetation with in
the neighbouring site which provides an existing planted buffer. It is
anticipated that planting will take approximately 3 years to establish,
rather than 5 years.
Point 3: Where possible specimen trees (such as the olive grove) will be
retained. Planting within the neighbouring site will not be removed.
Point 4: Noted, and happy for this to be conditioned. This has been
added as proposed new condition 11(g)(ii) in the proposed SUB-A Draft
Conditions.
Point 5: Orange fencing heights are notated in the fence plan of the
landscape design package.

35

Noted, no further comment.

36

Noted, no further comment.
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37

This is addressed in more detail by Jason Evans in the response to the
second RFI.

38

Noted, no further comment.

39

DUPLICATE OF INDIVIDUAL AUCKLAND TRANSPORT RESPONSE –
NO ADDITIONAL COMMENT NEEDED

40

DUPLICATE OF INDIVIDUAL WATERCARE
ADDITIONAL COMMENT NEEDED
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RESPONSE

– NO

41

Civix:
A comprehensive response to the queries raised by Healthy Waters was
prepared by Civix, and is included in response to the Panel’s first request
for information dated 3 March 2022.
The run-off from the private yard spaces will be captured by the
individual lots aqua-comb tanks. Updated tank specs and SMP have been
provided in accordance with the first RFI (see 6.7 of the updated SMP
and drawings 1462-1466, dated 7 April 2022).
Treatment is only proposed in the high contaminant generating JOAL and
carpark (see 6.3 – 6.4 of the updated SMP dated 7 April 2022).
The proposed stormwater network has been updated with a diversion
proposed to ensure the majority of the dwellings are not built over the
525mm pipe. Build over is required for Lots 54 and 55, as to install
manhole near the South boundary of Lot 57 would require a DTI of
aproximately 7 meters. Updated drawings will be provided.
Flood methodology has been updated to include input data and
parameters used in the model. TuFlow drawings will be added to the flood
methodology. Updated flood methodology was provided to Healthy
Waters on 13 April 2022 and is included in response to the Panel’s first
request for information dated 3 March 2022 (letter to Healthy Waters
dated 13 April 2022, and see updated Flood Modelling Methodology dated
13 April 2022, in particular 1340-1351).
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Civix: refer to letter from Civix to Healthy Waters dated 13 April 2022,
and updated Flood Modelling Methodology dated 13 April 2022. To
summarise, further details and calculations have been provided,
including updating accounting for rainflow at the source rather than at
the inflow at the top of the site. A 10 year flood modelling scenario has
been added in. As was discussed at the meeting with Healthy Waters on
21 March 2022, retaining walls introduce instability in the TuFlow model.
To avoid this, Civix used a high mannings value for the retaining walls to
stabilize the model, although notes that it shows unrealistically high
water depths where flow paths run over or adjacent to walls.
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43

Civix:
This is covered by the seperate Earthworks consent. The applicant is not
applying for earthworks in the substantial application, so these conditions
are not within scope.

Melia Place – Tabulated response to comments

Page 36

44

Berry Simons:
It appears that the author has not viewed the draft conditions of consent.
The applicant has prepared draft land use consent conditions, and draft
subdivision consent conditions (SUB-A – SUB-C), which we consider
sufficiently address the issues raised by the Council here.
Stormwater:
It is unclear why conditions 25 – 27 of SUB-A are unacceptable to the
Council, as they address all the matters raised by the Council’s proposed
conditions:Stormwater
25. The Applicant must install a public stormwater system in accordance
with the Infrastructure Report and in accordance with the Auckland
Council Code of Practice for Land Development and Subdivision.
26. Certification from the utility provider that works have been
satisfactorily undertaken must be provided when applying for a certificate
under s.224(c) of the RMA.
27. The Applicant must design, install, and maintain private on-site
stormwater management devices in accordance with the relevant
infrastructure plans referenced in Condition 1.
A consent condition simply requiring compliance with “requirements” of
the network utility provider is unnecesary given the requirement for
engineering plan approval is essentially a landowner approval and the
Local Government Act 2002 and Council bylaws already control this. See
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Waitakere City Council v Estate Homes Ltd [2006] NZSC 112; [2007] 2
NZLR 149.
Wastewater:
Similarly, it is unclear why conditions 21 and 22 of SUB-A, addressing
wastewater, are unacceptable.
Wastewater:
21. The Applicant must install wastewater reticulation (including required
local network upgrades) in accrodance with the Infrastructure Report and
in accordance with Watercare Services Limited standards (refer Water
and Wastewater Code of Practice for Land Development and Subdivision).
22. Certification that public wastewater works have been satisfactorily
undertaken must be provided when applying for a certificate under
s.224(c) of the RMA.
Advice notes:
(a) Acceptable forms of evidence include Code of Compliance Certificates.
(b) Construction of private water systems require Building Consent.
(c) Acceptable forms of Evidence from the Utility Providers includes a
Certificate of Acceptance.
Water:
Similarly, it is unclear why conditions 23 and 24 of SUB-A, addressing
water reticulation, are unacceptable.
Utilities:
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Utilities are already addressed in the Applicant’s proposed SUB-A
conditions. Telecommunications are covered by conditions 30 and 31;
electricity is covered by conditions 28 and 29.
This advice note is unnecessary, as the developer does not intend to
provide gas servicing.

