Your Comment on the Waihoehoe Precinct
All sections of this form with an asterisk (*) are mandatory.
a)

Contact Details

Please ensure that you have authority to comment on the application on behalf of those named on this form.
Organisation name (if relevant)

Auckland Council

*First name

Ian

*Last name

Smallburn

Postal address
*Home phone / Mobile phone
*Email (a valid email address
enables us to communicate
efficiently with you)

b)
X

*Work phone

09 301 0101

Ian.Smallburn@aucklandcouncil.govt.nz
cc to Russell.Butchers@aucklandcouncil.govt.nz

*We will email you draft conditions of consent for your comment

I can receive emails and my email address is

I cannot receive emails and my postal address is

correct

correct

c)

Please provide your comments on this application

Thank you for the invitation to comment on the proposed Waihoehoe Precinct application by Oyster
Capital Limited.
It is noted that Auckland Council (the Council) and Auckland Transport are providing separate but
complementary comments on this application, and the two related applications by Fulton Hogan Land
Development Limited and Kiwi Property (for instance, with Council reports cross-referenced to
Auckland Transport reports where appropriate, and vice versa).
It is also noted that Watercare Services Limited will be providing a separate response to the Panel in
relation to water supply and wastewater infrastructure. The Council defers comments on these
matters to Watercare, which is a Council Controlled Organisation.
The Council’s response has been split into the following matters, which we consider to be the most
significant (the numbers below also denote the section numbers of this response):
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1. Planning Assessment (pages 5 to 35)
2. Legal Issues (pages 36 to 63)
3. Infrastructure Financing and Funding (pages 64 to 83 plus Annexures at pages 157 to
279)
4. Earthworks, Streamworks, and Ecology (pages 84 to 95)
5. Urban Design (pages 96 to 99)
6. Stormwater Discharge: Healthy Waters as Network Operator (pages 100 to 104)
7. Stormwater Discharge: Technical Assessment (pages 105 to 108)
8. Transportation (page 109)
9. Parks Planning (pages 110 to 127)
10. Conclusion (page 128)
11. Consent Conditions (pages 129 to 152)
12. Comment from the Papakura Local Board (pages 153 to 156)
Overall recommendation to the Panel:
Based on the Council’s planning assessment by Natalie Bedggood, the various specialist
assessments, the legal memo prepared by Brookfields Lawyers, and also based on Auckland
Transport’s comments, the Council recommends that resource consent is declined for the following
reasons:
a) The adverse effects are assessed as being more than minor;
b) The proposal is contrary to the thrust of the Future Urban Zone (FUZ) objectives and
policies framework;
c) The application will also be contrary to a number of ‘non-FUZ’ related objectives and
policies;
d) The application fails to pass either limb of the s104D gateway test;
e) There are significant precedent and plan integrity concerns arising from the
application;
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f)

The precedent concern relates not only to other FUZ land in Drury, but FUZ zoned
land elsewhere in the region.

As the application is assessed as not passing either limb of the section 104D ‘gateway’ test, the
Council considers that consent cannot be granted.
Should the Panel determine that the section 104D gateway is passed, it is recommended that the
application be declined on its merits for the reasons stated in the assessments and reports set out in
this response, as well as those set out in Auckland Transport’s comments.
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1. Planning Assessment
Statement prepared by: Natalie Bedggood, Principal Specialist Planner, Auckland Council
Qualifications: Master of Planning Practice with Honours; Bachelor of Landscape Architecture
Overall Summary:
The proposal is summarised in the Assessment of Environmental Effects prepared by Barker & Associates
and dated December 2021 (the AEE) on behalf of the Applicant (Oyster Capital Limited (Oyster)) as
follows:
“…the construction of 357 dwellings, 9 super lots for future residential development, open space and
supporting infrastructure.”

The site comprises 76, 76a, 116, 136, and 140 Waihoehoe Road, Drury, Auckland (the site).

The site is zoned Future Urban Zone (FUZ) under the Auckland Unitary Plan (Operative in Part)
(AUP(OP)). It is noted that the Applicant submitted a private plan change application (PPC50) in December
2019 to rezone 48.9ha of FUZ zoned land to Residential Terraced Housing and Apartments (THAB) zone,
including the sites subject to this consent application. At the date of writing this planning assessment,
PPC50 is not operative and does not have any legal effect. Therefore, this resource consent application
must be considered under the existing AUP(OP) provisions and the FUZ zoning in particular. These
matters are clarified in the legal memorandum prepared by Brookfields Lawyers, refer Section 2 of
Auckland Council’s comments.
Under the AUP(OP) the overall activity status of the proposed development is non-complying.
Clause 31 / 32 Assessment
Clauses 31 and 32 of Schedule 6 of the COVID-19 Recovery (Fast-track Consenting) Act 2020 (FTA) set
out the key requirements that a Panel is to consider for resource consent application for the Project.
Under Clause 31, the matters to which the Panel must have regard to are:

(1) When considering a consent application in relation to a referred project and any comments
received in response to an invitation given under section 17(3), a panel must, subject to Part
2 of the Resource Management Act 1991 and the purpose of this Act, have regard to—

(a) any actual and potential effects on the environment of allowing the activity; and
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(b) any measure proposed or agreed to by the consent applicant to ensure positive effects
on the environment to offset or compensate for any adverse effects that will or may result
from allowing the activity; and

(c) any relevant provisions of any of the documents listed in clause 29(2); and
(d) any other matter the panel considers relevant and reasonably necessary to determine the
consent application.

(2) In respect of the matters listed under subclause (1), a panel must apply section 6 of this Act
(Treaty of Waitangi) instead of section 8 of the Resource Management Act 1991 (Treaty of
Waitangi).
Under Clause 29, the documents referred to in subclause (1)(c) of Clause 31 are the following:

(a) a national environmental standard:
(b) other regulations made under the Resource Management Act 1991:
(c) a national policy statement:
(d) a New Zealand coastal policy statement:
(e) a regional policy statement or proposed regional policy statement:
(f) a plan or proposed plan:
(g) a planning document recognised by a relevant iwi authority and lodged with a local
authority.
Under clause 32(1), section 104D of the Resource Management Act 1991 applies to the proposal, given
its non-complying activity status.
Actual and Potential Effects Assessment (clause 31(1)(a))
The following effects have been identified and assessed in the AEE:
•

Earthworks and construction

•

Riparian yards

•

Character and amenity

•

Health and safety

•

Ecological Values

•

Damming of water effects

•

Infrastructure and Servicing

•

Archaeological Values

•

Transport

•

Cultural Values

•

Stormwater and flood management

This planning report focusses on the following effects:
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•

Urban Design and Landscape

•

Transportation and Roading

•

Earthworks

•

Ecological –Terrestrial and Freshwater

•

Flooding

•

Stormwater

•

Infrastructure and servicing

Urban Design and Landscape
I refer to the specialist report of Lisa Mein which is included in Section 5 of the Council’s response.
The report raises concerns with the lack of connectivity resulting from developing this site in advance
of re-zoning and the provision of infrastructure. In her view, the intent of the masterplan (put forward in
support of PPC50) for a well-connected street network is compromised, resulting in a number of culde-sacs that are reliant on narrow access lots to provide a greater degree of connectivity. Ms Mein also
raises concerns with regard to the number of south-facing lots created by the proposed layout and
considers the layout requires reconfiguration to create better living environments.
Ms Mein is also concerned that the proposal represents a “lost opportunity” by under-developing high
intensity residential land close to the existing and proposed Drury centre in advance of a plan change
that could be “more enabling and lead to a high quality, high intensity development that achieves the
purpose of the Waihoehoe Precinct to provide for the development of a new, comprehensively planned
residential community in Drury East that supports a quality, compact urban form”.
Overall, Ms Mein considers that while aspects of the proposed development have been well designed
and the combination of landscape plans, architectural plans and the design manual give certainty that
this will be a high-quality of architecture and landscape / streetscape, she cannot support the layout of
the subdivision as currently proposed. This is largely due to the number of south-facing lots, the number
of cul-de-sacs and what she considers to be under-development of potential high intensity residential
land. In her view, there needs to be greater alignment between the intent of the Waihoehoe Precinct
and the proposed development of the site.
Lea van Heerden, Senior Parks Planner has assessed the proposed landscaping within the public realm
and provision of reserves. The full comments of Ms van Heerden, are included in Section 9 of the
Council’s response.
Ms van Heerden does not consider that adequate and appropriate provision has been made for public
open space within the site. This is due to all the open spaces being proposed around natural water
bodies and watercourses to protect them from the adverse effects of development, as well as to provide
flood capacity to protect people from adverse natural flooding hazards. All of the drainage reserves are
located well within floodplains to mitigate the effects of stormwater. While some passive recreational
opportunity and visual amenity will be provided by the drainage reserves, she does not consider these
open spaces appropriate as being the only public open spaces for recreation and enabling community
facilities. Apart from walking trails, the drainage reserves with the 10-metre planting buffers are primarily
being utilised as a stormwater mitigation and due to the clay soils will become sludgy when wet.
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Ms van Heerden considers that the streetscape landscaping and overall amenity have been adequately
addressed and enhanced by the proposed landscape plans. Refinement of the landscape plans is
recommended at the engineering plan approval stage to ensure multiple cultures of species.
Ms van Heerden does not support the under-provision of adequate, well located, quality open space
and community facilities in a new community. She considers that should consent be granted, the
requirement to develop and vest a 3000m2 park on land located outside of flood plains and free from
contamination should be included as a condition of consent. Other amendments to the proposed
conditions of consent are necessary to provide certainty regarding the quality, appropriateness and
timing of the proposed landscaping and vesting of assets. Subject to changes to the conditions
(including the addition of the 3000m2 park), Ms van Heerden is satisfied with the landscaping and
vesting proposed.
Overall, I consider the urban design and landscaping effects within the site resulting from the proposal
as it stands to be unacceptable, given the concerns raised in Ms Mein’s and Ms van Heerden’s reports.
The site sits within an existing rural-residential / rural production landscape. Having read the Applicant’s
Landscape and Visual Effects Assessment prepared by LA4 Landscape Architects (Appendix 29), I
agree with several of the statements and conclusions within that report, including that:
(a)

The extensive built development proposed in what is still a predominantly rural
landscape would have an adverse effect on the existing rural amenity values; 1

(b)

The proposal would result in significant landscape change; 2 and

(c)

The development would result in “landscape and visual effects of some significance”. 3

The assessment acknowledges that no attempt has been made to screen the development due to
“anticipated urbanisation of the area”. The report goes on to state “Rather, is it proposed to develop
the site following best practice urban design principles to create a quality residential development with
significant areas of open space and a vegetated framework to create a high level of amenity, albeit
urban rather than rural.”
As set out earlier in this section of my report, the Urban Design assessment by Ms Mein does not
support the proposal’s layout and design due to a number of factors. I do not, therefore, consider that
best practice urban design principles have been utilised in the proposed block layout. Ms van Heerden
has also set out in her assessment of the parks and open space offered in the proposal that no
purposeful open space has been proposed to meet the needs of the proposed community. The drainage
reserve is to primarily serve a functional stormwater purpose and while it will contribute to the overall

1

Landscape and Visual Effects Assessment prepared by LA4 Landscape Architects (Appendix 29), at [5.10].
Ibid, at [5.15].
3 Ibid, at [7.6].
2
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“green-ness” of the site, it does not provide useful multi-functional public open space and I therefore do
not consider that it will promote a “high level of amenity”.
The LVA relies heavily on the future rezoning of the remaining structure plan area to justify the
“appropriateness” of the proposal’s landscape and visual effects. Based on my qualification and
experience as a landscape architect in addition to my planning qualification and experience, I agree
there will be adverse effects on the character and amenity of properties in the immediate FUZ and wider
structure plan area. While these effects may be “temporary” due to the FUZ zoning and future re-zoning
to enable urban development, there is no certainty as to when the land will be rezoned. Until that time,
the AUP(OP) through the objectives, policies and rules in Chapter H18 FUZ seek to retain and maintain
the existing rural character and amenity. My opinion of the significance of the effects would be different
were the structure plan area to have a “live” urban zoning. But it does not. Section 8 of the Brookfields
memo refers to “temporary” landscape effects and how they should be considered.
In summary, I agree with the assessment contained in the LVA with respect the anticipated level of
landscape and visual effects and effects on rural character and amenity. In my view, the proposal will
have effects that are more than minor and potentially significant which is at odds with the current FUZ
zoning of the site and surrounding Structure Plan area.
Transportation and Roading
I have reviewed Andrew Prosser’s transport planning report for Auckland Transport (attached to
Auckland Transport’s separate comments on the application).
Mr Prosser has identified two key areas of concern relating to the quality of the existing rural roads to
accommodate / support the implementation of the development proposal, and the quality of the
proposed transport mitigation to service the staged development. He recommends that all of the roads
intended to be used by the Applicant for access/egress, and haulage in Drury East are upgraded from
the onset of construction and to the correct design standard.
In addition, Mr Prosser considers that the transport upgrades identified in the table in section 4 of his
report are required to ensure that the anticipated adverse traffic effects of the Waihoehoe application
are adequately mitigated. As Ms Duffield has noted, some of the projects referred to by Mr Prosser
form part of Oyster’s proposed mitigation for Waihoehoe, however some do not and in some cases
Oyster proposes a hybrid / interim upgrade, which Mr Prosser does not consider to be sufficient.
Overall, Mr Prosser does not consider that the Applicant’s mitigation proposals adequately address
either of his two key areas of concern. Based on the level of mitigation proposed by the Applicant, he
has assessed the Application’s adverse traffic effects as being more than minor and potentially
significant.
Based on Mr Prosser’s assessment, I consider the proposal may give rise to unacceptable and
potentially significant adverse traffic effects on the transportation network. In addition, parts of the
proposal may result in adverse safety outcomes for pedestrians and cyclists.
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Earthworks
Mr Smith has assessed the bulk earthworks and proposed mitigation. He considers that the application
material provides sufficient information to understand the proposed activities and associated
environmental impacts for the proposed earthworks.
For the proposed earthworks, standard erosion and sediment control measures could be designed and
implemented in accordance with industry best practice. Provided the erosion and sediment control
methodology follows an ESCP prepared by a suitably qualified professional and is implemented
appropriately (including the Adaptive Management Plan as recommended in Appendix 1), Mr Smith
considers that the potential sediment related effects resulting from the proposed earthworks could be
appropriately managed.
I rely on the assessment of Mr Smith and consider that provided the proposed erosion and sediment
control methodology is followed, the potential effects arising from sediment discharges can be
appropriately managed.
Ecology
Terrestrial
Mr Smith has also reviewed the ecological effects of the proposal. With regards to potential terrestrial
effects, he considers the proposed vegetation removal and associated effects on native terrestrial
fauna, can be appropriately managed provided the works are carried out in a manner consistent with
the application material. I rely on his assessment and consider that the potential effects on terrestrial
ecology to be acceptable.
Freshwater / Streamworks
I consider there is the potential for significant adverse freshwater effects to arise from the proposed
streamworks based on Mr Smith’s specialist report. As set out in the report, the ecological assessment
supporting the proposal lacks the requisite level of detail to be able to assess the degree of adverse
effects with any certainty. He considers that the freshwater ecological effects are under-represented
due to a lack of detail regarding the construction methods, culverts, the structures within wetlands 1
and 2 as well as the degree of fish passage that would be provided and he is not confident that the SEV
methodology has been applied correctly to all of the activities. For example, the SEV assumptions has
considered the potential value associated with the stream as having a maximum of 10m of riparian
planting either side of the stream. However, the land is currently zoned FUZ, where the riparian yard is
20m, not 10m as stated in section 9.9 of the EcIA. The potential value of the stream should be
considered with 20m of riparian planting which would lead to a substantial increase in the SEVi-P value
(an input to the Ecological Compensation Ratio (ECR) which would subsequently have to be
recalculated).
Insufficient justification has been provided with regards to the proposed stream reclamation and the
applicant has also not demonstrated why avoidance of effects is not possible.
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Mr Smith also considers that the pond classifications are uncertain and the effects of the proposed
works on the water quantity within wetlands 1 and 2 is also uncertain. As such, there is the potential
for Regulation 53 of the NES:FW (which prescribes prohibited activities affecting wetlands) to apply the
proposed activities due to the proposed works within the wetlands. Correspondingly there is an
uncertain effect on ecological processes, including the habitat provisioning functions for indigenous
biodiversity although he is satisfied that water quality to the wetlands would at least be maintained if not
improved.
An application for a prohibited activity cannot be made and the consent authority must not grant a
consent for it. As such, I consider the Panel will need to be very certain that the works within the
wetlands will not result in the partial drainage of the features in question and therefore constitute a
prohibited reclamation activity.
Given the lack of detail regarding the exact nature and extent of all of the proposed streamworks and
therefore the effects resulting from such works, I consider there is the potential for significant adverse
effects to arise that will not be appropriately mitigated, nor adequately offset.
Flooding
The assessment by Mr Curtis for Healthy Waters (Section 6 of the Council’s response) has identified
several concerns with the approach to dealing with stormwater and the level of assessment provided
with the application. He does not consider that the proposal contains sufficient information regarding
the modelling of the proposed flood management nor adequately addresses the level of water quality
treatment necessary.
The current increases in flood level that have been modelled as part of the application are as a result
of the proposed Oyster development but also take into account climate change. However, Mr Curtis
cannot ascertain from the flood modelling report appended to the Stormwater Assessment Report what
the baseline scenario is for assessing the impacts of development. Naming of figures appears to omit
key references in some locations about whether Maximum Probable Development or Existing
Development is being presented. In the absence of this information, Healthy Waters cannot assess
whether there is an impact on flooding.
In summary, without the flood modelling and additional information Mr Curtis considers is necessary to
properly understand the potential flood risks resulting from proposal, I consider there is the possibility
for adverse effects on the catchment and potentially increased risk of flooding to neighbouring
properties but the quantum of those effects cannot be assessed at this time.
Stormwater
Trent Sunich has provided an assessment of stormwater effects within Section 7 of the Council’s
response. Mr Sunich considers that the proposal adequately addresses stormwater from a technical
perspective subject to the inclusion of the recommended condition edits and additions. He considers a
site-specific Stormwater Management Plan document is necessary in this case to optimise the
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stormwater mitigation design components and address several of the matters raised by Mr Curtis such
as flood hazard prediction and management.
I note that the review by Griffin Benton-Lynne for Auckland Transport of the proposed stormwater
mitigation and devices proposed in the application has identified that no assessment of the various
stormwater management devices has been undertaken to demonstrate the proposed solution is the
best option for this greenfield development compared to viable alternatives. In his view, due to the size
of the development, stormwater could (and possibly should) be dealt with on a sub-catchment basis.
Based on the comments of Mr Sunich and Mr Benton-Lynne, I consider that stormwater effects can
likely be appropriately managed and mitigated, however the proposed stormwater devices may not be
the most appropriate for this exact proposal (especially with regard to the number and sizing of devices
proposed. I also note Mr Curtis’ comments regarding the proposal’s stormwater solution’s noncompliance with the existing Healthy Waters Network Discharge Consent and inconsistency with the
outcomes of the NDC.
Infrastructure and Servicing
There is uncertainty as to whether the required roading infrastructure and servicing can be provided
due to a funding shortfall as set out in Brigid Duffield’s report (included in Section 3 of the Council’s
response). As addressed in Ms Duffield's report, the Council is not in a position to finance and fund
any such shortfall, including the shortfall in relation to mitigation works required prior to s224(c). The
cost of the transport projects identified by Mr Prosser as being required to mitigate the direct transport
effects for Oyster’s Waihoehoe application could be in the order of $201 to $251m in the first four years
to mitigate the proposal’s anticipated direct transport effects, and an additional $139m to $174m by
2031 for the additional projects identified to support the proposed development. Ms Duffield estimates
that the funding gap could be in the order of $182m to $237m over the next 10 years. She notes that
this is made up of a funding gap of between $80m to $100m for the works identified by Mr Prosser as
required prior to s224(c) to mitigate the development’s direct transport effects, and beyond that $103m
to $138m by 2031 to support the proposed development.
If the roading infrastructure and servicing necessary to mitigate adverse traffic and transportation effects
cannot be provided within the timeframes required, there is a real potential for those adverse effects to
occur which Mr Prosser has noted as being more than minor or potentially significant. Given the
uncertainty regarding the provision of required infrastructure and servicing, I consider there is the
potential for adverse effects associated with the non-provision of roading infrastructure to be
unacceptable.
Part 5 of the legal memorandum prepared by Brookfields Lawyers (Section 2 of the Council’s response)
addresses matters relating to the integration of land use / urbanisation with transport infrastructure, and
the absence of a financing and funding solution for transport infrastructure upgrades required to address
the direct effects the Application.

I note their view that there is a sound basis, both in the strategic

policy framework in the NPS-UD and RPS and in case law, for taking into account the Council’s and
AT’s concerns as to:
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a) the lack of integration of land use / urbanisation with transport infrastructure (including the
funding of infrastructure); and
b) the implications of the Council not being in a position to finance and fund the transport upgrades
required to enable and adequately mitigate the adverse effects of the Drury East Stage 1
Application.
I also note the concerns raised by Mr Curtis in his assessment as to the acceptability of the proposed
stormwater infrastructure in terms of its compliance with the existing Healthy Waters Network Discharge
consent. The applicant has indicated its intent to vest assets to council and transfer the discharge
consent they are applying for in this process to Healthy Waters in the future. This creates a risk that
Healthy Waters will be forced to accept (as a consenting authority has already granted it) suboptimal
stormwater infrastructure and accept a consent that does not align with the requirements of the consent
it holds. Granting a discharge consent that does not meet NDC requirements also compromises the
integrity of the NDC for future development proposals and ultimately leads to an increased risk of poorer
water quality and sub-optimal stormwater infrastructure that is costly to maintain.
Other Effects
Other effects of the proposal that would also need to be considered include geotechnical and site
stability, contamination, cultural, and archaeological. From a planning perspective, there does not
appear to be any obvious concerns relating to these other effects, such that they cannot be managed
to an acceptable level through conditions of consent.
Positive Effects
I consider the proposal will bring forward housing and associated development slightly sooner than
what is anticipated through the Structure Planning process. This can be considered a positive effect of
the proposal.
Summary
Overall, I consider the proposal’s potential adverse effects on the environment are more than minor.
Specifically, I consider the following effects to be more than minor and potentially significant:
•

the landscape and visual effects and effects on the existing rural character and amenity of the
FUZ and surrounding Structure Plan area;

•

the adverse traffic effects relating to the quality of the existing rural roads to accommodate /
support the implementation of the development proposal, and the quality of the proposed
transport mitigation to service the staged development;

•

proposed streamworks, including reclamation and diversion due to inadequate information and
identification of extent of works and mitigation and offset proposals.

•

the potential for inadequate roading infrastructure and servicing due to significant funding
shortfalls.
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Relevant Provisions of Planning Documents (clause 31(1)(c))
I consider the NES-SC and NES-FW, NPS-UD and NPS-FW, RPS and AUP (OP) Chapters E3 Lakes,
rivers, streams and wetlands, E26 Infrastructure, E27 Transport, E36 Natural hazards and flooding,
E38 Subdivision – Urban, E39 Subdivision – Rural, H18 Future Urban Zone and H19 Rural Zones are
relevant to the assessment of this project under the FTA.
National Environmental Standards
I consider the two National Environmental Standards that are relevant to the proposal are:
a) National Environmental Standard for Assessing and Managing Contaminants in Soil to Protect
Human Health (NES-SC); and
b) National Environmental Standard for Freshwater (NES-FW).
The NES-SC is a nationally consistent set of planning controls and soil contaminant values. Its purpose
is to ensure that land affected by contaminants in soil is appropriately identified and assessed before it
is developed - and if necessary the land is remediated or the contaminants contained to make the land
safe for human use.
The NES-FW sets requirements for carrying out certain activities that pose risks to freshwater and
freshwater ecosystems. Anyone carrying out these activities will need to comply with the standards.
The proposal has been assessed as requiring consent under both the NES-SC and NES-FW.
National Policy Statements
I consider there are two National Policy Statements of relevance to the proposal:
•

The National Policy Statement for Urban Development 2020 (NPS-UD)

•

The National Policy Statement for Freshwater (NPS-FW)

National Policy Statement for Urban Development 2020 (NPS-UD)
The NPS-UD requires councils to provide well for growth, including providing sufficient development
capacity to meet the different needs of people and communities.
The objectives and policies of the NPS-UD guide the development of Future Urban zoned land and
affect the development standards and level of amenity planned for these areas.
I have adopted the approach taken by the Environment Court in Eden-Epsom Residential Protection
Society Inc v Auckland Council and Drive Holdings Limited v Auckland Council that there are only limited
objectives/ policies in the NPS-UD that are relevant to the assessment of a resource consent application
as I am aware that the Council is still in the process of undertaking work including developing plan
changes to implement the NPS-UD.
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While I consider that the Proposal is consistent with those objectives and policies relating to the
provision of a variety of housing options (Objective 4, Policy 1), I consider that it is inconsistent with
those objective and policies that support ‘well-functioning’ urban environments and require sufficient
land capacity and may not provide for the health and safety of people and communities due to the
identified adverse flooding and amenity effects (Objective 1, Policies 1 and 6).
The residential/business/ industrial outcome in the Structure Plan is far from certain at this stage.
Market/ economic changes may occur that support a different zoning approach and development
outcome. The Private Plan Change decisions are not yet known and in my view, there is therefore the
potential for this land use proposal to compromise the efficient and integrated development of the wider
area, and to become a “well-functioning urban environment” in accordance with Policy 1 of the NPSUD.
The proposal is also contrary to the Objective 6(a) which states that Local Authority decisions on urban
development that affect urban environments are integrated with infrastructure planning and funding
decisions.
For the above reasons, I am of the view that the most significant implication of the NPS-UD to this
application is that it reinforces how uncertain the future outcomes are for this locality, and the need for
Council to make decisions on the urbanisation of FUZ land that are based on regular reviews of the
land use strategy and related infrastructure planning to ensure that the AUP(OP) gives effect to the
changing needs of the community and all aspects of the NPS-UD.
National Policy Statement for Freshwater (NPS-FW)
The objective of the NPS-FW is as follows:
(1) The objective of this National Policy Statement is to ensure that natural and physical resources are
managed in a way that prioritises:
(a) first, the health and well-being of water bodies and freshwater ecosystems
(b) second, the health needs of people (such as drinking water)
(c) third, the ability of people and communities to provide for their social, economic, and cultural wellbeing, now and in the future.
Having regard to the assessment by Mr Smith on the freshwater aspects of the proposal, I consider the
reclamation, diversion and other related works to be inconsistent with and potentially even contrary to
the objective and relevant policies of the NPS-FW as there is insufficient detail to determine whether
the proposal will mitigate adverse effects on freshwater resources and freshwater ecosystems, in
particular, the identified wetlands and “ponds”. Overall, there is a lack of detail provided with regards to
the culvert design, stream diversion and enhancements and the provision of fish passage.
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Mr Smith has highlighted that some of the works may result in the partial drainage of a wetland which
would constitute a prohibited activity under the NES-FW. It is also unclear whether the true extent of
the wetland has been mapped. These works would be contrary to Policy 6.
Policy 6: There is no further loss of extent of natural inland wetlands, their values are protected, and
their restoration is promoted.
The proposal and ecological assessment does not provide clear justification for why the stream
reclamation is required other than enabling “efficient use of the land”. No assessment of alternatives
has been provided to support the reasoning behind the extent of loss proposed. This would appear to
mean the proposal was at least inconsistent with and potentially contrary to Policy 7.
Policy 7: The loss of river extent and values is avoided to the extent practicable.
I also consider the lack of detail regarding the culvert design and provision for fish passage means that
the proposal is at least inconsistent with Policy 8.
Policy 9: The habitats of indigenous freshwater species are protected.
Overall, I consider the proposal to be inconsistent with and potentially contrary to the objective and
relevant policies of the NPS-FW.
New Zealand Coastal Policy Statement 2010 (NZCPS)
I agree with the applicant that the NZCPS is not relevant to this proposal.
Auckland Unitary Plan Operative in Part (AUP(OP)) Regional Policy Statement
Chapter B Regional Policy Statement
Chapter B of the AUP contains the Regional Policy Statement (RPS), separated out into 11 subchapters. I consider the most relevant sub-chapters of the RPS to the Proposal are Chapters B2, B3,
B7, B9 and B10:
B2 Urban Growth and Form
The objectives and policies of Part B2 of the AUP(OP) are particularly relevant to this proposal to
establish urban activity on land earmarked for future urbanisation but which has not yet been live-zoned.
Chapter B2 sets out the objectives and policies relating to growth, built form and quality environments.
While recognising the need to meet demand for employment and businesses, the objectives and
policies of Part B2 seek to give effect to the issues that are listed in B2.1, which include:
a) B2.1(2) – supports integrated planning of land use, infrastructure and development;
b) B2.1(3) – optimises the efficient use of the existing urban area;
c) B2.1(5) – enables provision and use of infrastructure in a way that is efficient, effective and timely;
and
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d) B2.1(6) – maintains and enhances the quality of the environment, both natural and built.
Sections B2.2.1 and B2.2.2 contain objectives and policies that apply to urban form and development
in general, while the objectives and policies within Parts B2.3 to B2.8 are specific to growth and urban
form issues.
I have assessed the proposal against the overall, broader strategic direction set out in Chapter B2 to
give effect to the resource management issues that are listed in B2.1.
The objectives and policies of Chapter B2 generally seek to manage how growth will occur. I consider
that the resource management issues in B2.1 have a broader focus than just ensuring that there is
adequate land supply within the RUB to facilitate urban development.
To address the issues listed in B2.1, the objectives and policies of B2 deliver a broad strategy of seeking
a quality compact urban form and avoiding urbanisation without appropriate structure planning.
Structure plans are a tool to address the issues listed in B2.1.
I consider that the following policies underpin the broad land use strategy that is articulated in Chapter
B2, as applied to the development of FUZ land:
B.2.2.2(3) – “Enable rezoning of future urban zoned land for urbanisation following structure planning
and plan change processes in accordance with Appendix 1 Structure Plan guidelines.”
B2.2.2(8) – “Enable the use of land zoned future urban within the Rural Urban Boundary or other land
zoned future urban for rural activities until urban zonings are applied, provided that subdivision, use and
development does not hinder or prevent the future urban use of the land.”
In my opinion, the proposal is contrary to Policy B2.2.2(3) because resource consent is sought for a
significant urban land use prior to the land being rezoned through a plan change process.
The proposal is also contrary to Policy B2.2.2(8) because Oyster seeks to establish wholly urban
activities and subdivide on FUZ land.
Objective B2.2.1(3) and Policy B2.2.2(1) are not particularly relevant as Oyster is not applying to rezone
the land through this application (they have applied for rezoning through Plan Change 50). As stated
previously, the primary means for the AUP(OP) to ensure that there is sufficient urban development
capacity is via land use zoning controls.
What is relevant in terms of B2 is ensuring that urbanisation is integrated with the provision of
appropriate infrastructure (B2.2.1(5)), and either makes efficient use of existing infrastructure and/ or
efficiently provides new infrastructure (B2.2.1)(1)(c)). As discussed in Mr Benton-Lynne’s stormwater
report, stormwater infrastructure to serve an urban catchment requires significant planning, and some
of the proposed stormwater devices and methods may not be the best suited for this location and the
scale of development proposed. Mr Prosser has identified serious concerns with the proposed roading
and transportation infrastructure and Ms Duffield has identified a significant funding shortfall for the
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required transportation mitigation and future network upgrades which further emphasises the
importance of development occurring hand in hand with infrastructure provision when that is feasible.
Objective B2.7.1 (1) and Policies B2.7.2 (1), (3), (4) and (5) set out that the recreational needs of new
communities should be met through the provision of a range of quality open spaces and new major
recreational facilities that enables various activities, experiences and functions. These quality open
spaces should be in locations that are safe and accessible. Ms van Heerden has assessed the majority
of the proposed open spaces to serve a stormwater mitigation purpose, rather than a recreational
purpose and are located within the identified floodplain and therefore I do not consider the proposal is
consistent with these provisions.
As noted later in this report, I consider the proposal could create a precedent that would undermine the
public’s confidence in the consistent administration of the AUP(OP), including the significant regional
policy direction of Chapter B2.
B3 Infrastructure transport and energy
Chapter B3 recognises that planning for growth requires choices of and investment in appropriate
infrastructure.
The following objectives and policies are considered relevant to the proposal:

Objective B3.2.1
(5) Infrastructure planning and land use planning are integrated to service growth efficiently.
Objective B3.3.1

(1)

Effective, efficient and safe transport that:

(a)

supports the movement of people, goods and services;

(b)

integrates with and supports a quality compact urban form;

(c)

enables growth;

(d)

avoids, remedies or mitigates adverse effects on the quality of the
environment and amenity values and the health and safety of people and
communities; and

(e)

facilitates transport choices, recognises different trip characteristics and
enables accessibility and mobility for all sectors of the community.

Policy B3.3.2(1)
Enable the effective, efficient and safe development, operation, maintenance and upgrading of all
modes of an integrated transport system.
Policy B3.3.2(4)
Ensure that transport infrastructure is designed, located and managed to:
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(a)

integrate with adjacent land uses, taking into account their current and planned use,
intensity, scale, character and amenity; and

(b)

provide effective pedestrian and cycle connections.

Policy B3.3.2 (5)
Improve the integration of land use and transport by:

(a)

ensuring transport infrastructure is planned, funded and staged to integrate with urban
growth;

(b)

…

(c)

locating high trip-generating activities so that they can be efficiently served by key public
transport services and routes and complement surrounding activities by supporting
accessibility to a range of transport modes;

(d)

…

B3.5 provides explanation and principal reasons for adoption:
“Development, especially that associated with growth in greenfield areas, must be integrated and
coordinated with the provision of infrastructure and the extension of networks. …
The Unitary Plan needs to provide a framework within which these diverse and potentially conflicting
networks can be integrated and co-ordinated with the subdivision, use and development of
natural and physical resources in Auckland. A focus on integrating land use and transport to
achieve a compact urban form focused on centres and transport nodes can also help promote
energy efficiency and reduce dependence on non-renewable energy sources.”
Given the conclusions in the assessments by Mr Prosser, Ms Duffield and Mr Curtis, I consider the
proposal to be largely inconsistent with the above objectives and policies. The proposal may not provide
adequate stormwater infrastructure, nor provide required roading infrastructure and upgrades to service
the development.
B7 Natural Resources
I consider the following objectives and policies to be relevant to the proposal:
B7.3. Freshwater systems
B7.3.1. Objectives
(1) Degraded freshwater systems are enhanced.
(2) Loss of freshwater systems is minimised.
(3) The adverse effects of changes in land use on freshwater are avoided, remedied or mitigated.
B7.3.2. Policies
Integrated management of land use and freshwater systems
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(1) Integrate the management of subdivision, use and development and freshwater systems by
undertaking all of the following:
(a) ensuring water supply, stormwater and wastewater infrastructure is adequately provided for in
areas of new growth or intensification;
(b) ensuring catchment management plans form part of the structure planning process;
(c) controlling the use of land and discharges to minimise the adverse effects of runoff on
freshwater systems and progressively reduce existing adverse effects where those systems or
water are degraded; and
(d) avoiding development where it will significantly increase adverse effects on freshwater
systems, unless these adverse effects can be adequately mitigated.
In addition, a number of other objectives and policies relating to freshwater are also relevant including
the directive Policy (4) Avoid the permanent loss and significant modification or diversion of lakes, rivers,
streams (excluding ephemeral streams), and wetlands and their margins, unless all of the following
[criteria] apply...
As set out in the assessment by Mr Smith, the proposal does not demonstrate the avoidance of the
permanent loss of stream (albeit a small amount). Insufficient detail is provided with regards to the
extent of proposed streamworks, calculations of the adequacy of proposed mitigation and relevance of
the offset proposal. The interrelationship between the proposed stormwater and flood mitigation and
the existing natural freshwater systems on the site is unclear. As such, I consider the proposal to be
inconsistent with the policy direction contained in Chapter B7 and potentially contrary to objectives and
policies requiring avoidance of adverse effects.
B9 The Rural Environment
While the objectives and policies of Part B9 mainly relate to the management of land and resources
outside the Rural Urban Boundary (RUB), some of the objectives and policies are relevant to the
ongoing use of land within the FUZ until the land is urbanised through a plan change.
The objectives and policies of Part B9 relating to the management and use of land with high production
value in B9.3 and rural subdivision in B9.4 are not relevant. Objective B9.2.1(2) relating to the protection
of prime and elite soils is also not relevant.
In my view, the proposal is inconsistent with Policy B9.2.2(2) because there is the potential for the
proposal to give rise to reverse sensitivity issues with regard to noise sensitive activities (dwellings)
being proposed adjacent to existing and future arterial roads. I refer to the assessment of Ms Smith on
behalf of Auckland Transport in this regard.
I consider that the proposal is inconsistent with B9.2.1(3) because the proposal is not a rural production
activity, and it is not an activity that would directly support rural communities.
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I also consider the proposal is for urban (obviously non-rural) activities that have the capacity to
compromise future urbanisation within the Rural Urban Boundary should market forces or other
changes in circumstance mean that the wider re-zoning no longer reflects the Structure Plan and
therefore the proposal is inconsistent with Objective B9.2.1(5).
The proposal will be unable to mitigate effects on rural amenity and will therefore be inconsistent with
Policy B9.2.2(1). There has been no attempt by the applicant to integrate into the rural landscape with
such an overtly urban proposal, as addressed above.
B10 Environmental Risk
Part B10 includes objectives and policies relating to natural hazards and climate change and identifies
that increased pressure for growth may exacerbate the risk from natural hazards and will need to
address the uncertainties arising from climate change. I consider that the proposal could be undertaken
in a manner that is consistent with the objectives and policies of Part B10 of the AUP(OP), however Mr
Curtis has identified information shortfalls, particularly with regards to the basis for the flood modelling
for the catchment.
I therefore consider the proposal in its current form to be potentially inconsistent with Objectives
B10.2.1(2-5) as they relate to natural hazards and increasing risk to people and properties. I also
consider the proposal to be inconsistent with Policies B10.2.2(4), (5) and (7) as they relate to assessing
natural hazard risk using the best information available and managing the effects of development on
land subject to natural hazards.
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AUP (OP)
E3 Lakes Rivers Stream and Wetlands
Chapter E3 contains several avoidance-based objectives and policies. I understand that the Supreme
Court in Environment Defence Society v King Salmon determined that “avoid” meant “not allow,” or
“prevent the occurrence of.”
I consider the proposal to be contrary to several of the objectives and policies in this chapter. As set out
in Mr Smith’s specialist report, the ecological assessment supporting the proposal lacks the requisite
level of detail to be able to assess the degree of adverse effects and alignment with the AUP(OP)
objectives and policies and NPS:FW with any certainty. The proposal does not demonstrate ‘functional
need’ or demonstrate that the ‘effects management hierarchy’ has been applied in accordance with
policies 17 and 18 of Chapter E3 the AUP:OP:
Natural inland wetlands
(17) The loss of extent of natural inland wetlands is avoided, their values are
protected, and their restoration is promoted, except where:
(a) the loss of extent or values arises from any of the following:
(i) the customary harvest of food or resources undertaken in accordance with tikanga Māori
(ii) restoration activities
(iii) scientific research
(iv) the sustainable harvest of sphagnum moss
(v) the construction or maintenance of wetland utility structures (as defined in the Resource
Management (National Environmental Standards for Freshwater) Regulations 2020)
(vi) the maintenance or operation of specified infrastructure, or other infrastructure (as defined
in the Resource Management (National Environmental Standards for Freshwater) Regulations
2020
(vii) natural hazard works (as defined in the Resource Management (National Environmental
Standards for Freshwater) Regulations 2020); or
(b) the regional council is satisfied that:
(i) the activity is necessary for the construction or upgrade of specified infrastructure; and
(ii) the specified infrastructure will provide significant national or regional benefits; and
(iii) there is a functional need for the specified infrastructure in that location; and
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(iv) the effects of the activity are managed through applying the effects management hierarchy.
Rivers
(18) The loss of river extent and values is avoided, unless the council is satisfied:
(a) that there is a functional need for the activity in that location; and
(b) the effects of the activity are managed by applying the effects management hierarchy.
(my emphasis added).
The proposal does not demonstrate avoidance as directed by Policy E3.18. The SEV calculations
appear to be incorrect as they have been based on an assumption of 10m of riparian planting either
side of the stream instead of the required 20m as the land is currently zoned FUZ. Proposed mitigation
is therefore unlikely to be sufficient to appropriately mitigate the effects of the proposal.
The lack of detailed analysis of the offsetting proposed for the reclamation of the stream and the
uncertainty regarding the justification and acceptability of the proposed offsetting, the lack of detail
regarding the effects hierarchy and what measures have been undertaken to avoid adverse effects
means that proposal is contrary to the main direction of the objectives and policies in Chapter E3.
E26 Infrastructure
The proposal is inconsistent with several of Objectives and Policies relating to infrastructure provision
and roading. The proposal will be inconsistent with Objectives E26.2.1(3), (5), (6) and (9) as the
assessments provided by AT identify significant issues with the proposed roading infrastructure and
also the use of the existing roading network during construction. The aforementioned objectives seek
the following:
(3) Safe, efficient and secure infrastructure is enabled, to service the needs of existing and
authorised proposed subdivision, use and development.
(5) The resilience of infrastructure is improved and continuity of service is enabled.
(6) Infrastructure is appropriately protected from incompatible subdivision, use and
development, and reverse sensitivity effects.
(9) The adverse effects of infrastructure are avoided, remedied or mitigated.
The proposal will also be inconsistent with Policies E26.2.2(14) and (15) as Mr Prosser for AT has
identified adverse effects on the safety and efficiency of the road network resulting from the proposal:
Road network
(14) Require road network activities to:
(a) avoid, remedy or mitigate adverse effects on residential or other sensitive activities,
including effects of vibration, noise, glare and vehicle emissions;
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(b) avoid, remedy or mitigate adverse effects on amenity values of adjoining properties and the
streetscape; and
(c) maintain or enhance the safety and efficiency of the transport network.
(15) Ensure roads are designed, located and constructed to:
(a) provide for the needs of all road users and modes of transport;
(b) avoid, remedy or mitigate adverse effects on amenity values of adjoining properties;
(c) avoid, remedy or mitigate adverse construction effects including effects of vibration, noise,
and dust;
(d) avoid, remedy or mitigate adverse operational effects particularly on residential or other
sensitive activities, including effects of vibration, noise, glare and vehicle emissions;
(e) minimise severance effects and changes to drainage patterns; and
(f) maintain or enhance the safety and efficiency of the transport network
E27 Transport
The relevant objectives and policies relating to the provision of roading infrastructure contained in
Chapter E27 are:
Objective E27.2
(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.
Objective E27.2
(2) An integrated transport network including public transport, walking, cycling, private vehicles and
freight, is provided for.
Objective E27.2
(5) Pedestrian safety and amenity along public footpaths is prioritised
Policy E27.3
(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:
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(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.
In reliance on Auckland Transport’s comments prepared by Sarah Haarhoff, the planning assessment
prepared for Auckland Transport by Lydia Smith, and the technical assessment by Mr Prosser on the
transportation and roading effects of the proposal, I consider the proposal to be contrary to the relevant
objectives and policies of Chapter E27.
E36 Natural Hazards and Flooding
The proposal is inconsistent with several objectives and policies within Chapter E36. The specialist
report by Mr Curtis for Healthy Waters sets out concerns with how stormwater is proposed to be dealt
with under the application and with the information provided. These include:
•

The stormwater management design is inconsistent with the outcomes of the region wide
network discharge consent which would compromise the integrity of the NDC.

•

The level of water quality treatment provided is unacceptable.