Vehicle access:
Vehicle access, including the erquirement to design and construct a
vehicle accessway is specifically provided for in condition 13 of SUB-A.
Conditions 14 and 15 provide additional requirements and detail beyond
that in the condition proposed by Auckland Council here.
Conditions 16-19 also address a new vehicle crossing. Condition 19
addresses road naming (rather than providing for road naming in an
advice note).

The applicant has addressed “as built” documentation in condition 32,
titled Surveyor’s certificates.
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Lighting is addressed in Condition 18 of LUC which includes proposed
lighting of all areas including shared driveways, car and bike parking
facilities, and footpaths.
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Feedback from surrounding residents

Responses

Sarnia Thorburn – resident at 3D Melia Place.

Civix:

This owner and occupier raises the following concerns:

1. Yes, aquacomb tanks under building foundations and underground
tanks within the JOAL, as per the Infrastructure Report.

1. Are you going to have stormwater holding tanks?
2. We are very concerned about traffic increasing and egressing from
your area. There is already a problem with traffic on Whangaparaoa
Road from Melia. Is thie Vipond Road end going to be used more?

2 . Traffic effects are addressed in the ITA. Vipond is expected to be used
more. The Melia Place access will be restricted to entry only, post
construction.
3. This will be managed by the Construction Managment Plan.

3. We don’t need tradies especially trucks using Melia Place.

4. There will be a residents society instead, which is similar to a body
corporate.

4. Do you plan to have a body corporate?
5. Not looking forward to this huge development, we are a very quiet
neighbourhood.
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5. Noted.
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46

Joe Siu – owner of 4 Melia Place.

Civix:

This landowner raises the following concerns:

1. We have provided a surplus of parking on site to reduce the impact on
street-parking, including visitor spaces, noting that there is no longer a
minimum number of parking spaces specified in the Auckland Unitary
Plan .

1. Since Melia Place will be an access point, I am worried that street
parking on Melia Place will be occupied with cars and visitors of 20 Melia
Place will continue to take advantage of this “extra parking”.

47

2. how crucial is the Melia Place access point. I know there is the Vipond
Road access point too but I’m just worried about the noise and traffic.

2. Both access points will be used, however Melia Place will be limited to
entry only once the site is occupied. As such resdients will use the Vipond
Road access to exit.

Vic Marr – EPOA for George and Monica Marr at 14 Melia Place

Civix:

Vic has enduring power of attorney for the residents of 14 Melia Place.
Vic raises the following concerns:

1. We have provided adequte of parking on site to reduce the impact on
street-parking, including visitor spaces.

1. Concerned that traffic movement will directly affect Melia Place, as
driveway at 12/14 Melia Place is adjacent to 20 Melia Place. Currently
there are cars parked in the culdesac all times day of the night.

2. There is a legal ROW over the RSA site. Details will be addressed in
the CTMP.

2. Have been advised the RSA has denied access for truck movements
through Vipond Road acess during construction, meaning all trucks
would enter/exit via Melia Place. Entry turning left into Melia Place from
Whangaparaoa Road is very tight, would not be possible for truck or
large vehicle at Melia Place intersection.
3. Note AT surveyts recommended size of Melia Place could not sustain
any more traffic turning right out of Melia Place onto Whangaparaoa
Road. Difficult now at both peak and off peak times. There is insufficient
width in Melia Place for a truck to pass, should there be a larger vehicle
parked on the roadside as often happens. Also, should there be more
than 1 or 2 trucks waiting to exit Melia Place, be it turning left or right,
and perhaps 2 or 3 cars, this will in effect block our driveway acess.
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3. Noted.
4. Yes, there will be a gate. The gate will be within the subject site and
therefore will not restrict access to this adjacent site. Further details of
the gate will be provided as required by proposed draft Condition 19.
5. Noted, however there will be no restriction to the access of this
property and the proposal has several mitigation measures as detailed
above that will ensure there will be minimal inreased congestion.
6. Details of truck access will be resolved in the CTMP.
7. AT was concerned with right turns from Melia Place to Whangaparoa
Road, as such we will restrict the Melia Place access to entry only. This
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4. Unsure if this development is a gated access which in essence will
also cause obstruction to our access.

will occur once the site is occupied. Construction trucks will be managed
through the CTMP.