I consider the proposal to potentially be inconsistent with Objectives E36.2(1) and E36.2(5) which seek
to avoid hazard risks associated with subdivision, use and development and safely maintain the
conveyance function of floodplains and overland flow paths and Policy E36.3(4) which aims to control
subdivision, use and development of land that is subject to natural hazards so that the proposed activity
does not increase, and where practicable reduces, risk from identified hazards.
E38 Subdivision – Urban
There are a number of relevant objectives and policies within Chapter E38 Subdivision – Urban. While
the land does not currently have an urban zoning, the proposed subdivision and form of development
is urban and so I consider this Chapter more relevant to the proposal in many respects than the
Subdivision – Rural chapter (E39). To the extent that the provisions in Chapter E39 apply, I have read
the assessment by Lydia Smith on behalf of AT and agree with her analysis and conclusions. The
proposal is contrary to a number of objectives and policies in E39 as it is for an urban form of subdivision
on rural land, in advance of an urban zoning.
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The point of setting out many of the relevant objectives and policies within Chapter E38 is to establish
that even if a live urban zoning were to cover the site, the proposed subdivision layout and associated
infrastructure provision would still be at odds with the policy framework for urban development.
E38.2. Objectives
(1) Land is subdivided to achieve the objectives of the residential zones, business zones, open space
zones, special purpose zones, coastal zones, relevant overlays and Auckland-wide provisions.
(2) Land is subdivided in a manner that provides for the long-term needs of the community and
minimises adverse effects of future development on the environment.
(3) Land is vested to provide for esplanades reserves, roads, stormwater, infrastructure and other
purposes.
(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.
(5) Infrastructure is appropriately protected from incompatible subdivision, use and development, and
reverse sensitivity effects.
(6) Subdivision has a layout which is safe, efficient, convenient and accessible.
(8) Subdivision maintains or enhances the natural features and landscapes that contribute to the
character and amenity values of the areas.
(9) Subdivision to protect indigenous vegetation or wetlands is provided for in the residential zones.
(10) Subdivision:
(a) within urban and serviced areas, does not increase the risks of adverse effects to people,
property, infrastructure and the environment from natural hazards;
(b) avoids, where possible, and otherwise mitigates, adverse effects associated with
subdivision for infrastructure or existing urban land uses; and
(c) maintains the function of flood plains and overland flow paths to safely convey flood waters,
while taking into account the likely long term effects of climate change.
E38.3. Policies
(1) Provide for subdivision which supports the policies of the Plan for residential zones, business zones,
open space zones, special purpose zones, coastal zones, relevant overlays and Auckland-wide
provisions.
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(2) Require subdivision to manage the risk of adverse effects resulting from natural hazards in
accordance with the objectives and policies in E36 Natural hazards and flooding, and to provide safe
and stable building platforms and vehicle access.
(3) Require subdivision design to respond to the natural landscapes by:
(b) locating and designing roads, access and infrastructure in a manner which minimises
earthworks; and
(c) locating roads and development to follow land contours.
The proposal has set aside much of the northern portion of the site for drainage reserves
(9) Require any staged subdivision to be undertaken in a manner that promotes efficient development.
(10) Require subdivision to provide street and block patterns that support the concepts of a liveable,
walkable and connected neighbourhood including:
(a) a road network that achieves all of the following:
(i) is easy and safe to use for pedestrians and cyclists;
(ii) is connected with a variety of routes within the immediate neighbourhood and
between adjacent land areas; and
(iii) is connected to public transport, shops, schools, employment, open spaces
and other amenities; and
(b) vehicle crossings and associated access designed and located to provide for safe and
efficient movement to and from sites and minimising potential conflict between vehicles,
pedestrians, and cyclists on the adjacent road network.
(11) Require subdivision to be designed to achieve a high level of amenity and efficiency for residents
by:
(a) aligning roads and sites for maximum sunlight access where topography and parent site
shape allows; and
(b) aligning sites to the road to maximise opportunities for buildings fronting the road.
(12) Limiting rear sites to places where the site topography, existing boundaries, natural features, or
scheduled places will prevent the creation of front sites.
(13) Require subdivision to deliver sites that are of an appropriate size and shape for development
intended by the zone by:
(a) providing a range of site sizes and densities; and
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(b) providing for higher residential densities in locations where they are supportive of
pedestrians, cyclists, public transport and the viability and vibrancy of centres.
(14) Encourage the design of subdivision to incorporate and enhance land forms, natural features, and
indigenous trees and vegetation.
(15) Encourage shared vehicle access by way of rear lanes where appropriate to avoid the proliferation
of vehicle crossings that:
(a) creates adverse effects on the safety of the road and footpath;
(b) limits opportunities to plant street trees; or
(c) creates inefficiencies in the provision of on-street car parking or areas for bus stops.
(16) Require shared vehicle access to be of a width, length and form that:
(a) encourages low vehicle speed environments; and
(b) provides for the safety of users of the access and the adjoining road network.
(17) Require sufficient road reserves to accommodate the needs of:
(a) different types of transport modes;
(b) stormwater networks;
(c) network utilities; and
(d) lighting, street furniture, landscaping and reticulated infrastructure in a way that will not
create future safety and maintenance issues.
Recreation and Amenity Spaces
(18) Require subdivision to provide for the recreation and amenity needs of residents by:
(a) providing open spaces which are prominent and accessible by pedestrians;
(b) providing for the number and size of open spaces in proportion to the future density of the
neighbourhood; and
(c) providing for pedestrian and/or cycle linkages.
Infrastructure
(19) Require subdivision to provide servicing:
(a) to be coordinated, integrated and compatible with the existing infrastructure network;
(b) to enable the existing network to be expanded or extended to adjacent land where that land
is zoned for urban development; and
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(c) to enable electricity and telecommunications services to be reticulated underground to each
site wherever practicable.
(22) Require subdivision to be designed to manage stormwater:
(a) in accordance with any approved stormwater discharge consent or network discharge
consent;
(b) in a manner consistent with stormwater management policies in E1 Water quality and
integrated management;
(c) by applying an integrated stormwater management approach to the planning and design of
development in accordance with stormwater management policies in E1 Water quality and
integrated management;
(d) to protect natural streams and maintain the conveyance function of overland flow paths;
(e) to maintain, or progressively improve, water quality;
(f) to integrate drainage reserves and infrastructure with surrounding development and open
space networks; and
(g) in an integrated and cost-effective way.
(23) Manage subdivision and development to avoid, remedy or mitigate adverse effects on infrastructure
including reverse sensitivity effects, which may compromise the operation and capacity of existing or
authorised infrastructure.
The urban design assessment by Ms Mein sets out a number of concerns with the design and layout of
the proposed development. The block layout has resulted in too many south facing lots for her to be
able to support the proposal. In addition, the proposed density is relatively low for a likely THAB zoning
and while the standards of the THAB zone are enabling rather than prescriptive, the proposal does not
suggest the most efficient use of land so near to a transport hub and town centre.
The proposed roading network within the site does not include all of the land within PPC50 and this has
resulted in numerous cul-de-sacs which stifle connectivity through the site. The layout, therefore, is not
“safe, efficient, convenient and accessible”.
As set out in Ms van Heerden’s report, the proposal does not provide adequate open space for the size
and density of development proposed.
The proposed roading infrastructure upgrading is inadequate to service the development and mitigate
potential effects of the proposal.
The proposal has set aside land for stormwater disposal and flood attenuation in the northern part of
the site, within the floodplain. However, the flood modelling is unclear in places and therefore it’s
uncertain whether potential flood effects will be mitigated. Mr Curtis has also clearly set out his concerns
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with the proposed stormwater system and how it does not meet the requirements of the Healthy Water
Network Discharge Consent.
As set out in Ms Smith’s assessment on behalf of AT, much of the proposed residential development
falls within a 75m acoustic setback area from Waihoehoe Road and Opaheke North-South FTN
recommended by AT in its evidence for PPC50. Within this area, AT has recommended that all noise
sensitive activities be designed, constructed, and maintained to not exceed 40 dB LAeq (24 hours) for
all habitable spaces. In addition to potential health and amenity effects, as discussed by Ms Smith,
there is the potential for the dwellings to raise reverse sensitivity concerns in relation to the future arterial
status of the road and noise complaints. The proposal does not currently propose any details regarding
mitigation of noise through the construction process / design of the dwellings.
Given the matters raised in the effects assessment section of this report and reiterated above, I consider
the proposal is contrary to a large number of the relevant objectives and policies in E38. The subdivision
layout is not well-designed, nor does it support or promote internal connectivity and connectivity with
the wider Drury area. Proposed public open space is considered to be insufficient for the size of the
development and the roading infrastructure upgrades will not mitigate the transport related effects of
the proposal.
H18 - Future Urban Zone
I consider the purpose of the FUZ is three-fold:
a) To ensure that future urban development is not compromised by premature subdivision, use or
development (such as Objective H18.2(3));
b) To prevent urbanisation on sites zoned Future Urban Zone until the sites have been rezoned
for urban purposes (Objective H18.2(4)); and
c) To maintain the amenity and ongoing rural use of the land until the land is rezoned for urban
purposes (Policy H18.3(3) and Objective H18.2(1), via the objectives and policies of the Rural
Production zone, such as H19.3.2(1)).
While H18 contains rural provisions, the FUZ is not a rural zone. It is a transitional zone, as H18.1 of
the AUP(OP) provides. The FUZ is primarily a planning method to ensure that subdivision, land use
and development do not compromise future urbanisation. I therefore consider that the FUZ plays a
significant part in the overall land use strategy for the Auckland region outlined in Part B2 of the
AUP(OP).
The policy direction of the NPS-UD, Part B2, and Future Urban zone provisions of the AUP(OP), is that
development should be limited to activities that are consistent with Policies H18.3(2)-(6). This direction
is stated in many of the objectives and policies of the Future Urban zone and is explained in the zone
description (H18.1), as follows:
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“…. Land may be used for a range of general rural activities but cannot be used for urban
activities until the site is re-zoned for urban purposes.” (Emphasis added).
Objectives H18.2(1) – H18.2(4) strongly emphasise the role that the FUZ zone plays in giving effect to
Chapter B2 of the AUP(OP) RPS.
Objective H18.2(4) reinforces the purpose of the FUZ by using the word “avoided.”
I consider the collective wording of Objectives H18.2(1)-(4) draws a ‘line in the sand’ and seeks to avoid
the type of incremental urban development that could erode the purpose of the zone and result in the
urbanisation of FUZ land before it is rezoned. This is particularly so because there does not appear to
be a reason why the current proposal needs to be in advance of re-zoning, especially with its proximity
to other land subject to resource consent applications to provide urban activities.
The proposal does not support a rural community, and I therefore consider that the activities are
inconsistent with Policy H18.3(2).
I consider the proposal is contrary to Policy H18.3(4), which states:
“Require subdivision, use and development to maintain and complement rural character.”
The proposal is overtly urban in layout, form, scale and intensity.
H18.3(6) – Avoid subdivision, use and development of land that may result in one or more of
the following:
H18.3(6)(a) - Structures and buildings of a scale and form that will hinder or prevent future
urban development;
The proposed urban development may not hinder or prevent future urban development but as the rezoning to give effect to the Structure Plan is not certain, the proposed form of development may not
ultimately fit in with the wider structure plan area when the land is re-zoned.
H18.3.6(b) compromise the efficient and effective operation of the local and wider transport network.
The proposal is inconsistent with H18.3.6(b) because the proposal will adversely affect the efficient and
effective operation of the local and wider transportation network.
H18.3.6(c) require significant upgrades, provisions or extension to the wastewater, water supply, or
stormwater networks or other infrastructure; The proposal is inconsistent with H18.3.6(c) because the
proposal requires the upgrading or extending of public infrastructure.
H18.3(6)(d) - Inhibit the efficient provision of infrastructure;
The proposal has the potential to inhibit the efficient provision of stormwater infrastructure when the
land is urbanised as the stormwater proposal does not meet the requirements of Council’s current NDC.
In addition, the shortfall in funding for required roading infrastructure and mitigation works means that
compromises would need to be made which may not result in the best outcomes.
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H18.3(6)(e) - give rise to reverse sensitivity effects when urban development occurs.
I consider the proposal is inconsistent with this policy as reverse sensitivity effects could arise when
urbanisation occurs with regard to the future arterial road classification of Waihoehoe Road and
Opaheke North-South FTN. The proposal seeks to establish dwellings along the site frontage with
Waihoehoe Road and Opaheke North-South FTN which may give rise to reverse sensitivity effects in
terms of noise and disturbance.
H18.3.6(f) give rise to reverse sensitivity effects in relation to existing rural activities or infrastructure;
The proposal is inconsistent with H18.3.6(f) because the development may give rise to reverse sensitive
effects in relation to existing rural activities and infrastructure. Dwellings in close proximity to existing
rural uses could result in reverse sensitivity effects in terms of noise, odour, dust etc.
H18.3(6)(g) - undermine the form or nature of urban development.
For reasons explained above, I consider the proposal could undermine the form or nature of urban
development in the wider structure plan area.
There will be adverse effects on the rural character and amenity of the surrounding FUZ currently
enjoyed by residents in the existing rural environment. The proposal is therefore contrary to Policy
H18.3 (3).
The proposal will result in urbanisation of land zoned ‘Future Urban’ before it has been rezoned for
urban purposes and may compromise aspects of such future urbanisation. It is therefore considered to
be contrary to Objectives H18.2.(1), (3), and (4) and Policy 18.3.(6).
H19 - Rural Production Zone
Objective H18.2(1) and Policy H18.3(1) of the Future Urban zone refer to the objectives and policies of
the Rural Production zone, as follows:
H18.2(1) – “Land is used and developed to achieve the objectives of the Rural – Rural Production Zone
until the land is rezoned for urban purposes.”
H18.3(1) – “Provide for the use and development which supports the policies of the Rural – Rural
Production Zone unless that use and development is inconsistent with policies H18.3(2) to (6).”
H19.2 contains ‘general’ objectives and policies that apply to all rural zones. The ‘general’ objectives
and policies in H19.2 are listed in the one location to avoid being rewritten as separate policies for each
zone. These objectives and policies relate to the use of land for rural purposes and maintenance and
enhancement of rural amenity values. There are also objectives and policies that are specific to rural
industries, rural commercial services, and non-residential activities in H19.2.5.
I consider that urban activities and development, particularly of the scale and intensity proposed,
completely unrelated to rural activities, are not intended in rural zones. “Dwellings” on the scale
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proposed (ie: an urban scale) are not provided for in Table H19.8.1 and are listed as a non-complying
activity. Objective H19.2.5(4) and Policy H19.2.6(1) seek to avoid non-rural activities in rural zones:
H19.2.5(4) – “Industries, services and non-residential activities of an urban type and scale unrelated to
rural production activities are not located in rural zones.”
H19.2.5(1) – “Enable rural industries and rural commercial services only where they have a direct
connection to production activities are not located in rural zones.”
Objectives and policies that are specific to the Rural Production zone are also specific to rural
production, rural commercial and rural production activities. For instance:
Policy H19.3.3(1) – “Provide for a range of existing new rural production, rural industry and rural
commercial activities and recognise their role in determining the zone’s rural character and amenity
values.”
Overall, the scale of the proposal, in a location that currently exhibits a rural-residential / rural production
character, is not suitable under its current FUZ zoning, and the proposal may undermine the sustainable
management of the area and compromise Council’s obligation to robustly plan for future urban
development in the Drury-Opaheke Structure Plan area.
Other matters - Precedent and Plan Integrity
I consider that a potentially significant issue arises as to whether the granting of consent to the Proposal
could set a precedent for the consideration of similar urban proposals on other FUZ land. In my view,
the granting of this consent could well influence how other similar proposals for urban development
ahead of rezoning are considered.
If consent is granted for the Application, it would be very difficult to refuse subsequent non-complying
activity subdivisions / development – including similarly very significant proposals – prior to plan change
processes to introduce live-zoning being completed. The concern relates:
a) not only to other FUZ-zoned land within the Drury-Opaheke Structure Plan area, but also to
other FUZ land within the Auckland region including the Pukekohe-Paerata Structure Plan area,
Whenuapai Structure Plan area, and also parts of the Warkworth Structure Plan area that are
yet to be re-zoned through a Plan Change process; and
b) not only relate to FUZ land that has a structure plan in place right now but also FUZ land where
structure planning is due to take place.
The grant of consent to a proposal of the scale proposed without the requisite re-zoning of land has the
real potential to adversely influence future decision-making on similar proposals in the FUZ.
The staged rezoning of Future Urban zoned land provides for a thorough analysis of all proposed land
uses, their location and how they will be serviced. The sequencing of development can be integral to
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the success of a proposal, particularly with regard to how they interface with existing and proposed land
uses and how they are serviced in a sustainable and cost-effective manner.
In my opinion, there may therefore be the potential for other developers to attempt to replicate similar
developments throughout the region which raises Plan integrity issues and would potentially undermine
the purpose, viability and functionality of the FUZ and how urbanisation is achieved in Auckland.
Conclusion to assessment
I consider the proposal to be contrary to the relevant objectives and policies of the Regional Policy
Statement and Chapters E3, E27, E38, H18 and H19 of the AUP(OP), in particular (but not limited to)
objective H18.2(4) and policy H18.3(6) which are a directive objective and policy that seek to avoid
urban activities prior to rezoning. There is also the potential for precedent and plan integrity issues to
arise, should consent be granted.
Conditions of consent
I rely on the comments and initial suggested amendments to conditions contained in the specialist
assessments included with the Auckland Council comments which are included in Section 11 of the
Council’s response. In addition, I include the following general comments:
The proposed conditions are considered to be insufficient to adequately address the identified adverse
effects, particularly with regard to effects on character and amenity both within the site and beyond,
freshwater ecology and streamworks, transportation and roading and infrastructure and servicing.
The Council also asks that it be consulted on any consent conditions prior to any grant of consent in
accordance with clause 36 of Schedule 6 to the FTA.

S104D and the Gateway Tests
In accordance with section 104D(1), consent may only be granted to non-complying activities if either:
(a) the adverse effects of the activity on the environment will be minor; or
(b) the activity will not be contrary to the objectives and policies of the relevant plan or
proposed plan.
I consider the Proposal cannot satisfy either limb of the gateway test at section 104D.
In relation to the adverse effects limb of the test, as the legal memo from Brookfields notes (at paragraph
3.9), the first limb of the gateway test allows consideration only of adverse effects. A proposal’s positive
effects may not be relied upon to ‘counter-balance’ adverse effects. Proposed mitigation may be taken
into account, however ‘offsets’ (which do not mitigate effects at the ‘point of impact’) cannot be taken
into account.
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I consider the proposal may result in more than minor adverse effects as outlined above, including
significant adverse effects on the character and amenity of the site and surrounds and on freshwater
habitat and streams through the proposed reclamation and diversion, result in unacceptable adverse
effects on the transportation network, and not provide appropriate infrastructure to service the
development.
As to the objectives and policies limb of the test, the proposal will be contrary to the relevant objectives
and policies of the AUP, in particular Chapters E3, E27, E38, E39, H18 and H19. As a consequence,
in my opinion the proposal is contrary to the objectives and policies of the AUP when read as a whole
(noting the case law referred to by Brookfields at paragraph 3.16 onwards of their legal memo), as these
objectives and policies are central to the overall consideration of the proposal and whether or not it
should proceed.
Conclusion
Based on the information provided with the application and the specialist reviews and assessments
undertaken by Auckland Council and Auckland Transport, I consider the proposal by Oyster for “the
construction of 357 dwellings, 9 super lots for future residential development, open space and
supporting infrastructure” should be declined due to the potential for significant adverse effects to arise
and as the proposal is contrary to many key objectives and policies within the relevant statutory planning
documents.
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2. Legal Issues
The Council refers the Panel to the enclosed legal memorandum prepared by Brookfields
Lawyers, dated 22 March 2022. The memorandum commences on the following page.
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Memorandum
To:

Expert Consenting Panel appointed to consider Oyster Capital Limited’s
Waihoehoe Precinct Application

From:

Matt Allan / Rowan Ashton / Matthew Hill

Subject:

Legal Issues Arising from the Application

Date:

22 March 2022

1.

INTRODUCTION

1.1

This legal memorandum has been prepared to accompany the comments provided by
Auckland Council (Council) / Auckland Transport (AT) on the application by Oyster
Capital Limited (Oyster) in relation to the Waihoehoe Precinct application (Application).
Oyster's Application has been lodged under the COVID-19 Recovery (Fast-track
Consenting) Act 2020 (FTA).

1.2

Our memorandum addresses seven issues, as outlined in paragraph 1.5 below. We
observe at the outset that our discussion of these issues is relevant to the two further Fast
Track Applications relating to adjacent land presently being considered by separate Expert
Consenting Panels under the FTA:
a)

The application by Fulton Hogan Land Development Limited (Fulton Hogan) in
relation to the Drury East Stage 1 Precinct application; and

b)

The application by Kiwi Properties Holdings No. 2 Limited (Kiwi) in relation to the
Drury Centre application.

1.3

We refer to the three applications collectively in this memorandum as the “Fast Track
Applications”, and to the three applicants, Oyster, Fulton Hogan, and Kiwi, collectively
as the “Applicants”.

1.4

We also observe that the three Fast Track Applications, while separate applications by
the three separate Applicants, are presented in a complementary way, particularly in
relation to traffic effects and the transport upgrades required to enable the developments
and mitigate their effects. We return to this in Section 6 of our memorandum.

1.5

Our memorandum addresses the following issues:
(a)

The status of Private Plan Changes 48 to 50 (PPCs) and whether the PPCs have
any legal relevance to the Panels’ decision-making on the Fast Track Applications
(Section 2 below).
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(b)

The application of the section 104D ‘gateway’ test under the FTA (Section 3
below).

(c)

The consequences of the Future Urban Zoning under the Auckland Unitary Plan –
Operative in Part (AUP) for the Fast Track Applications, including in terms of the
objectives and policies limb of the gateway test in section 104D (Section 4 below).

(d)

Matters relating to the integration of land use / urbanisation with transport
infrastructure, and the absence of a financing and funding solution for transport
infrastructure upgrades required to address the direct effects the Application
(Section 5 below).

(e)

The “existing environment” against which the Application should be assessed and
the relationship between the referred projects (Section 6 below).

(f)

The relationship between the Fast Track Applications and the Resource
Management (Enabling Housing Supply and Other Matters) Amendment Act 2021
(Section 7 below).

(g)

Landscape / visual effects (Section 8 below).

1.6

We observe that items (a), (e) and (f) above are relevant to matters identified in paragraph
5 of Minute M-1 issued by the Panel on 28 February 2022 (Minute).

2.

STATUS / RELEVANCE OF PRIVATE PLAN CHANGES TO PANELS’ DECISIONMAKING

2.1

In this part, we address the status of the PPCs (including PPC 50) and the legal relevance
of the PPCs to the Panels’ decision-making on the Fast Track Applications under the FTA.
We observe that our discussion is relevant to the first two bullet points in paragraph 5 of
the Minute.
SUMMARY

2.2

A PPC that has been accepted by the Council but not adopted – which is the case with
PPCs 48 to 50 – is not a “proposed plan” for the purposes of clause 31(1)(c) of Schedule
6 to the FTA. Accordingly, we consider the PPCs have no relevance to decision-making
on the Fast Track Applications (as the Applicants confirm in their AEEs).
ANALYSIS

2.3

By way of brief background, we note the following matters:
(a)

Each of the Applicants is presently pursuing a PPC to the AUP to live-zone land,
encompassing the land proposed to be developed in the Fast Track Applications,
and to introduce bespoke precinct provisions:
i.

In the case of Kiwi, PPC 48;

ii.

In the case of Fulton Hogan, PPC 49; and
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iii.

2.4

2.5

In the case of Oyster, PPC 50.

(b)

The three PPCs were accepted, but not adopted, by the Council.

(c)

The Council1 and AT made submissions opposing PPCs 48 to 50 and seeking (as
primary relief) that the PPCs be declined at this time, with the land remaining
Future Urban Zone (FUZ) or (as alternative / secondary relief, if the PPCs are
approved) material amendments including in relation to infrastructure trigger rules.

(d)

All three PPCs were the subject of a series of hearings in 2021.

(e)

Decisions are awaited from the Panel appointed to consider the PPCs.

The Applicants acknowledge in their AEEs that:
(a)

The applicable zoning under the AUP is FUZ;

(b)

The three PPCs and their associated zonings and precinct provisions do not have
legal effect; and

(c)

The PPCs are “not operative”2 and do not “have a bearing on” the Applications.3

All three AEEs contain the same discussion as follows (this passage is taken from the
Oyster AEE):4
At the time of preparing this application a decision for PC50 has not been made. As
such, PC50 and its associated zonings and precinct provisions proposed over the
subject land do not have legal effect. This application for the Waihoehoe Precinct
project is accordingly assessed against the current AUP (OP) provisions and the
current Future Urban zoning of the land, while acknowledging this parallel RMA
process for PC50 continues to occur in the background. …

2.6

We generally agree with the AEEs on these points. To assist the Panels, we briefly
expand on the reasons why the PPC proposed zonings and precinct provisions have no
effect or relevance to the Panels’ decision-making:
(a)

As a matter of law, the zonings (and other provisions) proposed through the PPCs
do not have legal effect.

(b)

The Panels are required, under clause 31 of Schedule 6 to the FTA, to have regard
to, among other matters, any relevant provisions of any of the documents listed in
clause 29(2) of Schedule 6, which refers to “a plan or proposed plan” (emphasis
added). This is comparable to the requirement in section 104(1)(b) of the
Resource Management Act 1991 (RMA).

1

The latter in a submitter / non-regulatory capacity.
Kiwi AEE at page 50, Fulton Hogan AEE at page 50, and Oyster AEE at page 67.
3 Kiwi AEE at page 50, Fulton Hogan AEE at page 50, and Oyster AEE at page 67.
4 Oyster AEE at page 15. See page 11 of the Fulton Hogan AEE and page 15 of the Kiwi AEE.
2
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(c)

Section 7 of the FTA defines “proposed plan” as having the same meaning given
in section 43AAC of the RMA. Section 43AAC(1)(b) of the RMA defines “proposed
plan” as including:
… a proposed plan or a change to a plan proposed by a person under Part
2 of Schedule 1 that has been adopted by the local authority under clause
25(2)(a) of Schedule 1.
(emphasis added)

(d)

Clause 25(2) of Schedule 1 to the RMA provides that a local authority may either
“adopt” a plan change as its own or “accept” the plan change request.

(e)

As noted, the three PPCs sitting in the background (PPCs 48 to 50) were not
adopted by the Council, rather the Council decided to “accept” each PPC.5

(f)

Since the PPCs have not been “adopted” pursuant to clause 25(2) of Schedule 1
to the RMA, they are not a “proposed plan” under section 43AAC and do not have
legal effect unless or until the PPCs have been made operative under clause 20 of
Schedule 1 to the RMA.

(g)

Consequently, the Fast Track Applications must be assessed under clause 31,
Schedule 6 and, pursuant to clause 32(1) of Schedule 6, under sections 104A to
104D of the RMA as applicable, solely in terms of the current operative FUZ
provisions applying to the land. The ‘flip side’ of this is that no assessment can be
undertaken based on, say a possible future business or residential zoning, unless
and until a decision is made to approve the relevant PPC and any associated
precinct provisions, and any appeals are determined, and those provisions
become operative in clause 20 terms.

(h)

For completeness, we observe that section 86B of the RMA (which prescribes
when rules have a legal effect) is consistent with the above analysis, since it
concerns when rules in a proposed plan, as defined in section 43AAC, have legal
effect.

2.7

However, while as just canvassed the AEEs generally reflect the correct legal position (i.e.
that the PPCs have no legal effect), all three AEEs nonetheless provide an assessment
against the proposed precinct provisions in the PPCs. This is said to be “for information
purposes” and to demonstrate general accordance with the Applicants’ suggested
versions of those provisions.6

2.8

We assume that the Applicants may have also provided these further assessments, at
least in part, in response to the Minister’s referral orders for the three Fast Track
Applications, which require the following assessment to be provided in relation to each
application:7

Resolutions PLA/2020/39 to PLA/2020/41 of the Council’s Planning Committee dated 2 July 2020.
Kiwi AEE at page 15, Fulton Hogan AEE at page 51, and Oyster AEE at page 67.
7 COVID-19 Recovery (Fast-track Consenting) Referred Projects Order 2020, Schedules 32 to 34, clause 6(a)(i).
5
6
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(a)

an assessment of the following matters in relation to the key outcomes of
the Drury–Opāheke Structure Plan (Auckland Council, August 2019):
(i)

2.9

how the development will integrate with the other land uses provided
for in Private Plan Change [48 / 49 / 50] to the Auckland Unitary
Plan:

The above clause in each of the Minister’s referral orders is legally problematic in several
respects:
(a)

The clause appears to attribute a status to the provisions of the PPCs, which as a
matter of law they do not have.

(b)

As noted above, the FTA and RMA do not give any status to a PPC unless it has
been adopted by the Council (which is not the case with PPCs 48 to 50).

(c)

The outcome of the Schedule 1 process for PPCs 48 to 50 is uncertain (noting for
instance that there were submissions by the Council and AT seeking that all three
PPCs be declined, and that the Panel’s decisions could be subject to potential
appeals).

(d)

There is no legal presumption that proposals advanced by the initiator of a plan
change (here Kiwi, Fulton Hogan and Oyster) are to be preferred to alternatives
promoted by other participants in the process, such as other submitters, as the
Environment Court recently confirmed in Federated Farmers of New Zealand Inc
v Bay of Plenty Regional Council.8 If other means of achieving the purpose of the
RMA and the objectives of a PPC are raised by reasonably cogent evidence, the
decision-maker should consider those other possibilities: Colonial Vineyard
Limited v Marlborough District Council.9 Therefore, the suggestion that an
assessment be provided as to how the Fast Track Applications will integrate with
other land uses provided for in PPCs 48 to 50 is problematic.

2.10

Therefore, we agree with the Applicants that it is not permissible for the Panels to have
regard to possible future live urban zonings and precinct provisions under clause 31 of
Schedule 6 to the FTA.

2.11

The discussion above leads to a fundamental difficulty with all three Fast Track
Applications, addressed further in Section 4 below, arising from the requirement that the
Fast Track Applications be assessed solely based on the operative FUZ provisions of the
AUP.

8
9

[2019] NZEnvC 136 at [41].
[2014] NZEnvC 55 at [64].
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3

THE APPLICATION OF THE SECTION 104D ‘GATEWAY’ TEST UNDER THE FTA

3.1

All three Applications have non-complying activity status overall. Given their noncomplying activity status, section 104D of the RMA applies to the Applications by virtue of
clause 32(1) of Schedule 6 to the FTA. Clause 32(1) states (emphasis added):
Sections 104A to 104D, 105 to 107, and 138A(1), (2), (5), and (6) of the Resource
Management Act 1991 apply to a panel’s consideration of a consent application for
a referred project.

3.2

Clause 32(2) provides that the provisions referred to in subclause (1) apply with all
necessary modifications.

3.3

Section 104D provides that a consent authority (here the Panels) may grant a resource
consent for a non-complying activity only if it is satisfied that either the adverse effects of
the activity on the environment will be minor, or the application is for an activity that will
not be contrary to the objectives and policies of the relevant plan. We address each limb
of the ‘gateway’ test in more detail below.

3.4

Before doing so, we note that the Expert Consenting Panel appointed to consider the
Vines Affordable Subdivision Proposal determined that the application in that case did not
pass the ‘gateway’ test in section 104D, and went on to refuse consent to the application.10
However, the Panel commented at paragraph 8.4 of its decision that (emphasis added):
In the normal course of an application for a non-complying activity under the RMA,
the Panel would not proceed to an overall merits evaluation of the proposal under
section 104 if neither threshold test were satisfied because consent cannot be
granted. It is not entirely clear that the same consequence applies in an
Application being considered under clause 31(1) of Schedule 6 of the FTA. For
completeness, and for the avoidance of doubt, we consider it prudent to consider the
Application through the lens of Part 2 of the RMA and the purpose of the FTA
notwithstanding our conclusion under section 104D. The next section of our Decision
briefly records our findings on those matters.

3.5

We do not agree that there is any lack of clarity under the FTA as to the consequences of
neither threshold test in section 104D being passed.

3.6

Section 104D of the RMA is directly ‘imported’ into the FTA by clause 32. Section 104D
clearly operates to prevent the consent authority (here the Panels) from granting a
resource consent for a non-complying activity, unless one of the two limbs of the gateway
test is passed. Express wording would have been required if Parliament had not intended
section 104D to operate in the usual way and as a potential ‘bar’ on consent being granted.

3.7

It is also noteworthy that other Expert Consenting Panels have proceeded on the basis
that section 104D operates to bar Panels from granting consent in the usual way.11

10

Decision dated 17 September 2021: https://www.epa.govt.nz/assets/Uploads/Documents/Fast-trackconsenting/The-Vines/The-Vines-Affordable-Subdivision-Final-Decision.pdf.
11 For one example, see paragraph 104 of the Silverlight Studios Wanaka decision:
https://www.epa.govt.nz/assets/Uploads/Documents/Fast-track-consenting/Silverlight-Studios/Silverlight-StudiosDecision-8-December-2021.pdf.
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3.8

To assist the Panels, we provide a brief summary below of case law relevant to the
operation of section 104D, which we consider applies equally to decision-making under
the FTA.
First limb under section 104D(1)(a) – adverse effects

3.9

As the Panels will know, the first limb of the gateway test allows consideration only of
adverse effects. A proposal’s positive effects may not be relied upon to ‘counter-balance’
adverse effects. Proposed mitigation may be taken into account, however ‘offsets’ (which
do not mitigate effects at the ‘point of impact’) cannot be taken into account.12

3.10

In Cookson Road Character Preservation Soc Inc v Rotorua District Council the Court held
that the effects evaluation required of section 104D(1)(a) is to be undertaken on a “holistic
basis looking over the entire application and the range of effects”.13 Cookson is consistent
in this regard with earlier authority on the predecessor to section 104D (section 105(2A)):
see e.g. Stokes v Christchurch City Council, where the Court held that the “test is whether
the adverse effects as proposed to be remedied and/or mitigated, and taken as a whole
are more than minor”.14 The Court followed this approach to the effects limb of section
104D in SKP Incorporated v Auckland Council.15

3.11

The required assessment involves conclusions by the Court as to facts and the degree of
effect, as the Court noted in SKP.16

3.12

We observe that such an assessment may result in a finding that a proposal’s adverse
effects, when considered as a whole and taking into account mitigation, are more than
minor even where a single ‘category of effect’ (say traffic effects) is at issue. For example,
in Calveley v Kaipara District Council, the Environment Court held that unacceptable
safety effects relating to the use of a proposed right of way resulted in the adverse effects
of the proposal as a whole being more than minor:17
[139] We have considered the activities' adverse effects as a whole, in light of the
mitigating influence of the proposed consent conditions (and in this case, also of the
proposal's subdivision design): Bethwaite; Stokes. We find that those adverse effects
are more than minor. That is because of the unacceptable danger that we find ROW
1 would pose for its intended users, in the event that we were to grant consent to the
additional lots and dwellings sought for the Upper Part of the Site. …

3.13

We record that Natalie Bedggood in her planning report for the Council, Sarah Haarhoff
in her comments prepared on behalf of AT, and Lydia Smith in her planning report for AT,
have assessed the adverse effects of the Applicant’s Waihoehoe Application as being
more than minor, when considered as a whole, and taking into account the Applicant’s
proposed mitigation.

12

Royal Forest and Bird Protection Society of New Zealand Inc v Buller District Council [2013] NZRMA 293 (HC), at
[72] to [76].
13 Cookson Road Character Preservation Soc Inc v Rotorua District Council [2013] NZEnvC 194, at [48].
14 Stokes v Christchurch City Council [1999] NZRMA 409, at page 434.
15 SKP Incorporated v Auckland Council [2018] NZEnvC 081, at [47].
16 Ibid.
17 Calveley v Kaipara District Council [2014] NZEnvC 182, at [139].
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Second limb under section 104D(1)(b) – objectives and policies
3.14

The Panels are required to assess whether each Application is contrary to the objectives
and policies of the “relevant plan” in terms of section 104D(1)(b).18 Section 43AA defines
the term “plan” as meaning a regional plan or a district plan. The relevant plan for the
purposes of the Fast Track Applications is the AUP.

3.15

“Contrary” for the purposes of section 104D(1)(b) means that it must be “…opposed in
nature, different to or opposite … repugnant and antagonistic”.19

3.16

In Dye v Auckland Regional Council, the Court of Appeal discussed the appropriate
approach to be taken in relation to the precursor to s 104D(1)(b), concluding that what is
required is a “fair appraisal of the objectives and policies read as a whole”.20

3.17

The following passage in Akaroa Civic Trust v Christchurch City Council,21 which has been
cited with approval in several cases,22 provides a helpful encapsulation of the task of the
decision-maker in relation to the second gateway:
... in all but the simplest cases the second gateway test is very difficult to apply
because most district plans have a plethora of objectives and policies. We consider
that if a proposal is to be stopped at the second gateway it must be contrary to the
relevant objectives and policies as a whole. We accept immediately that this is not a
numbers game; at the extremes it is conceivable that a proposal may achieve only
one policy in the district plan and be contrary to many others. The proposal may be
so strong in terms of that policy that it outweighs all the others if that is intent of plan
as a whole. Conversely, a proposal may be consistent with and achieve all bar one
of the relevant objectives and policies in the district plan. But if it is contrary to a
policy which is, when the plan is read as a whole, very important and central to the
proposal before consent authority, it may be open to the consent authority to find a
proposal as contrary to the objectives and policies under s104D. We add that it is
rare for a consent authority, or the Court, to base its decision either way, on a single
objective or policy. The usual position is that there are sets of objectives and policies
either way, and only if there is an important set to which the application is contrary,
can a local authority rightly conclude that the second gateway is not passed.

3.18

The above passage highlights the importance of a contextual analysis of the relevant plan
provisions. Such a contextual analysis could result in a proposal passing or failing the
section 104D(1)(b) gateway on the basis of even a single objective or policy, although that
may be unusual. The High Court previously found in Queenstown Central Ltd v
Queenstown Lakes District Council that a proposal was contrary to a single objective in
the relevant plan, and determined that was sufficient for the proposal to have failed section
104D(1)(b).23 Where a set of objectives and policies is at issue, which is important and

18

Alongside the adverse effects limb: section 104D(1)(a).
New Zealand Rail v Marlborough District Council [1994] NZRMA 70 (HC) at [11].
20
Dye v Auckland Regional Council [2002] 1 NZLR 337 (CA), at [25].
21 Akaroa Civic Trust v Christchurch City Council [2010] NZENVC 110, at [74].
22 E.g. Re Waiheke Marinas Ltd [2015] NZEnvC, at [582]. See also the Final Report and Decision of the Board of
Inquiry into the East West Link Proposal (21 December 2017), at [662] – [664].
23 Queenstown Central Ltd v Queenstown Lakes District Council [2013] NZRMA 239, at [126]-[127], and Queenstown
Central Ltd v Queenstown Lakes District Council [2013] NZHC 817, at [37].
19
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central to the proposal, it may be open to a decision-maker to find that the proposal is
contrary to the objectives and policies of the plan as a consequence.
3.19

We record that Ms Bedggood and Ms Haarhoff / Ms Smith have assessed the Waihoehoe
Application as being contrary to the objectives and policies of the AUP when read as a
whole. We return to this in Section 4 below.

4

CONSEQUENCES OF FUTURE URBAN ZONING FOR THE FAST TRACK
APPLICATIONS

4.1

This section of our memorandum discusses the consequences of the Future Urban Zoning
for the Fast Track Applications.
SUMMARY

4.2

24
25

Having reviewed the Applications, the relevant AUP objectives and policies, and the
planning reports by the Council’s and AT’s planners (Ms Bedggood for the Council and
Ms Haarhoff / Ms Smith for AT), we consider that:
(a)

The Applications are contrary to a suite of FUZ objectives and policies in Chapter
H18 of the AUP broadly directed at avoiding urbanisation prior to completion of
Schedule 1 processes to live-zone land for urban activities. As discussed further
below, one of the FUZ objectives and two of the policies use the term “avoid” – a
directive and “strong word, meaning ‘not allow’ or ‘prevent the occurrence of’”, as
the Supreme Court has held.24

(b)

The FUZ objectives and policies in question are clearly “very important and
central”25 to the proposals before the Panels, when the AUP is read as a whole,
such that the Panels can reasonably reach a conclusion that the objectives /
policies limb of the section 104D gateway test is not met for this reason alone. In
saying that, we note that Ms Bedggood’s and Ms Haarhoff / Ms Smith’s planning
reports have also assessed the Waihoehoe Application as being contrary to a
number of other ‘non-FUZ’ related objectives and policies.

(c)

Even if the Panel were to conclude that the section 104D gateway test is passed
(and we record Ms Bedggood’s and Ms Haarhoff / Ms Smith’s assessment that
neither limb of section 104D is passed), then we consider that this represents an
instance where the proposal’s ‘contrariness’ to the AUP’s FUZ objectives and
policies should be seen as determinative of the outcome under clause 31.

(d)

The three Fast Track Applications represent a fundamental challenge to the FUZ
provisions of the AUP. As discussed further below, we agree with Ms Bedggood
and Ms Haarhoff / Ms Smith that granting consent for the Waihoehoe Application
now prior to urban zoning, would give rise to significant precedent and plan integrity
concerns.

Environmental Defence Society v NZ King Salmon [2014] 1 NZLR 593, at [96] and [126].
To quote the Environment Court in Akaroa Civic Trust v Christchurch City Council [2010] NZENVC 110, at [74].
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(e)

In a sense, the Applications put the ‘cart before the horse’ by seeking to enable
significant urbanisation through resource consent processes, prior to completion
of Schedule 1 processes to determine whether the relevant land should be livezoned and, if so, what the zoning pattern and precinct provisions should be
applying to the land.

ANALYSIS
4.3

The AEE for each Application acknowledges that the proposals involve urbanisation.26
We agree and draw to the Panels’ attention the Environment Court’s discussion (in the
context of the AUP) of what constitutes urbanisation in Ahuareka Trustees (No. 2) Ltd v
Auckland Council, where the Court concluded that a proposal involving 186 houses, plus
a pub/restaurant, community building, retail units and commercial units, constituted
urbanisation for the purposes of the AUP.27 The Environment Court’s findings on the issue
of urbanisation were upheld on appeal to the High Court.28

4.4

We note that the AEEs prepared by the Applicants’ shared planning consultants (Barker
& Associates) approach the FUZ provisions in slightly different ways:

4.5

(a)

The Kiwi AEE seeks to characterise the proposal as “consistent with the themes
embodied in those provisions collectively, being to prevent development that would
compromise future urbanisation”, because “the proposal is fully aligned with the
anticipated form of urban development for the land and wider area”.29 Kiwi’s AEE
seeks to diminish the relevance of Objectives H18.2(1), (2) and (4) on the basis
that they are more in the nature of “methods” for achieving Objective H18.2(3), the
apparent suggestion being that Objective H18.2(3) is the only “genuine objective”
in Chapter H18. Kiwi’s AEE acknowledges that the proposal “does not give effect
to all the relevant objectives and policies of the FUZ”.30

(b)

By contrast, the AEEs for Fulton Hogan’s and Oyster’s Applications do not seek to
make such a distinction between the objectives. Those AEEs state that “there are
some inconsistencies with the Future Urban Zone provisions”,31 but suggest that
the proposal “will not be contrary to all the objectives and policies” when taken ‘as
a whole’ and will accordingly not be contrary to the relevant AUP objectives and
policies.32

For reasons stated below, we disagree with the Applicants’ approach to and conclusions
in relation to the FUZ provisions. We consider the Applicants’ characterisation of the
provisions, including the suggestion in the Kiwi AEE that there is only one “genuine
objective”, to be incorrect.

26

See e.g. Kiwi AEE at page 109, Fulton Hogan AEE at page 105, and Oyster AEE at page 132.
Ahuareka Trustees (No. 2) Ltd v Auckland Council [2017] NZEnvC 205, at [55] onwards. The factors leading to this
conclusion were: the intensity of the development, the nature of the development, its ‘village’ component, the mix of
services, size, scale, visual character, and the provision of sewage, storm water and water systems required.
28
Ahuareka Trustees (No. 2) Ltd v Auckland Council [2019] NZHC 3142, at [61]. The Court of Appeal dismissed an
application for leave to appeal: Ahuareka Trustees (No. 2) Ltd v Auckland Council [2020] NZCA 191.
29 Kiwi AEE at page 111.
30 Ibid.
31 Oyster AEE at page 134, Fulton Hogan AEE at page 120.
32 Ibid.
27
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4.6

We discuss this topic below under several subheadings:
(a)

Legal framework
i. Relevant FUZ provisions in the AUP
ii. Case law relevant to the AUP’s FUZ provisions
iii. Case law on precedent / plan integrity issues (we have addressed case law
relevant to section 104D already above)

(b)

Discussion of issues.

Legal Framework
Relevant FUZ provisions in the AUP
4.7

While the key provisions relating to activities in the FUZ are the district plan provisions
contain in Chapter H18 (Future Urban Zone), there are also directly relevant RPS
provisions in Chapter B2 (Urban Growth and Form).
Chapter B2 RPS Provisions

4.8

RPS Policy B2.2.2(3) is:33
(3) Enable rezoning of future urban zoned land for urbanisation following structure
planning and plan change processes in accordance with Appendix 1 Structure plan
guidelines.

4.9

This policy makes it clear that rezoning of land for urbanisation should follow not only
structure planning, but also plan change processes. Critically, it is the latter (the plan
change process) that introduces the ‘live’ urban zoning (and associated precinct
provisions) into the AUP as the precursor to urbanisation.