5. All of the above will have direct impact on our access to our property,
together with travel times caused through this proposed congestion.

8. As above, the Melia Place access point will be limited to entry only
once the site is occupied.

6. In the inital stages we contacted the Developer with our transport
concerns and were led to believe that there would be minimal impact on
Melia Place as all construction traffic would be using Vipond Road
entry/exit. The plans also show that truck movement on completion of
the development would be facilitated by entering Vipond Road and
exiting Melia Place.
7. AT stating that no more right turns should be made – woudl this mean
that all trucks will be turning left?
8. The Application also mentions it would be in the “best interest” of new
homeowners to use the Vipond Road entry/exit – but this is not a
requirement. We currently turn right out of Melia Place daily to go to
work so any increase in traffic movement will be detrimental.
48

Jennifer Simone – 51 Kestrel Heights, Arkles Bay

Civix:

Lives in Arkles Bay, considerable distance away from project site (?)

1 & 2. Noted. A Construction Traffic Manamgent Plan will be provided
post-approval to manage construction effects on Melia Place. Melia Place
will be limited to entry only once the site is occupied. As such resdients
will use the Vipond Road access to exit the site and turn onto
Whangaparaoa Road.

Raised the following concerns:
Traffic construction
1. Despite the Transportation Assessment Report stating that Melia
Place provides for a single lane of traffic in either direction and parking
on both sides of the road this is not a reality.
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The road is already constantly congested as any parked car turns it into
a one way street. It is impossible to park on both sides fo the road at
once. With significant earthworks at thje proposed development this will
mean large dump trucks along with trade vehicles trying to negotiate
Melia Place creating significant noise (using low gears due to length and
slope of Melia Place) and congestion. Residents of Melia Place will face
a constant battle trying to exit their driveways due to the “one way road”
that will be created by the arriving traffic to the site.
2. How is this to be mitigated? This is assuming that no traffic will be
exiting the site via Melia Place. If this is not the case then it will be a
nightmare for everyone. Residents of Melia Place should not have to lose
their on-street carparking due to this development.
Gates at the southern end of the site (Melia Place):
Could find no information hence the ‘random’ questions

Gates:
The gate is to stop the site being used as a ‘rat-run’. Exact details of the
gate use will be determined post-RC. The on-going maintenance of the
gate will be the resposibitly of the residents society.

1. What is the purpose of these gates?
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2. Will they be
entering/exiting?

closed

and

only

opening

when

a

vehicle

is

3. Are they for the use of development owners only?
4. Are they to discourage this exit from being used?
5. Who will be responsible for ensuring that they are working?
6. If they break down a year or two later can the residents association
be forced by residents outside the development to repair them?
7. When are they going to be in place?

General comments:

General commments:

Noted. Traffic effects have been addressed in the ITA.

1. Whilst the parking allocations are within the ACC requirements we all
know that it is not practicable for most to bike along the Peninsula. There
will be many more cars than carparks. This will create even more
congestion for Melia Place with the overflow of cars from the
development. This should also be taken in to account as it will be a long
term problem.

49

Jay Sharples – 29 Springtime Crescent
Jay raised the following concerns/queries:
1. What is the build timeframe?
2. How much impact on the local roads do you foresee
i) during the build;
ii) with the extra buildings/homes.
3. What benefit is this build bringing to the local community?
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Civix:
1. The Applicant commenced earthworks in March 2022 in accordance
with the earthworks consent granted by Auckland Council. The total
project duration is estimated to be approximately 20 months, subject to
consenting processes and other factors.
2. Addressed in ITA.
3. The resulting residential intensification provides a valuable
contribution to the supply of affordable dwellings in Auckland, and also
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an entirely appropriate response to the social and economic effects
brought about by Covid 19 as intended under the C19RFTCA.
50

Isabelle and Philip Janus – 10 Melia Place

Civix:

Mr and Mrs Janus raised the following concerns:
1. Broken yellow lines needed on Melia Place to stop people from parking
on the street as this is already an issue and will only get worse with
more thoroughfare from the development.

1. We have provided residential and visitor car parking on site to reduce
the impact of on-street car parking.

2. Have we understood correctly that you are planning a no right turn
out of Melia Place? We contest this. The development vehicle access
should be Vipond Road.
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2. The access to Melia Place will be retained, however Melia Place will be
limited to entry only once the site is occupied. As such resdients will use
the Vipond Road access to exit the site and turn onto Whangaparaoa
Road.
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