4.10

In the case of Drury, Council-led Structure Planning has been undertaken (in 2019),
however the private plan change processes for the land subject to the Fast Track
Applications is underway but not yet completed, as outlined briefly above.

4.11

Policy B2.2.2(8) introduces the AUP’s policy approach to the ‘transitional’ period until FUZ
land is live-zoned, which is broadly that “rural activities” are enabled until urban zonings
are applied. That policy states:
Enable the use of land zoned future urban within the Rural Urban Boundary or other
land zoned future urban for rural activities until urban zonings are applied, provided
that the subdivision, use and development does not hinder or prevent the future
urban use of the land.

33

See also Policy B2.2.2(7).
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Chapter H18 FUZ Provisions
4.12

The ‘zone description’ at H18.1 makes it clear that the FUZ is a “transitional zone” where
land “may be used for a range of general rural activities”, but “cannot be used for urban
activities”, until the land is rezoned for urban purposes:
H18.1. Zone description
The Future Urban Zone is applied to greenfield land that has been identified as
suitable for urbanisation. The Future Urban Zone is a transitional zone. Land may
be used for a range of general rural activities but cannot be used for urban activities
until the site is rezoned for urban purposes.

4.13

The objectives and policies that follow reflect this zone description.

4.14

Beginning with the objectives, H18 contains four objectives as follows:
H18.2. Objectives
(1) Land is used and developed to achieve the objectives of the Rural – Rural
Production Zone until it has been rezoned for urban purposes.
(2) Rural activities and services are provided for to support the rural community until
the land is rezoned for urban purposes.
(3) Future urban development is not compromised by premature subdivision, use or
development.
(4) Urbanisation on sites zoned Future Urban Zone is avoided until the sites have
been rezoned for urban purposes.

4.15

We observe in passing that objectives H18.2(1) to (4) are clearly drafted as objectives.
Objectives (1), (2) and (4) are not methods, as the Kiwi AEE suggests.

4.16

The policies in H18 expand on the themes in the objectives:
H18.3. Policies
(1) Provide for use and development which supports the policies of the Rural – Rural
Production Zone unless that use and development is inconsistent with policies
H18.3(2) to (6).
(2) Enable activities that are reliant on the quality of the soil or require a rural location
to operate or which provide for the day to day needs of the local rural community.
(3) Require subdivision, use and development to maintain and complement rural
character and amenity.
(4) Avoid subdivision that will result in the fragmentation of land and compromise
future urban development.
(5) Prevent the establishment of more than one dwelling on a site except for the
provision for minor dwellings and workers’ accommodation.
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(6) Avoid subdivision, use and development of land that may result in one or more
of the following:
a. structures and buildings of a scale and form that will hinder or prevent
future urban development;
b. compromise the efficient and effective operation of the local and wider
transport network;
c.

require significant upgrades, provisions or extension to the wastewater,
water supply, or stormwater networks or other infrastructure;

d. inhibit the efficient provision of infrastructure;
e. give rise to reverse sensitivity effects when urban development occurs;
f.

give rise to reverse sensitivity effects in relation to existing rural activities
or infrastructure; or

g. undermine the form or nature of future urban development.

4.17

We return to the FUZ objectives and policies below.
Case law relevant to AUP FUZ provisions

4.18

The Environment Court considered the current FUZ provisions in the AUP in Albert Road
Investments v Auckland Council.34

4.19

We begin by observing that Albert Road Investments involved a very small-scale proposal
for non-complying activity consent for a two-lot subdivision of land zoned FUZ at
Warkworth North. The proposal’s adverse effects were agreed to be minor, and the Court
appeared to find that the proposal did not involve urbanisation.35 The proposal at issue
therefore sits at the other end of the ‘development spectrum’ compared with the Fast Track
Applications. While the case is factually distinguishable, it is nonetheless instructive to
refer to several of the Court’s findings.

4.20

The Environment Court found that the following RPS provisions in AUP Chapter B236 and
FUZ provisions in Chapter H1837 were of particular relevance in the circumstances of that
case:
(a)

Objectives B2.2.1(1), (3) and (5), and policies B2.2.2(1), (3), (6), (7) and (8) (with
policy B2.2.2(8) being singled out by the witnesses as having particular relevance);
and

(b)

Objectives H18.2(1), (3) and (4), and policies H18.3(1), (4) and (6), supplemented
by various specified objectives and policies contained in Chapter E39 Subdivision
– Rural.

34

Albert Road Investments Ltd v Auckland Council [2018] NZEnvC 102.
At [138].
36 At [66] onwards.
37 At [77] onwards.
35
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4.21

The Court made a number of findings:
(a)

The FUZ “is undoubtedly a holding zone where a limited range of activities is
enabled for a transition pending the intended processes of structure planning and
rezoning for urban purposes by a further plan change process”.38

(b)

The FUZ does not put a freeze on land use. It allows some tolerance for land
development.39 The Court noted that the list of permitted activities in Activity Table
H18.1 reveals a capacity for some development, including some that are not
exclusively rural in nature.40

(c)

The FUZ also does not put a freeze on subdivision, however the Court noted that
the “assignment of NC activity classification to subdivision (including a two-lot
subdivision), signals the importance of closely scrutinising the subdivision by
reference to the applicable objectives and policies”.
Its more stringent
classification, the Court noted, reflected “the greater potential for subdivision to
compromise the PAUP's intentions for urbanisation”.41 The Court reiterates this
point later in its decision,42 noting that the “choice of activity classification
emphasises the primary importance of enabling the delivery of the PAUP's
urbanisation intentions, especially as expressed in the objectives and policies”.

(d)

In relation to subdivision, the Court stated 43
… The discretionary judgment called for under s104 RMA can mean a NC
subdivision that undermines what the plan intends (particularly a newly
minted plan such as the PAUP) ought to be declined even if its effects on
the environment are minor.

4.22

The Court’s comments noted at paragraph 4.21(c) above concerning the significance of
the assignment of non-complying activity status is generally consistent with rule A1.7.5 of
the AUP. Rule A1.7.5 states:
Activities are classed as non-complying where greater scrutiny is required for some
reason. This may include:
• where they are not anticipated to occur; or
• where they are likely to have significant adverse effects on the existing
environment; or
• where the existing environment is regarded as delicate or vulnerable; or
• otherwise where they are considered less likely to be appropriate.

4.23

In a more recent High Court decision involving a non-complying activity, Royal Forest and
Bird Protection Society of New Zealand Inc v New Zealand Transport Agency, the Court

38

At [98].
At [112].
40 At [103] and [105].
41 At [112].
42 At [134].
43 At [27].
39
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has noted the particular relevance of the explanation in A1.7.5.44 Further, in Auckland
Council v Cabra Rural Developments Ltd, the High Court, having noted A1.7.545, found
that by adopting a restricted discretionary activity status for applications that might have
warranted careful scrutiny and detailed evidence, the Environment Court applied an
activity status that does not anticipate close scrutiny at the resource consent stage, and
that if an application requires greater scrutiny, a more onerous activity status should apply.
We refer to these more recent authorities simply to emphasise the importance of the
assignment of non-complying activity status.
4.24

The Court’s comment noted at paragraph 4.21(d) above is consistent with findings of both
the Environment and High Courts in McKenna v Hastings District Council that "things do
not begin and end with effects".46 The High Court confirmed that notwithstanding a finding
that the adverse effects would be minor / not decisive, the Environment Court had been
entitled to:
(a)

find that the proposal would be contrary to the policy intent of the plan; and

(b)

take into account the precedent effect of granting consent, and concerns in relation
to the integrity of the plan.47

Case law on precedent / plan integrity
4.25

The High Court confirmed in Rodney District Council v Gould that both plan integrity and
precedent concerns are valid resource management concerns, as a matter of law.48

4.26

The High Court held in Sterling v Christchurch City Council that:

4.27

(a)

A precedent issue can arise when it is probable, in the sense of more likely than
not, that if an application is granted, other applications would be made in reliance
of the first grant;49 and

(b)

There is no requirement to establish that other applications would have to present
precisely the same factual matrix as the application presently under consideration.
Broadly similar facts could suffice.50

In terms of the distinction between the concepts of precedent and integrity, the High Court
also commented in Sterling that:51
… While in some situations the concept of precedent and integrity of the District Plan
might amount to the same thing, that is not necessarily the case. … whereas the
concept of precedent reflects the concern that the granting of consent may have

44

Royal Forest and Bird Protection Society of New Zealand Inc v New Zealand Transport Agency [2021] NZHC 390,
at [59].
45 At [157].
46
High Court (2009) 15 ELRNZ 41, at [69], and Environment Court Decision W106/08, at [37].
47 McKenna v Hastings District Council (2009) 15 ELRNZ 41, at [67] [69].
48 Rodney District Council v Gould [2006] NZRMA 227, at [101] and [102].
49 Sterling v Christchurch City Council (2011) 16 ELRNZ 798, at [88].
50 Ibid.
51 Sterling v Christchurch City Council (2011) 16 ELRNZ 798, at [90].
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planning significance beyond the immediate vicinity of the land concerned, plan
integrity is more likely to reflect the public confidence in the Plan. …

4.28

As noted above, the High Court held in McKenna that notwithstanding a finding that the
adverse effects would be minor, the Environment Court had been entitled to take into
account the precedent and integrity concerns.52
Discussion of issues

4.29

The intent of the FUZ objectives and policies in Chapter H18 is clear. Reflecting the
transitional nature of the zone, ongoing rural use is enabled while avoiding urbanisation
until land is rezoned for urban purposes.

4.30

In particular, we note the strong and directive language employed in objective H18.2(4)
and policies H18.3(4) and (6). For instance, objective H18.2(4) is that urbanisation is to
be “avoided” until land has been rezoned.

4.31

The Supreme Court emphasised in King Salmon the importance of paying careful attention
to the way in which policies are expressed. Those expressed in more directive terms will
carry greater weight than those expressed in less directive terms. In this context, the
Court noted that “avoid” is a stronger direction than “take account of”. 53 While the context
of King Salmon was a plan change, this approach (i.e. of giving greater weight to more
directive policies) has been applied in a consenting context also.54

4.32

The Supreme Court held, in the context of section 5(2)(c) of the RMA and certain NZCPS
provisions, that “avoid” is a “strong word, meaning ‘not allow’ or ‘prevent the occurrence
of’”.55 We consider that meaning of the word to apply equally to the use of “avoid” in
objective H18.2(4) and policies H18.3(4) and (6).

4.33

The Applications will not “prevent the occurrence” of urbanisation. It is not in dispute that
all three Fast Track Applications propose significant urbanisation prior to the relevant land
being rezoned. For example, the Oyster AEE acknowledges, in referring to objective
H18.2(4), that urbanisation is not avoided until the site is rezoned for urban purposes.56

4.34

While the FUZ does not place a strict freeze on land use and subdivision, as the Court
held in Albert Road Investments, we consider that the degree of tolerance provided by
Chapter H18 must be viewed through the lens of the clear wording of the objectives and
policies. The Court’s findings in Albert Road Investments were clearly influenced by the
nature and scale of what was proposed: a “simple two-lot subdivision” with “relatively
minor adverse effects”.57 The Court was satisfied that granting consent would not offend
the AUP’s provisions. Again, these Applications sit at the other end of the spectrum.

4.35

The objectives and policies in Chapter H18 are logical and sensible. Until the zoning
pattern and any associated provisions (e.g. precinct provisions) are settled and known,
any resource consents granted now for substantial urban development must give rise to

McKenna v Hastings District Council (2009) 15 ELRNZ 41,at [67] – [69].
Environmental Defence Society v NZ King Salmon [2014] 1 NZLR 593, at [129].
54 See e.g. Southland Fish & Game New Zealand v Southland Regional Council [2016] NZEnvC 220, at [23].
55 Environmental Defence Society v NZ King Salmon [2014] 1 NZLR 593, at [96] and [126].
56 Oyster AEE at page 132.
57 At [28] and [53].
52
53
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the risk of future urban development and urban form being compromised prematurely,
and/or lead to results that potentially ‘cut across’ the outcome of ongoing planning
processes. In this latter respect, we reiterate that the outcome of the PPCs remains
unknown. The zoning pattern is yet to be confirmed, as are the precinct rules that might
apply to development. There can be no presumption that the Applicants’ proposed
provisions will be adopted. Further, as noted, there are submissions that seek that the
PPCs be declined in their entirety. Appeals may follow the Panel’s decisions on PPCs 48
to 50.
4.36

While the risks referred to above may reasonably be viewed as more limited in the case
of a minor development proposal such as the 2-lot subdivision at issue in Albert Road
Investments v Auckland Council, we consider the risks to be particularly acute where
resource consent is sought for large scale urban development, as here.

4.37

Ms Bedggood and Ms Haarhoff / Ms Smith provide more detailed discussion of the FUZ
objectives and policies in their reports for the Council and AT respectively, which we do
not repeat. What their assessment demonstrates however is that the failure to “avoid”
urbanisation is accompanied by a number of material concerns, for example in terms of:
(a)

the potential impact of premature subdivision and development (i.e. prior to plan
change processes being completed) on future urban development and form;58

(b)

reverse sensitivity issues relating to road noise (an issue in contention as part of
PPCs 48 to 50);59

(c)

the efficient provision of infrastructure;60 and

(d)

the requirement for significant (unfunded) transport infrastructure upgrades61
(again, these have been ‘live issues’ in relation to PPCs 48 to 50).

4.38

We agree with Ms Bedggood’s and Ms Haarhoff / Ms Smith’s analysis and conclusions in
relation to the Waihoehoe Application that it is contrary to the thrust of the FUZ objective
and policy framework. It is not tenable to sustain the conclusion reached in the AEEs that
there are ‘some inconsistencies’ with the FUZ provisions in circumstances where the very
purpose of the FUZ objective and policy framework is undermined. The FUZ objectives
and policies in question are clearly “very important and central”62 to the Applications before
the Panels, when the AUP is read as a whole, such that the Panels can reasonably reach
a conclusion that the objectives / policies limb of the section 104D gateway test is not met
for this reason alone.

4.39

In saying that, we note that both Ms Bedggood and Ms Haarhoff / Ms Smith have assessed
the Waihoehoe Application as contrary to a number of other ‘non-FUZ’ related objectives
and policies also.

58

Objective H18.2(3) and policies H18.3(4) and (6)(g).
Policy H18.3(6)(e).
60 Policy H18.3(6)(d).
61 Policy H18.3(6)(c).
62 To quote the Environment Court in Akaroa Civic Trust v Christchurch City Council [2010] NZENVC 110, at [74].
59
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4.40

While we agree with Ms Bedggood and Ms Haarhoff / Ms Smith that the objectives and
policies limb of section 104D is not passed, should the Panel conclude otherwise, then we
consider that this represents an instance where the proposal’s ‘contrariness’ to the AUP’s
FUZ objectives and policies should be seen as determinative of the outcome under clause
31 for the reasons stated above and in Ms Bedggood’s and Ms Haarhoff / Ms Smith’s
reports.

4.41

Turning to precedent and plan integrity concerns, as noted above, such concerns are valid
resource management considerations, including in any case where a proposal’s adverse
effects are assessed as being minor. Such concerns are often over-stated and over-used,
however we consider this is genuinely a case where such concerns are brought into sharp
focus.

4.42

The precedent concern, as articulated clearly by Ms Bedggood and Ms Haarhoff / Ms
Smith, is that if consent is granted for the Application, it would be very difficult to refuse
subsequent non-complying activity subdivisions / development – including similarly very
significant proposals – prior to plan change processes to introduce live-zoning being
completed. The concern relates not only to other FUZ-zoned land within the Drury area,
but also to other FUZ land within the region. We share Ms Bedggood’s and Ms Haarhoff
/ Ms Smith’s concerns. There is significant scope for any consent granted in response to
the three Fast Track Applications to be seen as sending a signal that the directive objective
and policy framework in Chapter H18 of avoiding urbanisation prior to live-zoning can be
challenged / circumvented through a resource consent process.

4.43

We also agree with Ms Bedggood and Ms Haarhoff / Ms Smith that a failure to require the
process envisaged by the AUP to be followed (i.e. structure planning followed by a plan
change) would raise serious concerns about the integrity and consistent administration of
the AUP. These concerns would be compounded if others see that the key plan change
step in the process can essentially be ‘bypassed’ by a resource consent application.

4.44

In short, the Fast Track Applications put the ‘cart before the horse’ by seeking to enable
significant urbanisation through resource consent processes, prior to completion of
Schedule 1 processes to determine whether the relevant land should be live-zoned and,
if so, what the zoning pattern and precinct provisions should be applying to the land.

5

INTEGRATION OF LAND USE / URBANISATION WITH INFRASTRUCTURE –
ABSENCE OF FINANCING & FUNDING SOLUTION FOR REQUIRED TRANSPORT
UPGRADES

5.1

In this section, we address the legal basis for taking into account the concerns raised in
the Council’s and AT’s comments relating to the integration of land use / urbanisation with
infrastructure, and the absence of a financing and funding solution for the transport
upgrades required to enable and adequately mitigate the adverse effects of the
Waihoehoe Application. We also briefly address case law relevant to these issues.

5.2

We infer from the reference in paragraph 5 of the Minute to “Public-private funding
arrangements in relation to infrastructure for this proposal” that this is a topic of interest to
the Panel.
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SUMMARY
5.3

There is a sound basis, both in the strategic policy framework in the NPS-UD and RPS
and in case law, for taking into account the Council’s and AT’s concerns as to the lack of
integration of land use / urbanisation with transport infrastructure (including the funding of
infrastructure), and the implications of the Council not being in a position to finance and
fund the transport upgrades required to enable and adequately mitigate the adverse
effects of the Waihoehoe Application.
ANALYSIS

5.4

We have already observed that concerns as to the need for significant (unfunded)
transport infrastructure upgrades to support urban development are live issues in relation
to PPCs 48 to 50.

5.5

Given the focus of the Fast Track Panels’ task and also the status of the PPCs as
discussed in Section 2 above, we do not go into detail concerning the specific matters in
contention with PPCs 48 to 50, other than to observe that similar issues arise in relation
to both the PPCs and the Fast Track Applications as to:

5.6

(a)

the transport infrastructure required to support the proposals;

(b)

the financing and funding shortfall in relation to the required transport infrastructure
(noting the limited extent of Council funding available to support growth in Drury);

(c)

the direct effects of allowing urbanisation to proceed without the required
infrastructure being in place; and

(d)

the planning implications of the above, including in terms of objectives and policies
in the RPS and National Policy Statement on Urban Development 2020 (NPS-UD),
which emphasise the integration of infrastructure (including the funding of
infrastructure) with land use and urban growth.

Turning to the Waihoehoe Application, relevant assessment of these issues can be found
in the following Council and AT reports:
(a)

The transport report by Andrew Prosser (Jacobs on behalf of AT). Mr Prosser
provides an assessment of inter alia the transport infrastructure required to support
the Applicant’s proposals. In his assessment:
i. The transport projects proposed by the Applicant are inadequate to
address the direct adverse effects of the proposed development;
ii. Important additional transport upgrades are required (in addition to those
identified by the Applicant) to enable the proposed development and
adequately mitigate its anticipated traffic effects; and
iii. The Application’s adverse transport effects will be more than minor and
potentially significant, based on the level of mitigation proposed by the
Applicant.
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5.7

(b)

The report by Council infrastructure financing and funding specialist Brigid
Duffield. Ms Duffield’s report explains the significant financing and funding
challenge facing the Council in Drury. She identifies the limited funding available
to support growth in Drury in the Long-term Plan and Regional Land Transport
Plan, noting that $243 million may be available later in the decade for transport
improvements to support the New Zealand Upgrade Programme, while also
explaining some of the uncertainties in relation to that sum. Ms Duffield’s
assessment is that there is a significant infrastructure funding shortfall in relation
to the transport infrastructure identified by Mr Prosser as being required to enable
and mitigate the effects of Oyster’s Application. She confirms that the Council is
not in a position to fund the necessary infrastructure.

(c)

The planning reports by Ms Bedggood and Ms Haarhoff / Ms Smith, who – drawing
on the assessments by Mr Prosser and Ms Duffield – provide assessment of
relevant RPS and NPS-UD objectives and policies. In their planning opinion, the
Applications are contrary to several important strategic objectives and policies in
the RPS and NPS-UD.

We outline briefly below the relevance of these matters to the Panels’ decision-making
both in terms of the strategic policy context and relevant case law.
Strategic policy context

5.8

Beginning with the strategic policy context, the NPS-UD and RPS expressly require an
‘integrated’ approach and are directed at ensuring decision-making on growth and
urbanisation is carefully co-ordinated with transport infrastructure and funding decisions.
For example:
(a)

NPS-UD Objective 6(a) is that any decisions on urban development are to be
“integrated with infrastructure planning and funding decisions”.

(b)

RPS Objective B2.2.1(1)(c):
A quality compact urban form that enables all of the following: …
(c) better use of existing infrastructure and efficient provision of new
infrastructure;
(d) improved and more effective public transport;

(c)

RPS Objective B2.2.1(5):
The development of land within the Rural Urban Boundary, towns, and rural
and coastal towns and villages is integrated with the provision of appropriate
infrastructure.

(d)

RPS Policy B2.2.2(7)(c):
Enable rezoning of land within the Rural Urban Boundary or other land
zoned future urban to accommodate urban growth in ways that do all of the
following: …
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(c) integrate with the provision of infrastructure; and …

(e)

Policy B2.4.2(6):
Ensure development is adequately serviced by existing infrastructure or is
provided with infrastructure prior to or at the same time as residential
intensification.

(f)

RPS Objective B3.3.1(1)(b):
(1) Effective, efficient and safe transport that: ….
(b) integrates with and supports a quality compact urban form; …

(g)

RPS Policy B3.3.2(5):
Improve the integration of land use and transport by:
(a) ensuring transport infrastructure is planned, funded and staged to
integrate with urban growth;

5.9

These objectives and policies can be characterised as clear and fairly directive. The
explanatory text at B3.5 of the RPS confirms the intention that “development, especially
that associated with growth in greenfield areas, must be integrated and co-ordinated with
the provision of infrastructure and the extension of networks”.

5.10

We observe that both Objective 6(a) of the NPS-UD and Policy B3.3.2(5) of the RPS
expressly reference funding. The AUP establishes a clear nexus between land use and
urban growth on the one hand, and the planning, staging, and funding of required transport
infrastructure on the other.

5.11

There is therefore a clear policy basis for considering the concerns raised in the Council’s
and AT’s comments and reports.
Case law

5.12

Turning to case law, we note first that the Environment Court has confirmed that roads are
finite physical resources,63 and that the use of roads is a use of land.64

5.13

The High Court’s decision in Coleman v Tasman District Council65 is relevant to
consideration of the Council’s and AT’s comments. Coleman concerned an application
for consent to subdivide a 30 hectare property into two allotments to be used for rural
residential purposes. The Environment Court refused consent on appeal. The decision
of the Environment Court focused on the inadequacy of the public road. The Court
accepted that it was unlikely that adequate funding could be made available to upgrade
the road (evidence being that something like $1-2 million would be necessary to upgrade

63

Coleman v Tasman District Council, W067/97, and confirmed in Norsho Bulc Ltd v Auckland Council (2017) 19
ELRNZ 774, at [92].
64 Hall v McDrury [1996] NZRMA 1, confirmed in Norsho Bulc Ltd, at [92].
65 Coleman v Tasman District Council [1999] NZRMA 39 (HC).
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it to a safe standard). It also accepted that there were many other roads within the district
which had far more pressing needs for upgrading.
5.14

On appeal to the High Court, the appellant argued that the Environment Court erred in
taking into account road funding issues, and that the Court should have ignored the issue
of road upgrading on the basis that it was irrelevant.

5.15

The High Court found that:66
… At no time did the Court take into account funding issues of the respondent in any
improper fashion. The Court simply took the view that the Brooklyn Valley Road was
inadequate and that it would not be upgraded in the foreseeable future. These were
matters of fact.

5.16

The High Court endorsed the Environment Court’s statements in Bell v Central Otago
District Council67 that it was not for the Court to place the Council in a position where it
might have to commit funds to the upgrading of a road, and that a “relevant factor to be
considered is the provision of services such as roading which should be achieved at a rate
with which the Council representing the community can physically and economically
cope”.68 Put differently, an important aspect of sustainable development is ensuring that
development proceeds at a rate that can sustain the orderly provision of services / physical
resources, such as roading, required to support the community. 69

5.17

Significantly, the High Court in Coleman held that while the Environment Court had not
taken into account funding issues of the Council per se, “it would have been entitled to do
so”.70 Further the High Court held that the Environment Court:
… could not have properly considered granting a consent which in its view would
lead to a requirement that the road be upgraded without addressing the issue of
whether the plan made provision for such upgrading or the respondent was prepared
to undertake such upgrading.

5.18

The themes emerging from Coleman (a consenting case) can also be seen reflected in
case law concerning zoning decisions, such as Foreword Developments Ltd v Napier City
Council where the Court held:71
It is bad resource management practice and contrary to the purpose of the Resource
Management Act - to promote the sustainable management of natural and physical
resources; to zone land for an activity when the infrastructure necessary to allow
that activity to occur without adverse effects on the environment does not exist, and
there is no commitment to provide it. …

5.19

The more recent Environment Court decision, Norsho Bulc v Auckland Council72, may
benefit from brief discussion. Norsho Bulc involved a managed fill proposal on land zoned
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Coleman v Tasman District Council [1999] NZRMA 39 (HC), at 45.
Bell v Central Otago District Council (C4/97).
68 Coleman v Tasman District Council [1999] NZRMA 39 (HC), at 45.
69 McIntyre v Tasman District Council, W83/94, at 8.
70 Coleman v Tasman District Council [1999] NZRMA 39 (HC), at 45.
71 Foreworld Developments Ltd v Napier City Council, W08/2005, at [15].
72 Norsho Bulc Ltd v Auckland Council (2017) 19 ELRNZ 774.
67
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Mixed Rural, with issues arising as to how to address the effects of heavy vehicles on
roads.
5.20

The Court cited with approval the cases referred to above (Coleman, Bell and Foreworld)
and several others where similar findings were reached. The Court confirmed that it “has
no power to direct the Executive or any of its agencies as to how they may collect or spend
public moneys”, citing both Bell and Coleman with approval.73 It also confirmed that
resource consent can be declined where the effects of the new activity would “exceed the
capacity of the site and the surrounding environment”.74

5.21

The Court however noted that those findings arose out of proposals where the need for
new or further infrastructure was acknowledged as a direct consequence of allowing new
development. The Court distinguished the circumstances of the proposal before it, stating
that “both the plan provisions for the Mixed Rural Zone and evidence of the existing
environment indicate that fill activities are planned for and are widespread”. 75 It went on
to address road controlling authorities’ options for management of roads.

5.22

The distinction drawn by the Court in Norsho Bulc does not apply here. In our opinion, the
Waihoehoe Application (like the other Fast Track Applications) is a clear example of a
proposal where the need for new and further infrastructure can properly be characterised
as a direct consequence of allowing the new development. Further, unlike the managed
fill proposed in Norsho Bulc, it is not possible to say that the development proposals are
“planned for” in the AUP, given the FUZ zoning of the relevant land and absence of a live
zoning.76

5.23

Mr Prosser describes the additional transport infrastructure that he has assessed as
necessary as arising as a direct consequence of the Application. Without those upgrades
(which the Council is not in a position finance and fund), the effects of the new
development will, to quote Norsho Bulc, “exceed the capacity of the sites and surrounding
environment”.

5.24

Therefore, in addition to the strategic policy framework addressed above, we consider
there is also a sound basis in case law for taking into account the Council’s and AT’s
concerns.

6

EXISTING ENVIRONMENT / RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN THE REFERRED PROJECTS

6.1

The Panel’s Minute seeks comments on:
(a)

The existing environment against which the Application should be assessed; and

(b)

The relationship between the referred projects.

73

Ibid, at [88].
Ibid, at [94].
75 Ibid.
76 Cf Norsho Bulc, at [94].
74
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6.2

The Court of Appeal found in Queenstown Lakes District Council v Hawthorn Estate Ltd77
that the “environment” embraces the future state of the environment as it might be
modified by both the utilisation of rights to carry out a permitted activity under a district
plan and the effects of unimplemented resource consents, where it appears likely that
those resource consents will be implemented. However, the Court in Hawthorn excluded
the effects of resource consents that might be granted in future.78

6.3

Therefore, the “environment” includes:
(c)

The environment as it currently stands and can be seen on site and in the
surrounding area (including, for example, the current rural road network as
described by Mr Prosser).

(d)

It also includes activities that are permitted under the relevant zone in the district
plan (here the AUP). As addressed above, under the AUP, the land within the
three application sites is zoned FUZ, which is a rural zone. Activities that are
permitted are consistent with that zoning, including (among others)79: farming, rural
airstrips, greenhouses, free-range poultry farming, forestry, markets, and no more
than one dwelling per site. Only very limited subdivision may occur as of right in
the rural zones, including the FUZ (i.e. a lease in excess of 35 years of a building
or part of a building where a cross-lease, company lease, or unit title subdivision
is not involved, or subdivision for a network utility80).

(e)

It would also include any unimplemented consents that are likely to be
implemented. For instance, the resource consents and designations approved in
a decision by an Expert Consenting Panel under the FTA dated 3 February 2022
for the Drury Central railway station (and Paerata station) would constitute
unimplemented consents for this purpose.81

6.4

However, the “environment” cannot include the related referred projects, given the Court
of Appeal’s finding in Hawthorn that future resource consents that may be granted do not
form part of the future environment.

6.5

This does not mean, in our opinion, that the related projects cannot be considered by the
Panels, and we address a particular example of this below.

6.6

We consider that it is necessary for the three Panels consider the transport implications
of the three Fast Track Applications in an integrated way. Indeed, the AEEs submitted for
the three Applications make it clear that the proposals are advanced in reliance on a
combined set of transport infrastructure upgrades to the current, largely rural road
network. See, for instance, the section in each AEE entitled “Local Transport Upgrades”82,
which addresses the suite of local transport upgrades proposed on a joint basis. This is
consistent with the approach being taken by the three Applicants in the background to
PPCs 48 to 50 where, for instance, a single ‘transport staging boundary’ area is proposed
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Queenstown Lakes District Council v Hawthorn Estate Ltd [2006] NZRMA 424 (CA), at [84].
Ibid.
79 See Activity Table H18.4.1.
80 See Chapter E39. Subdivision – Rural, Table E39.4.1 and E39.4.3
81 https://www.epa.govt.nz/assets/Uploads/Documents/Fast-track-consenting/Drury-Centre/Decision-Report-DruryCentral-and-Paerata-stations-under-clause-37-of-the-Expert-Consenting-Panel.pdf.
82 Fulton Hogan AEE at page 40, Kiwi AEE at page 41 and Oyster AEE at page 54.
78
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spanning all three plan change areas. PPCs 48 to 50 are, as the AEEs for the Fast Track
Applications describe them, complementary and interrelated.83 Further, as Mr Prosser
notes in his report, the Applicants’ modelling contains an assessment of all three
applications and does not strictly separate the proposals. This is also relevant to the
matters discussed at paragraph 8.13 of Brigid Duffield’s report.
6.7

While the Panels cannot consider effects on the basis of a future environment analysis
(as just traversed), we consider the Panels can lawfully consider the combined transport
infrastructure upgrade implications on two bases:
(a)

First, on a policy basis. For example, RPS Policy B3.3.2(5) is to improve the
integration of land use and transport inter alia by ensuring that transport
infrastructure is planned, funded and staged to integrate with urban growth. The
Panels must have regard to this policy pursuant to clause 31(1)(c) of Schedule 6
to the FTA.

(b)

Secondly, as an “other matter the panel considers relevant and reasonably
necessary to determine the consent application” in terms of clause 31(1)(d) of
Schedule 6. We consider it would be appropriate to assess any overlapping
infrastructure requirements under this provision.

7

RESOURCE MANAGEMENT (ENABLING
MATTERS) AMENDMENT ACT 2021

7.1

Paragraph 5 of the Minute seeks comments on the relationship between the Fast Track
Applications and the Resource Management (Enabling Housing Supply and Other
Matters) Amendment Act 2021 (Amendment Act).

7.2

Section 10 of the Amendment Act inserts a new subpart 5A into the RMA requiring the
Council to notify an intensification planning instrument (IPI) incorporating prescribed
medium density residential standards on or before 20 August 2022. No IPI has been
notified by the Council as yet. Further, the requirement applies to “all residential zones”,
which would exclude the FUZ.

7.3

We do not consider that the Amendment Act has any immediate implications for the three
Fast Track Applications.

8

LANDSCAPE / VISUAL EFFECTS

8.1

Ms Bedggood’s report assesses the proposal’s adverse landscape and rural character
and visual effects as being more than minor and significant. Ms Bedggood agrees with
several of the statements / conclusions in the Applicant’s Landscape and Visual Effects
Assessment prepared by LA4 Landscape Architects (Appendix 29), for instance that:

83
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Fulton Hogan AEE at page 11, Kiwi and Oyster AEEs at page 15.
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(c)

The extensive built development proposed in what is still a predominantly rural
landscape would have an adverse effect on the existing rural amenity values;84

(d)

The proposal would result in significant landscape change;85 and

(e)

The development would result in “landscape and visual effects of some
significance”.86

8.2

Our comment has been sought on the Landscape and Visual Effects Assessment’s
reliance on the anticipated urbanisation of the area.87

8.3

As an initial observation, as we commented in our legal memorandum for Kiwi’s
Application, the orthodox and correct approach is to assess all effects of an activity, both
temporary and longer term, against the applicable planning framework. Section 3 of the
RMA expressly defines the term “effect” as including “any temporary or permanent effect”
regardless of the scale, intensity, duration or frequency of the effect. Section 7(1) of the
FTA directly imports the RMA definition of “effect”.

8.4

An effect is not necessarily minor because it is temporary or for limited duration. For
example, in Kawau Island Action Inc Ltd v Auckland Council88, the High Court held that
the Council had erred in its assessment of noise effects by taking into account mitigation
measures that did not exclude adverse effects, by failing to take into account that the term
“effect” includes temporary effects.89

8.5

Therefore, it is important that the Panels take into account any temporary adverse
landscape and visual effects as part of their effects assessments, including for the
purposes of the adverse effects limb of the s104D gateway test.

8.6

In the present case, the proposal’s adverse landscape and visual effects, which LA4
acknowledge to be “of some significance”, are likely to persist for a period of years at least
given surrounding land remains FUZ without a live urban zoning.

8.7

LA4’s emphasis on anticipated urbanisation in the area should, similar to Boffa Miskell’s
comments concerning the ‘temporary’ nature of the interfaces in the Landscape Effects
Assessments for Kiwi’s and Fulton Hogan’s Applications, be approached with a degree of
caution in light of:
(a)

The nature of the “environment” (including future environment) in Hawthorn terms,
as discussed briefly at paragraph 6.3 above; and

(b)

The fact that the land remains FUZ, and accordingly the AUP ‘frame’ for
considering potential effects is that found in Chapter H18, which emphasises the

84

Landscape and Visual Effects Assessment prepared by LA4 Landscape Architects (Appendix 29), at [5.10].
Ibid, at [5.15].
86 Ibid, at [7.6].
85
87

E.g. ibid, at [5.11], [5.13], [5.34], and [7.6].

88

Kawau Island Action Inc Ltd v Auckland Council [2018] NZHC 3306.
89 Ibid, at [151].
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importance of maintaining and complementing “rural character and amenity” (refer
Policy H18.3(3)), not an assumed future urban character and amenity.
Matt Allan / Rowan Ashton / Matthew Hill
Counsel for Auckland Council / Auckland Transport
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3. Infrastructure Finance and Funding
Statement prepared by: Brigid Duffield, Principal Infrastructure Funding & Finance, Development
Programme Office, Auckland Council
Qualifications: Master of Arts (Land Economy), University of Cambridge
a. The report commences on the following page.
b. The annexures to Ms Duffield’s statement can be found at Appendix 1 of the Council’s
response (pages 157 to 279)
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Specialist Report – Infrastructure Funding and Financing
From: Brigid Duffield
Principal Infrastructure Funding & Financing, Development Programme office at Auckland
Council.
Date: 22 March 2022
Overall Summary:
A.

For Drury to be successful as a new town supporting employment and houses, a
significant amount of infrastructure is required that will deliver a well-functioning urban
environment. There is at present a significant gap in the infrastructure funding
necessary to support urbanisation of Drury.

B.

Section 4 of Mr Prosser’s report for Auckland Transport includes a table in which he
has identified a suite of projects / development mitigation works, which he has
assessed as required to accommodate and mitigate the direct transport effects of
Waihoehoe Precinct, and which he describes as being “key to this application” and
required prior to s224(c) at the latest. Based on the intended completion date of the
development of mid 2025, this indicates that the upgrades in question will be needed
in the next approximately 4 years. I note that Mr Prosser also provides information in
his report concerning additional projects needed beyond this, which he has identified
as needed to support the proposed development. Some of the projects referred to by
Mr Prosser form part of Oyster Capital’s proposed mitigation for the Waihoehoe
Precinct, however some do not and in some cases Oyster Capital proposes a hybrid /
interim upgrade, which Mr Prosser does not consider to be sufficient.

C.

The cost of the transport projects identified by Mr Prosser as being required to mitigate
the direct transport effects for Oyster Capital’s Waihoehoe Precinct application could
be in the order of $201m to $251m in the first four years to mitigate the proposal’s
anticipated direct transport effects, and an additional $139m to $174m by 2031 for the
additional projects identified to support the proposed development. I estimate that the
funding gap (making some assumptions for the Regional Land Transport Plan (RLTP)
allocation and the developer contribution) could be in the order of $182m to $237m
over the next 10 years. This is made up of a funding gap of between $80m to $100m1
in the first 4 years to mitigate the direct transport effects and beyond that $103m to
$138m by 2031 to support the proposed development. As addressed in my report, the
Council is not in a position to finance and fund any such shortfall, including the shortfall
in relation to mitigation works required prior to s224(c).

D.

For the Panel’s information, the funding gap over the next 10 years to support
urbanisation in Drury as estimated through the private plan changes in Drury East and
Drury West (PPCs 48, 49, 50, 51 and 61) just for the transport infrastructure required
is estimated at between $1.6b and $2.0b. This amount is equal to or exceeds that

1

Note: Some monetary amounts stated in this report may differ (very slightly) when individual numbers
are added up/subtracted. This is due to the rounding of more detailed numbers.
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allocated for all growth-related transport projects and programmes from 2021 to 2031
for all of Auckland. The infrastructure funding gap for the full build out of Drury through
to 2046 is significant. The funding gap just for the transport infrastructure required is
estimated at between $3.4b to $4.1b.
E.

It is noted that each of the Fast Track consent applications for the Waihoehoe Precinct,
Drury East Stage 1 Precinct, and Drury Centre Precinct (together “Drury Fast Track
Applications”) has been applied for individually, but it is problematic to consider each
of the Drury Fast Track Applications in isolation. The nature of transport projects is that
they must consider more than just one individual development. It can be assumed that
if the Drury Fast Track Applications were considered together, the transport projects
required, and the funding gap would be higher.

F.

There currently is no solution to finance and fund the infrastructure for Drury, whether
in the next 4 years (focusing on the period when the required mitigation works identified
in section 4 of Mr Prosser’s evidence will be needed) or the next 10 years and there is
no defined solution over the long term. In my view, it is inappropriate to assume that if
consents are granted, the infrastructure will follow. Assuming that the infrastructure
financing and funding will be provided later is a presumptive assumption. Where the
sums of money are small this may be possible. Where the sums of money are large
and where there are large elements of “cumulative” infrastructure needed, as is the
case in Drury, I consider it is difficult to prudently assume that a financing and funding
solution can be achieved in the short to medium term, i.e., for at least the next 10 year
period.

G.

There are examples throughout Auckland where growth has been provided for and it
has been expected that the funding solution for the infrastructure to support the growth
will be “solved” simply because growth is happening. This has not occurred and poor
urban outcomes are resulting.

H.

In my opinion, allowing Oyster Capital’s Waihoehoe Precinct and the other Drury Fast
Track Applications to proceed without a plan for how the infrastructure required to
mitigate their effects can be financed and funded within the foreseeable future,
presents a significant risk that the growth will be effectively orphaned without suitable
infrastructure. Genuinely integrated planning of land use and infrastructure financing
and funding is needed for Drury.

I.

Any decision to allow growth in Drury prior to a solution for infrastructure financing and
funding, will be forcing an infrastructure expectation onto Council (and Crown) without
a plan for how it is to be paid for. This expectation will in turn fall onto rate payers, and
potentially landowners and homeowners, in a manner where there is no clear ability to
pay. This has Auckland wide implications given the scarce nature of funding available
for infrastructure.

J.

Allowing Fast Track development to proceed now will almost certainly impact and limit
options for financing and funding. It will also impact the ability to pay for infrastructure
elsewhere in Auckland. Money for infrastructure is a highly scarce resource. From
Council’s perspective, careful choices are needed to ensure the most efficient and
effective allocation of this scare resource, for Aucklanders and also for New
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Zealanders. This issue is well articulated in the NZ Infrastructure Commission
consultation document, “Infrastructure for a Better Future”: “New infrastructure is
expensive and we cannot afford to build everything. Trade-offs and prioritisation are
necessary.”2
K.

There are already substantial trade-offs throughout Auckland about how to prioritise
money where there is insufficient funding available for all the new infrastructure that
Auckland needs. Adding the additional development areas in Drury to the already
limited money that exists in Auckland, without an infrastructure financing and funding
solution for it, means that the whole of Auckland will likely be impacted. Allocating the
limited money for infrastructure in Auckland to Drury reduces how much is available
elsewhere in Auckland.

L.

The scale of the infrastructure financing and funding required for Drury is very large.
Council is (and has been for several years) actively looking at ways to finance and fund
infrastructure in Drury. However, no resolution has been reached, and there is no
certainty as to when a solution may be found. Extensive work has been undertaken on
possible solutions and key points are:
(a)

An infrastructure funding and financing solution for Drury is not a given and that
there is a high risk that any growth allowed now will be orphaned without
suitable infrastructure.

(b)

Allowing growth to occur prior to having a suitable infrastructure funding and
financing solution will limit timing, sequencing, infrastructure options, and
options for financing and funding.

M.

While there are a number of funding and financing tools available, there are real
limitations in their practical application to Drury as addressed in detail in this
memorandum.

1.

INTRODUCTION

1.1

My full name is Brigid Duffield.

1.2

This specialist report is given on behalf of the Auckland Council (Council) as part of
its comments on Oyster Capital’s Waihoehoe Precinct application. While my report
relates to Oyster Capital’s application, it refers throughout to the three Drury Fast Track
Applications (and my comments apply equally to the Drury East Stage 1 Precinct and
Drury Centre Precinct proposals).

2.

QUALIFICATIONS AND EXPERIENCE

2.1

I am employed as a Principal Infrastructure Funding and Finance within the
Development Programme Office at Council. I have been working in this role for 2 years.
I support Council group with expertise in funding and financing aspects for the
alignment of significant infrastructure programmes. This is achieved through working

2

Consultation Document, Page 93, https://infracom.govt.nz/assets/Uploads/Infrastructure-StrategyConsultation-Document-May-2021.pdf
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with Crown and Crown entities, and other significant stakeholder groups to align
strategic infrastructure investment for growth in the Auckland region.
2.2

Prior to my current position, I have held senior global commercial and consulting roles
including Commercial Manager for Tāmaki Regeneration focusing on development
and its financing and funding (2015 to 2019). I have a Masters in Land Economy from
Cambridge University (1991) and have held executive roles focusing on the
commercial implications of choices and decisions (1999 to 2004). I have been a
Strategic Consultant and Director at PwC (and independently) and have worked with
many businesses to achieve successful commercial planning (1994 to 1999, 2004 to
2015). These roles have been predominantly private sector based but have more
recently moved into the public sector in both local and central government.

3.

SCOPE OF REPORT

3.1

This report covers the following:
(a)

The importance of infrastructure financing and funding;

(b)

Auckland Council finance;

(c)

Auckland Council Drury investment;

(d)

Summary of infrastructure financing and funding solution for Drury;

(e)

Drury infrastructure costs and associated funding gap;

(f)

Maintenance and operating costs;

(g)

Frequently asked questions; and

(h)

Conclusion.

4.

THE IMPORTANCE OF INFRASTRUCTURE FINANCING AND FUNDING

4.1

Without the ability to pay for the infrastructure in Drury, it will not be possible to achieve
a well-functioning urban environment and ensure that there is the development
capacity in Drury for development to occur.

4.2

Understanding the infrastructure required to support urban growth in Drury such as
Transport, Stormwater, and Parks requires an appreciation of how the solution for the
network across Drury can occur both now and in the future. As such, there needs to
be the ability to pay for this infrastructure over time to achieve this overall network.
This requires an infrastructure financing and funding solution.

5.

AUCKLAND COUNCIL FINANCE

5.1

In June 2021, Council adopted Our Recovery Budget, Council’s long-term plan (LTP)
for the next decade (2021-2031). The LTP was developed and adopted in line with the
Local Government Act 2002. This seeks to find a balance between the pressures
Council faces that drive a need for investment and the financial pressures that limit the
ability to make all investments within this timeframe.
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5.2

Auckland continues to grow rapidly and to change. The region faces some major
challenges in relation to climate change and the degradation of our natural
environment. Council also needs to look after all Aucklanders and to ensure that assets
and services are provided fairly.

5.3

A key component of the LTP is the Financial Strategy. Council’s Financial Strategy is
focused around balancing the need for the provision of services and investment for the
city with the costs of this provision to residents and ratepayers. To do this, it looks at
the overall drivers of investment and at the potential sources of funding and financing
available to support this investment.

5.4

The availability of debt funding is an outcome of the Financial Strategy which sets a
prudential limit on Council group borrowings at being less than 290 per cent of group
revenue. To allow sufficient headroom for any future financial shocks it might face
Council has resolved to target debt-to-revenue levels below 270 per cent of revenue.

5.5

Competing demands across the six demand drivers of: rapid growth; changing needs;
transport demands; maintaining existing assets and services; responding to climate
change; and supporting recovery from the impacts of COVID-19; mean that, even with
Council working hard to use all the levers available, the total investment capacity
requires prioritisation.

5.6

The amount of debt funding that has been made available to support capital investment
for infrastructure related to growth in Drury in the next ten years is the outcome of this
prioritisation and prudential debt limit.

6.

AUCKLAND COUNCIL DRURY INVESTMENT

6.1

The LTP includes investment in Drury in the below infrastructure types:

Infrastructure type
Transport
Watercare (Water Supply and
Wastewater)
Parks and open spaces
Total
6.2

69

LTP Investment
$243 million
$223.5 million
$8.5 million
$475 million

The $243 million transport budget was identified and allocated for local road
improvements (Drury local road improvement package) to support the urban
development of Drury, which includes development of and access to the proposed
Drury Central and Drury West Stations. Due to other, existing committed projects and
consequential requirements the transport budget allocated to Drury is phased in the
final four years of the RLTP. The sum also has an element of uncertainty attached to
it. This is in part because it is “Category 3” funding in the RLTP. Page 32 of the RLTP
describes Category 3 projects as follows: “Category Three projects, although still very
important, are the lowest priority in the programme, and will be the first to be deferred
if assumed funding levels are not achieved.” Further, as discussed in Section 8 below,
with the NZUP re-baselining, further analysis is being undertaken to assess the best
use of the $243m.

6.3

The Watercare budget allocated to Drury is phased throughout the period of the LTP.
The parks and open spaces budget allocated to Drury is phased in the early years of
the LTP.

6.4

The LTP is also required to include a 30-year Infrastructure Strategy3, which looks at
significant infrastructure issues for the council over 30 years, the options for managing
these and implications of the options. Council’s Infrastructure Strategy identifies the
challenges of growth and the focused approach to managing it. It identifies that further
investment will be made in the priority growth areas in the term beyond 2031.

7.

SUMMARY OF
SOLUTIONS

7.1

The aim for Drury is a well-functioning urban environment, with houses and
employment and infrastructure to support it. From my perspective, “how things are paid
for” is at the heart of this discussion as to how to get to Drury to being a thriving, urban
area. The more certainty there is about how infrastructure will be paid for, the more
certainty there will be to developing Drury.

7.2

Having done an extensive analysis of the infrastructure financing and funding tools and
options and comparing this to the required infrastructure there is currently no
infrastructure financing and funding solution for how required infrastructure for Drury
can be provided, whether in the next 4 years (focusing on the period when the required
mitigation works identified in section 4 of Mr Prosser’s report will be needed) or the
next 10 years, including to service the Drury Fast Track Applications. My reasoning for
this is as follows:

3

DRURY

FINANCING

AND

FUNDING

(a)

The infrastructure gap for the next 10 years in Drury is substantial, as outlined
in section 8 below.

(b)

It is highly unlikely the current infrastructure financing and funding tools can
solve this gap in the next 4 years or the next 10 year period, given that:
(i)

The New Zealand Upgrade Programme (NZUP) and LTP/RLTP
(incorporating the Auckland Transport Alignment Project (ATAP))
investment does not provide adequate infrastructure funding to service
the growth that would be enabled by the Drury Fast Track Applications.

(ii)

Council has insufficient borrowing capacity to finance the required
additional infrastructure investment in the short to medium term (or
necessarily the ability to fund this financing).

(iii)

This lack of financing capacity (and funding issues) is likely to persist
and there is currently no alternative process to address the Drury
investment gap and to develop other funding and financing solutions
within 4 or 10 years.

(iv)

The Infrastructure Funding and Financing Act 2020 (IFF Act) could
address a modest part of the infrastructure financing and funding gap.

Section 101B, Local Government Act 2002
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It is unlikely to bridge most of the gap, and requires certainty about the
remaining infrastructure financing and funding solution.
(v)

7.3

There is no overall infrastructure financing and funding solution
including the elements that would normally be covered by Waka Kotahi.

Set out below is further reasoning for the different asset types.
Transport and Funding and Financing

7.4

The Supporting Growth Alliance (SGA) and Auckland Transport (AT) have undertaken
an extensive analysis of the transport infrastructure required in Drury. The Drury
Infrastructure Funding & Financing study (DIFF) study identifies the projects and
network that will provide a safe, public transport-enabled network to support the
existing and new community in Drury. This work has looked at the cumulative needs
of the area. The Drury Infrastructure Funding and Financing (DIFF) study is provided
in Annexure A. The associated estimated costs for the network is provided in
Annexure B.

7.5

The report from Mr Prosser and the information provided in Annexures A and B
explains the infrastructure needs in considerable detail both for Oyster Capital’s
application and for urbanising Drury more broadly. The challenge is how to pay for it.

7.6

The infrastructure financing and funding tools that exist can theoretically deal with this
type of situation. This is through:

7.7

7.8
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(a)

Council financing the money for the infrastructure, building the infrastructure
and repaying the finance through rates (for renewals and level of service
components) and development contributions (for the growth component). Some
components may also be paid via the Regional Fuel Tax (RFT);

(b)

Waka Kotahi financing their share of this infrastructure and repaying the finance
through National Land Transport Fund (NLTF); and

(c)

Developers financing and funding a share of this infrastructure directly.

The problem for the next four and 10 years is that:
(a)

Council and Waka Kotahi cannot finance the infrastructure beyond the $243m
in ATAP/LTP/RLTP;

(b)

NZUP provides for a limited number of projects. It only pays for a small (albeit
important) number of projects required in Drury; and

(c)

The IFF Act will not bridge the gap.

Therefore, there are limited options for a solution for the next four and 10 years:
(a)

Option 1: Developers finance and fund all parts of the infrastructure gap directly.

(b)

Option 2: Some other “pot” of money is found that is currently unknown.

(c)

Option 3: Development occurs without the supporting infrastructure to create
the network outcomes (public transport, safety standards etc.) that are
considered necessary.

(d)

Option 4: Development is not permitted in Drury (though Plan Change or Fast
Track Consent) until there is a genuinely integrated solution that may enable
some additional development in Drury within the next five and 10 years.

Other Infrastructure
7.9

Beyond transport, there is other infrastructure that is needed (stormwater, water,
wastewater, parks, community facilities).

7.10

Some of this infrastructure is known. Some of this infrastructure is unknown and uncosted.
(a)

Stormwater – my understanding is that for the Drury East and Ōpaheke area it
is unknown what the stormwater costs and implications could be. The scale of
the floodplains in this area is significant. The cumulative impacts of
development across this area are unknown, as are the associated costs. There
is no infrastructure financing and funding solution for these unknown costs for
the next 10 years.
(i)

Council has an obligation to consider stormwater management for
catchments of all land users. Running ahead of programmed release of
land can result in inefficient spending due to inappropriate solutions
driven by development pressure that may not be of advantage to all

(b)

Parks and Community Facilities – a high level estimate of what is needed for
the urbanisation of Drury and the costs has been prepared as set out in
Annexure C. The Drury Fast Track Applications will be part of the need to
provide this infrastructure. There is a risk that there will be no infrastructure
financing and funding solution for these costs for the next 10 years particularly
in the first 3 years of this period.

(c)

Water and wastewater – it is understood that Watercare is addressing water
supply and wastewater matters in its comments.

8.

DRURY INFRASTRUCTURE COSTS AND ASSOCIATED FUNDING GAP

8.1

Set out below is an outline of the estimated infrastructure cost associated with the
development of Drury. This provides the detail behind the discussion above and
elsewhere in this report for:
(a)
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The transport projects in terms of costs and the associated infrastructure
financing and funding gaps. This will cover full build out, a 10 year period, and
a four year period, and discussion about this Drury Fast Track Application and
the broader network.

(b)

Other infrastructure required including stormwater, water, wastewater, parks
and community facilities. This will cover costs and the associated financing and
funding gaps.

Transport projects, costs, infrastructure financing and funding implications, and
funding gaps
8.2

The report of Andrew Prosser and the information in Annexures A and B outlines
detailed work undertaken to understand the transport projects, and their costs,
required for this Drury Fast Track Application and also for the cumulative network in
Drury. From this information, I have undertaken an analysis to understand the scale of
the funding gap and the likelihood of there being an infrastructure financing and funding
solution in place within the implementation period of this proposal, the next 10 years
or beyond.

8.3

Set out below are a series of tables to analyse the information. It is noted that:
(a)

All costs are un-escalated based on June 2020 costs. There will be
considerable escalation over the time period being discussed to 2050. This will
increase the scale of the costs, infrastructure financing and funding solution
required, and size of the funding gap.

(b)

NZUP costs have not been included in this discussion. It is assumed that these
are covered by the NZUP funding.

(c)

The projects are all inclusive and do not differentiate about who will pay for
them. The focus is on understanding the full costs & projects, and the full
infrastructure financing & funding solution.

Table 1: Drury Projects by Year required – Full Build Out
8.4

This table shows the costs of the projects that have been identified in the DIFF report
as being required to support the broader development across the wider Drury area:
Drury Full Build Out: Transport Costs from DIFF
Sum of Indicative Cost Range ($m)
Year
Low
High
2022
517
649
2026
308
384
2031
1,031
1,232
2036
1,446
1,730
2041
192
240
2046
118
149
Under construction
94
118
Grand Total
3,706
4,502

8.5
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Funding Gap $m
Low
High

3,369

4,141

This table shows that $3.7b to $4.5b of transport infrastructure is required to 2046 for
the Drury area. This excludes the NZUP projects as they are expected to be provided
separately by the NZUP funding. Of this $3.7b to $4.5b:

8.6

(a)

$94m to $118m is under construction and is assumed to have funding
committed; and

(b)

As noted, $243m is in the current LTP for local roads in Drury agreed as part
of ATAP.

This leaves a funding gap of $3.4b to $4.1b for the build out to 2046.
Table 2 Drury Projects by year required in the first 10 years

8.7

By way of context, this table shows the projects that have been identified in the DIFF
report as being required to support the broader development across the wider Drury
area over the first 10 years to 2031.
Drury first 10 years: Transport Costs from DIFF
Sum of Indicative Cost Range ($m)
Year
Low
High
2022
517
649
2026
308
384
2031
1,031
1,232
Grand Total
1,856
2,265

8.8

1,613

2,022

This table shows that $1.9b to $2.3b of transport infrastructure is required to 2031 for
the Drury area. This excludes the NZUP projects as they are expected to be provided
separately by the NZUP funding. This has been categorised into a hierarchy of types
of roads. Of this:
(a)

$243m is in the current LTP (and RLTP) for local roads in Drury for the period
2021 to 2031. This is phased in the final four years of the RLTP.

(b)

This leaves a funding gap of $1.6b to $2.0b.

(c)

It is both AT’s and the Council’s view that for transport funding for projects
needed in the next 10 years to be regarded as fully committed, it must be
available through one or more of the following:

(d)
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Funding Gap $m
Low
High

(i)

Available in Council’s LTP and identified in the RLTP;

(ii)

Confirmed by the Government in its budget; and

(iii)

Guaranteed via a legally binding agreement with a private entity (or
entities).

These projects include collector roads that are generally expected to be
provided by Developers. My understanding is there are no agreements in place
for developers to provide these collector roads to the scope required. These
are estimated at approx. $500m as is shown in the table below. Therefore, the
funding gap remains at $1.6b to $2.0b. If the developers were to agree to
provide these roads to the necessary scope, there is still a funding gap of $1.1b
to $1.4b.

Drury first 10 years: Transport Costs from DIFF Collectors only
Sum of Indicative Cost Range ($m)
Collector
Low
High
2022
125
160
2026
235
293
2031
109
136
Grand Total
469
589

8.9

I note that within the Drury Fast Track documentation the Applicants have proposed
certain projects that they suggest they may deliver or pay for. At the time of writing this
report there are no agreements in place. From both a practical and legal perspective,
there is a material distinction between offers with no contractual commitments,
discussions about agreements and actual legally binding agreements. Unfortunately,
many offers and discussions do not translate into legally binding agreements.
Table 3: Projects identified as being required for Waihoehoe Precinct

8.10

The report of Mr Prosser discusses the projects that are assessed as being required
to accommodate and mitigate the direct transport effects of Oyster Capital’s proposal
(Waihoehoe Precinct) over the next 4 years. Mr Prosser identifies 13 projects that in
his opinion will be needed prior to s224(c) (essentially within the next four years) to
accommodate and mitigate the direct transport effects of this proposal. Some of the
projects referred to by Mr Prosser form part of Oyster Capital’s proposed mitigation for
Waihoehoe Precinct, however some do not and in some cases Oyster Capital
proposes a hybrid / interim upgrade, which Mr Prosser does not consider to be
sufficient.

8.11

Mr Prosser also identifies an additional 13 DIFF projects which he has identified from
the DIFF report as needed to support Oyster Capital’s Waihoehoe Precinct Fast Track
by 2031 and beyond. I have collated this information with the project cost as outlined
in Annexure B to understand the cost implications and the infrastructure financing and
funding status of these projects, as shown in the tables below.
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Fast Track Waihoehoe Precinct Transport Projects required in
the first 4 years based on Andrew Prosser report to mitigate
the direct transport effects
Projects required for Fast Track Waihoehoe Precinct, first 4
years
Fast Track Waihoehoe Precinct Additional Transport Projects
based on Andrew Prosser report to support the proposed
development. For the period to 2031

Sum of Indicative Cost Range ($m)
Low
201

Low

111
63
174

Sum of Indicative Cost Range ($m)
Low

2026
2031
2036
2046
Grand Total

High
89
50
62
10
211

111
63
78
13
265

These tables show that:
(a)

$201m to $251m of transport projects are required to respond to this Drury Fast
Track within 4 years to mitigate the direct transport effects.

(b)

$139m to $174m of additional transport projects are required to respond to this
Drury Fast Track by 2031 to support the proposed development.

(c)

$72m to $91m of transport projects (additional to the above projects within 10
years) are required to respond to this Drury Fast Track for the period beyond
10 years.

(d)

In the next 10 year period, the transport projects total $340m to $425m,
required by 2032.

(e)

Of these costs that are required in the first 10 years:
(i)

As noted, $243m is in the current LTP (reflected in the RLTP) for local
road improvements in Drury for the period 2021 to 2031. This is phased
in the final four years of the RLTP.

(ii)

In the RLTP, the $243m has been identified “to support the urban
development of Drury including access to new rail stations”.4 This sum
was initially allocated broadly as follows:

RLTP, page 70.
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High
89
50
139

Fast Track Waihoehoe Precinct Additional Transport Projects
based on Andrew Prosser report to support the proposed
development. For the period to 2046

4

251

Sum of Indicative Cost Range ($m)

2026
2031
Grand Total

8.12

High

(A)

Upgrade of GSR intersection and Waihoehoe Road including
the bridge across the rail line ($90m).

(B)

Property liability associated with lodgement of Drury arterials
and stations and opportunities for co-investment ($130m).

(C)

Opportunities for “Park n Ride” enhancements and PT
betterment at stations to support NZUP outcomes ($23m).

It is noted that with the NZUP re-baselining, further analysis is being
undertaken to assess the best use of the $243m. Given the money is
not available until the final four years of the RLTP period (2021-2031),
further assessments will be done between now and then and decisions
made about which local road improvements the $243m will be spent on.

5

(iii)

The transport projects that are identified in the report of Mr Prosser
need funding both within 4 years to mitigate the direct transport effects,
and then by 2031 for the additional projects to support the proposed
development. The sum of $243m in the LTP is only available phased
for the final four years of the RLTP at the earliest so therefore is not
available to support the projects required in the first four years.
However, from the information supplied with the Drury Fast Track
Applications, there is a suggestion that the developers may be willing
to deliver or pay for some parts of these projects. I note from Mr
Prosser’s report that he has estimated that the Oyster Capital developer
funded / delivered projects could total between $121m and $151m.
Again, it is noted that there are no detailed commitments or agreements
to this effect. However, if the applicant were to fund/deliver projects to
this amount then the funding gap for the transport projects required for
Waihoehoe Precinct within 4 years is between $80m and $100m.5

(iv)

For the additional transport projects that are required to respond to
Oyster Capital’s application by 2031, it may be that some part of the
$243m identified in the RLTP can be used for these projects. It is not
certain how this $243m will be allocated. The funding in the RLTP is
identified as “for local road improvements to support the urban
development of Drury including access to new rail stations”. Given the
availability of funding in the latter part of the decade as described
above, there is no certainty in terms of how this money will be used. It
is noted that there are three new stations (Drury Central, Drury West
and Paerata). Therefore, it seems uncertain that all or the majority of
the $243m would be allocated to the projects to respond to this
particular application (or the other Drury Fast Track Applications) given
the number of projects required to support Drury West, Drury East and
Paerata. If for example, 15% of the $243m ($36m) was allocated to
these additional projects required by 2031 then there would be a
funding gap for these transport projects of $103m to $138m. It is noted

Refer to the observation concerning rounding at footnote 1 above.
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that it does not appear that any of the additional projects required by
2031 are included in the Waihoehoe Precinct Fast Track application as
being developer delivered or funded.
(v)

8.13

For the 10 year period (to 2032) for the development mitigation projects
required within 4 years and those additional projects required by 2031,
the funding gap (making some assumptions for the RLTP allocation and
the developer contribution) could be in the order of $182m to $237m.

From my perspective, the transport projects identified for Waihoehoe Precinct and the
availability of a financing and funding solution for them, needs to be considered in the
light of decisions on the other Drury Fast Track Applications. If the Drury Fast Track
Applications are approved, they will have a direct impact on the network needed and
how scarce financing and funding can respond. This is further discussed below. From
an infrastructure financing and funding perspective, it is important that decisions on
development approvals are not made in isolation of each other given the
interconnected nature of the transport network and the scarce financing and funding
options.
Link between Drury Fast Track improvement projects and the cumulative Drury
projects

8.14

The DIFF report discusses the need for providing a broader network that looks at the
cumulative growth across both the development proposals and the wider growth
pressures. There is an equal need for an infrastructure financing and funding solution
for this broader network. Each development in Drury will impact the need for the
broader network and, if approved, will require this network as discussed in the DIFF
report including considerable projects within the next four and 10 years. As such, each
development proposal needs to be considered in terms of how the broader network
can be paid for and when this is likely to occur. Each development proposal is a
beneficiary of the wider network and is dependent on it for the success of a wellfunctioning urban environment. For a well-functioning urban environment there needs
to be:
(a)

An infrastructure financing and funding solution for the early works required for
the Drury Fast Track Applications; and

(b)

An infrastructure financing and funding solution for the broader network that
the Drury Fast Track Applications will benefit from, that they need to pay a
share of and is required for an integrated urban environment. For example,
there will be projects located outside the Drury Fast Track areas that
developers will have to pay a share of. They may not be individually causing
the need for the project, but cumulatively they are a beneficiary and will need
to pay a share.

Summary of the current status of the transport funding gap
8.15
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The current status of the funding gap for this Drury Fast Track application and the
urbanisation of Drury is outlined in the table below:

Summary of the Funding Gap for the urbanisation of Drury (as estimated
through the PPCs 48,49,50,51 and 61)

Funding Gap
Low

High

Drury area transport network: 2021 to 2050

$3.4b

$4.1b

Drury area transport network: 2021 to 2031 (10 years)

$1.6b

$2b

Required by 2031 to support the proposed development
(see assumption in text re use of RLTP $243m)

$0.1b

$0.1b

Required in the first four years to mitigate the direct transport effects

$0.1b

$0.1b

Funding Gap for Fast Track Waihoehoe Precinct projects : first 10 years

$0.2b

$0.2b

Funding Gap for Fast Track Waihoehoe Precinct projects : first 10 years

8.16

I have assessed possible options for bridging the funding gap and this is outlined in
Annexure D: Financing & Funding Tools.

8.17

In conclusion, there is no infrastructure financing & funding solution for Drury in the
next 4 years, 10 years or to full build out. Focusing on Oyster Capital’s proposal, the
Council is not in a position to finance and fund the anticipated shortfall in relation to
transport infrastructure assessed by Mr Prosser as required to mitigate the proposal’s
direct transport effects.

9.

MAINTENANCE AND OPERATING COSTS

9.1

Thus far my report has focused on the Capital Expenditure (Capex) associated with
the infrastructure required in Drury. The issue of maintenance and operating costs
(Opex) must also be addressed. For a complete infrastructure financing and funding
solution for Drury, there needs to be a way to address both the Capex and the Opex.

9.2

The Council LTP provides for $475m of Capex for Drury. It does not assume any
additional Capex (beyond that already identified in the LTP/RLTP) will be spent on
Drury within the period of the LTP (2021 to 2031). The LTP therefore does not provide
for additional Opex to be spent in Drury beyond that to support the $475m Capex
spend.

9.3

If the Drury Fast Track Applications are granted and if, as part of this, additional
infrastructure is built (for example developers build and vest additional infrastructure,
IFF Act is used or an additional “pot” of money appears) there is no current way to pay
for the Opex for these assets. The only course of action for Council is to reallocate
money from another area in Auckland and use it to pay for the Opex on these assets.
This impacts the ratepayers of Auckland.
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10.

FREQUENTLY ASKED QUESTIONS

10.1

A number of questions are frequently asked in relation to infrastructure financing &
funding in Drury. Set out below are a number of responses to these questions:
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FAQ

Response

There is an argument that
may be put forward that
funding
for
transport
infrastructure
will
be
addressed over time as
development progress.

My response is that there is no financing to pay for
infrastructure in the next 10 years. My report has
addressed the financing gap and how each funding tool
interacts with this financing and there is no current
ability to achieve a financing and funding solution for
the infrastructure for at least the next 10 years to cover
the Drury area. If an argument is put forward that paying
for infrastructure is addressed over time, it is unclear
what solution is envisaged that differs from the in-depth
assessments that we have undertaken.

There is an argument that
may be put forward that
development
approvals
occur
prior
to
understanding the funding
solution for the required
infrastructure.

My response is that having development approvals
prior to having a funding solution in place will not alter
the financing and funding that is available. The position
will still be the same - that there will be no ability to pay
for the infrastructure for at least the next 10 years. I
would suggest that the knowledge about the
infrastructure required, and the implications for
financing and funding are far more advanced for Drury,
than may have been the case in other areas proposed
to be developed. This allows the ability to make
decisions cognisant of the infrastructure, the ability to
pay for it, the implications on the ability to achieve a
well-functioning urban environment, and the
implications for the other parts of Auckland.

There is an argument that
may be put forward that
there are a wide variety of
funding options available
to Council to support the
rollout of development in
Drury.

My response is that I have articulated the financing
constraints that Council has for the next 10 years and
the relationship to the funding tools. Without financing,
the infrastructure cannot be paid for.

There is an argument that
may be put forward that
the future Development
Contribution
Policy’s
(including
the
draft
Development
Contributions
Policy

It is noted that future Development Contribution Policy’s
do not in themselves assist in the financing of projects.
For example, the draft Development Contributions
policy consulted on in 2021 for Drury looked at
introducing projects that would be delivered beyond
year 10 (this part of the policy was not adopted as part
of the Contributions Policy and further work is being

FAQ

Response

discussed for Drury in
2021), will provide a
financing
&
funding
solution.

undertaken). The projects consulted on in the draft
Policy were phased from 2032 due to the limitations on
the council’s ability to finance the investment, or fund
the non-DC share, prior to 2031. Therefore, it would
not assist in providing a way to pay for the infrastructure
in the next five or 10 years.
It is also noted, that it is my understanding that when an
application for resource consent is lodged, this locks in
the Development Contribution policy in place at the time
of lodging. This means that applications for resource
consent lodged prior to January 2022 are assessed
under the 2019 Development Contribution Policy in
Drury. The cost of the cumulative network needed in
Drury is largely not included in the 2019 Development
Contribution Policy Therefore, applications lodged prior
to January 2022 will not be paying their fair share of the
cumulative network. If resource consents are granted in
Drury before there is an appropriate Development
Contribution Policy in place, then these consents will
not be paying for the cumulative network that they will
benefit from in future years. This is one of the reasons
that Council proposes ensuring there is an integrated
financing & funding solution for the network in place
before zoning occurs, and to ensure that when resource
consents are granted there is a sound financing &
funding solution and tools in place.
Note: The Fast Track legislation is silent on its
interaction with the Development Contributions Policy.

There is an argument that
may be put forward that if
the Fast Track consents
are granted it will not
impact funding to other
parts of Auckland.
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I would note that there are already substantial trade-offs
throughout Auckland about how to prioritise money
where there is insufficient funding available for all the
new infrastructure that Auckland needs. Adding the
additional Fast Track areas in Drury to the already
limited money that exists in Auckland, without an
infrastructure financing and funding solution for it,
means that the whole of Auckland will likely be
impacted. Allocating the limited money for infrastructure
in Auckland to Drury reduces how much is available
elsewhere in Auckland.

11.

CONCLUSION

11.1

For Drury to be successful as a new town supporting employment and houses,
infrastructure is required that will deliver a well-functioning urban environment. There
is at present a significant gap in the infrastructure funding necessary for both the
infrastructure required for Oyster Capital’s application and for urbanisation in Drury
more broadly. The funding gap over the next 10 years just for the transport
infrastructure required is between $182m and $237m for this Waihoehoe Fast Track
Application. This is made up of a funding gap of between $80m to $100m in the first 4
years to mitigate the direct transport effects for this application, and $103m to $138m
by 2031 for the additional projects identified to support the proposed development. As
addressed in my report, the Council is not in a position to finance and fund any such
shortfall.

11.2

The funding gaps of $80m to $100m within 4 years to mitigate the direct transport
effects, and $182m and $237m within 10 years, are focused on enabling and mitigating
the effects of this Drury Fast Track Application. The nature of transport projects is that
they must consider more than just one individual development. It can be assumed that
if the Drury Fast Tracks were considered together, the transport projects required, and
the funding gap would be higher. The funding gap over the next 10 years to support
urbanisation in Drury as estimated through the plan changes in Drury East and Drury
West (PPCs 48, 49, 50, 51 and 61) just for the transport infrastructure required is
estimated at between $1.6b and $2.0b.

11.3

There currently is no solution to finance and fund the infrastructure for this Drury Fast
Track Application or for the wider Drury area, in the next 4 or 10 years and there is no
defined solution over the long term. In my view, it is inappropriate to assume that if
development approvals are granted, the infrastructure will follow. Assuming that the
infrastructure financing and funding will be provided later, is a presumptive
assumption. Where the sums of money are small maybe this is possible. This is not
the case in Drury where the sums are very large.

11.4

Where the sums of money are large and where there are large elements of
“cumulative” infrastructure needed, as an expert in infrastructure financing & funding,
I would consider it cannot be prudently assumed that a financing & funding solution
can be achieved for at least the next 10 year period.

11.5

There are examples throughout Auckland where growth has been provided for and it
has been expected that the funding solution for the infrastructure to support the growth
will be “solved” simply because growth is happening. This has not occurred and poor
urban outcomes are resulting.

11.6

In my opinion, allowing the Drury Fast Track Applications to proceed without a plan for
how the necessary infrastructure can be financed and funded within the foreseeable
future, presents a significant risk that the growth will be effectively orphaned without
suitable infrastructure. Integrated planning of land use and infrastructure financing and
funding is needed for Drury.

11.7

Any decision to allow growth through the approval of this application, prior to a solution
for infrastructure financing and funding, will be forcing an infrastructure expectation
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onto Council (and Crown) without a plan for how it is to be paid for. This expectation
will in turn fall onto rate payers, and potentially landowners and homeowners, in a
manner where there is no clear ability to pay. This has Auckland wide implications
given the scarce nature of funding available for infrastructure.
11.8

Allowing development to proceed now will impact and limit options for financing and
funding. It will also impact the ability to pay for infrastructure elsewhere in Auckland.
Money for infrastructure is a highly scarce resource and from Council’s perspective,
careful choices are needed to ensure the most efficient and effective allocation of this
scare resource, for Aucklanders and also for New Zealanders. This is one of the
reasons that Council proposes ensuring there is an integrated financing & funding
solution for the network in place before zoning occurs, and to ensure that when
resource consents are granted there is a sound financing & funding solution and tools
in place.

11.9

Council is (and has been for several years) actively looking at ways to finance and fund
infrastructure in Drury. However, no resolution has been reached, and there is no
certainty as to when a solution may be found. The scale of the infrastructure financing
and funding required for Drury is very large.

11.10 Council is committed to trying to find a solution to the infrastructure funding and
financing issues facing Drury. However, infrastructure funding and financing is
complex and requires the coordination of many stakeholders and processes across
the many funding and financing tools that can be used. Work on what the long term
solution is for the infrastructure financing and funding is still ongoing. Council family
commits to the identified investment required to support development in Drury, but due
to current budget constraints, this will be over a longer period than the current 10-year
Budget. To support earlier development of parts of the area, Council will continue to
work with Crown to explore opportunities to accelerate the provision of some
infrastructure components.
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4. Earthworks, Streamworks, and Ecology
Statement prepared by: Jason Smith, Auckland Council’s Consultant Earthworks, Streamworks,
and Ecology Specialist, Morphum Limited
Qualification: Bachelor of Science with Honours (Geography)
Overall Summary:
A.

The Applicant is seeking multiple consents, including regional earthworks, streamworks, as well
as, consents relating to vegetation management and biodiversity under the Auckland Unitary
Plan: Operative in Part (AUP:OP) and the National Environmental Standards for Freshwater
(2020) (NES:FW), to facilitate 34.65 ha of urban development and supporting infrastructure.

B.

A description of the proposed activities as they relate to the matters considered in this technical
assessment is provided in the following documents:
(a)

‘Waihoehoe Precinct Project Statutory Analysis and Assessment of Environmental
Effects Under the Covid-19 Recovery (Fast-Track Consenting) Act 2020’, report
prepared by Barkers & Associates, dated December 2021 (herein Application
Report).

(b)

‘Infrastructure Report Waihoehoe Precinct’, report prepared by Crang Civil Consulting
Engineers, dated May 2021 (herein Infrastructure Report).

(c)

‘Waihoehoe Precinct Ecology AEE’, report prepared by Freshwater Solutions, dated
November 2021 (herein EcIA).

(d)

‘The Waihoehoe Precinct Stormwater Assessment’, report prepared by Tonkin &
Taylor, dated November 2021 (herein Stormwater Assessment).

(e)

‘Rules Assessment’, memorandum prepared by Barker & Associates, undated.

(f)

‘Objectives and Policies Assessment’, memorandum prepared by Barker & Associates,
undated.

(g)

‘Waihoehoe Precinct – Proposed Conditions of Consent, date and author unknown.

(h)

The drawing set: Oyster Capital Ltd The Waihoehoe Precinct, plans prepared by Crang
Civil Consulting Engineers, revision F, November 2021, marked: Consent Issue.

C.
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In brief:

(a)

The earthworks proposed (top-soil and clay) include approximately 57,270 m3 of cutto-fill, 118,310 m3 of imported fill and 37,750 m3 of cut-to-waste over approximately 29.3
ha. (The figures used here combine the topsoil and clay figures stipulated in the
Infrastructure Report)

(b)

The streamworks, for which consent is sought, consist of the reclamation of 59 m of
Stream E (equal to 18.5 m2 of intermittent stream bed), into a proposed 127 m long
channel (to be created as part of these works); and the construction of a culverts greater
than 30 m. The ‘reclamation’ of 5.4 m2 of Stream A is also proposed for rock riprap at
the stormwater outfall’s outlet (this is discussed further below).

(c)

Additional streamworks proposed include a new pedestrian bridge, two new bridges,
multiple stormwater outfalls, and an on-line dam. The removal of two ponds and
multiple existing culverts is also proposed.

(d)

The new culverts would not meet the fish passage conditions of Regulation 70(2) of the
NES:FW.

(e)

Earthworks and vegetation clearance are proposed within the 10 m setback of the
identified wetlands.

(f)

Erosion and sediment controls and stormwater management solutions are proposed
within 100 m of the wetlands that involve the diversion and discharge of water.

(g)

D.

A new on-stream dam is proposed.

The reasons for consent also identifies vegetation clearance within 20 m of the watercourses,
although the exact species and scale of vegetation to be cleared is not specifically reported.

E.

Section 4 and 6 of the EcIA provides a description of the subject site. As it relates to terrestrial
ecology the site description is considered sufficiently accurate for the purposes of informing the
technical assessment. However, as outlined further below, concern is expressed in regard to
the description of the site’s freshwater watercourse classifications.

F.

As noted in the Application Report, the subject site is within the Private Plan Change 50
(PPC50) area. At the time of this technical assessment a decision for PPC50 has not been
made. As such, the PPC50 provisions do not have any legal effect. In the event that PPC50
were to be approved then an update to this technical assessment may be required, depending
on the decisions made in regard to the rules relating to streamworks and the requirements for
riparian planting that may be contained within PPC50.
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G.

Section 7.3 of the Application Report identifies reasons for consent under the NES:FW.
Regulations 54 (a-c), 57 and 71 have been identified. The reasons for consent are considered
correct. However, it is not clear as to which permitted activity condition(s) of Regulation 70(2)
are not met due to the lack of design information provided for the culverts.

H.

Section 7.4 of the Application Report identifies reasons for consent under the AUP:OP.
(a)

In respect to chapter E3 consent is required under rules A19, A33 and A49.

(b)

In respect to chapter E7 consent is required under rule A35.

(c)

In respect to E11 the reasons for consent are given as A5 and A9. However, it is
considered that consent is only required under the provisions of A9 as the earthworks
are within the Sediment Control Protection Area.

(d)

In respect to E15 the reasons for consent are given as A16 and A18, which are
considered accurate.

I.

As shown in the engineering drawings, there are additional activities proposed within, or within
close proximity to the identified wetlands including, two ‘bridges’ within and over wetland 1, a
pedestrian bridge that crosses wetland 2, and a footpath within proximity to wetland 3. For these
activities there may be additional reasons for consent under both the NES:FW and AUP:OP.

J.

The bridges within wetland 1 are of specific concern. As assessed in further detail below, based
on the engineering designs provided and the description of the wetland hydrology provided in
the application material, the works within the wetland may result in the partial drainage of the
wetland, a prohibited activity under Regulation 53 of the NES:FW.

K.

Consent may also be required under Regulation 42 of the NES:FW for the construction of a
wetland utility structure for the pedestrian bridge and footpath (depending on the setback
distance from the wetland).

L.

Consent may also be required under Regulation 52 of the NES:FW for construction of
attenuation basin 1 if the works cause the drainage or partial drainage of wetland 1.

M.

The Rules Assessment states that the stormwater outfalls will meet the permitted activity
standards under E3 of the AUP:OP; however, there is a lack of supporting detail to confirm this
assessment. No assessment for reasons of consent or permitted activity assessment has been
provided for the bridges over wetland 1, the pedestrian bridge over wetland 2, or the footpath
in proximity to wetland 3 under AUP:OP.

N.

A boardwalk is also shown in the engineering plan set provided. Depending on the time this
channel becomes ‘live’ the provisions of E3 of the AUP:OP could apply; however no reasons
for consent, or a permitted activity assessment has been provided. A second culvert is also
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proposed on stream A, under road 22, and no assessment against the permitted activity
standards of this culvert or reasons for consent is provided with the application material.
O.

The application has applied for consent for reclamation of stream H for the riprap placement
within the stream. Riprap is not normally considered the same as reclamation, as freshwater
habitat and ecological functions are maintained, albeit modified from the existing natural stream
condition. It is not clear where on stream H this structure is located (likely associated with the
outfall from attenuation basin 1), in which case it would be associated with that structure.

P.

Section 10 of the Application Report identifies and assesses the actual and potential effects of
the proposed activities. As relevant to the matters considered in this technical assessment,
section 10 of the Application Report notes effects relating to earthworks and construction,
ecological values and the damming of water are also noted.

Earthworks and Construction Effects
To address the effects associated with the earthworks (being a discharge of sediment to the receiving
environment) the application material includes a series of Erosion and Sediment Control Plans (ESCPs)
to limit the potential for erosion to occur and to manage potential sediment discharges. The ESCP is
assessed here against Auckland Council’s Guideline Document 2016/005 Erosion and Sediment
Control Guide for Land Disturbing Activities in the Auckland Region (GD05), the relevant technical
guideline appropriate for the Auckland Region.
The ESCP submitted with the application demonstrates the use of a range of erosion and sediment
control methods that would be suitable for controlling bulk earthworks of this nature. However, there
are a number of concerns with the ESCP with respect to site-specific and technical details. There are
numerous technical details that would need to be addressed before this ESCP was implemented to
ensure the effects of the works would be appropriately managed. Pertinent examples include:
1)

Sediment control for attenuation basin 1 is proposed to be achieved by the use of a Decanting
Earth Bund (DEB18), which as shown is treating flows to a catchment of 0.3 ha, the maximum
contributing catchment as recommended in GD05; however, attenuation basin 1 is receiving
flows from sediment control devices controlling up-gradient earthworks areas (DEBs 2,3,4 and
5, as well as Sediment Retention Pond 5 (SRP5)). Depending on the timing, the actual
contributing catchment to DEB18 may be larger than what is recognised and in the event of a
discharge from the up-gradient controls, could become overwhelmed. It is also noted that the
location of DEB18 is also where a dam would need to be formed and it is not clear if or how this
has been taken into account.

2)

A retaining wall and stormwater outfall is proposed, in an area of fill earthworks, on the eastern
edge of wetland 2. Dirty water is proposed to be conveyed from this area to SRP1. Based on
the design drawings, it would need to be questioned how it would be ensured that there is
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physically enough room to construct such the dirty water diversion without intruding into the
wetland, especially given the slope of the earthwork batters in this location and the fall that
would need to be achieved and maintained throughout to ensure flows are conveyed to SRP1.
3)

The use of the Super Silt Fence to control the pathway construction is inconsistent with GD05
specifications. Super Silt Fences should be installed along the contour to ensure that flows pool
against the fence material evenly to allow time for sediment to fall out if suspension. Installing
a Super Silt Fence as shown would lead to flows pooling in concentrated areas which could
overwhelm the device. A similar concern is noted for where the Super Silt Fence is proposed
in the concentrated flow path at the outfall of SRP1. Furthermore, given the amount of
disturbance that would be required to properly construct the Super Silt Fence, it would not be
considered the most practical option and methodological controls such as the use of a cut-andcover methodology should be considered.

Given the that the earthworks include installation of infrastructure, it is expected that trenching
earthworks and associated dewatering would be undertaken. Trenching requires a different
methodology and on site management than the bulk earthworks on which the application material is
based.
For the earthworks, it is considered that the earthworks could be controlled by erosion and sediment
controls in accordance with GD05. Should consent be granted, an ESCP prepared by a suitably
qualified and experience professional would need to be provided and certified by Council ahead of the
commencement of works to confirm that this is the case. As such, a recommendation for a finalised
erosion and sediment control plan has been included in Section 11 of the Council’s response.
Section 11 of the Council’s response contains a series of recommendations for further conditions of
consent, and discussion on the draft recommended conditions of consent put forth by the applicant. As
it relates to bulk earthworks, it is also considered necessary to recommend an Adaptive Management
Plan (AMP) due to the size of the earthworks as well as the recognised potential for nearby earthworks
of a similar scale occurring at a similar time which is consistent with Auckland Council guidance 1.
Appendix G to the Infrastructure Report ‘stream works construction staging methodology’, provides a
high-level conceptual dam-and-divert methodology for undertaking streamworks. The methodology
provided is not specific to any of the proposed activities or structures. A dam-and-divert methodology
of the nature described would generally be suitable for use constructing the proposed culverts. The
methodology provided would not be suitable for the proposed bridge works, would need substantial
refinement before being utilised in the stream reclamation / diversion works or the reshaping of pond 2
and would be in excess of what would be required for installing stormwater outfalls.

Auckland Council. 2020. Erosion and Sediment Control Adaptive Management Plan Guidance Document Report
to support preparation of Adaptive Management Plans RC 3.2.22 July 2020

1
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The methodology lacks specificity, even a high-level methodology would generally be expected to
include a limit on the length of stream disturbance at any one time, the duration of that disturbance,
stipulation of what constitutes a ‘heavy rainfall event’ and identify appropriate contingency measures.
Streamworks of the nature described above are common in the Auckland Region, and the details sought
could be provided through a finalised streamworks management plan. However, such an approach
would not be supported in this instance without the further information to address the concerns.
Section 3.2.1 of the Infrastructure Report states that a specific methodology for the construction of the
bridges at wetland 1 at the time of Engineering Plan Approval. This is not supported. Both the EcIA and
Stormwater Assessment consider it likely that wetland 1 is fed primarily by surface water flows As shown
in plan C350, the bridge abutments would be located in the wetland (contrary to the multiple statements
that works wouldn’t be required in the wetland), and also up-gradient from the wetland which would
divert surface flows away from the portion of the wetland beneath the bridge , which could potentially
drain these parts of the wetland where the abatements are located. It is also noted that as described in
the application material wetland 1 is likely to have been induced by the water level of pond 1.
Pond 1 is proposed to be reshaped into attenuation basin 1, and as described in the Dam Scope
Assessment – Attenuation Basin 1 (Appendix F to the Stormwater Assessment), the construction of the
dam face will require excavation down to native rock parent ground material (approximately 2 m). No
streamworks methodology has been provided for the dam face construction; however, any works would
likely require the dewatering of the existing pond, lowering the water level therein, and potentially
draining the water level within wetland 1. No estimated duration has been provided for this work. The
application material states that the water level in attenuation basin 1 would be maintained to maintain
wetland 1 existing hydrology, but confidence in this statement, without first addressing how this would
be achieved during construction, is low.
Section 3.2.2 of the Infrastructure Report states that the pedestrian/cycle bridge will be prepared with
abutments outside of the wetland and would likely be of piled construction. This is in contrast to plan
C710 which show abutments in wetland 2.
There remains significant uncertainty on the streamworks proposed, due to the inconsistencies within
the application material; and, correspondingly a degree of uncertainty of the environmental effects that
could potentially result.
Freshwater Ecological Effects - Streams
The Application Report recognises that that sediment from the bulk earthworks could impact upon water
quality in the receiving environment (although the assessment conflates measures proposed to address
water quality with other hydrological components); and that the streamworks could potentially harm
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native freshwater fish. The EcIA also recognises that diversion of the stream and construction of
attenuation basin 1 over pond 1 represents the modification of aquatic habitat. The culverts would also
be considered to modify aquatic habitat and reclamation results in the permanent loss of aquatic habitat.
There is concern with the reporting in the EcIA as it relates to the stream freshwater ecological matters.
In brief:
-

The application material considers the two ponds within the site as artificial. However, based
on the historical aerial imagery provided in the EcIA there would appear to have been a channel
in the locations of ponds 1 and 2 prior to the formation of the ponds. For pond 2 there remains
up-stream existing intermittent stream (stream A) and for pond 1, the intermittent stream starts
immediately below the dam face. These factors lead to this review consider that both ponds 1
and 2 should be considered as a modified element of a natural stream. Regardless, Auckland
Council’s interpretation would also be that consent is required for the works to/within these
ponds as they would meet the definition of a ‘lake’ under the Resource Management Act.
The EcIA states that the Wetland Delineation Protocols 2 has been applied to the site, as the

-

applicant’s ecologist understood them at the time (April 2021, note the EcIA is dated November
2021). However, as described previously, there is some doubt if the wetland delineation
protocols have been applied correctly. Whilst a number of plots were sampled the location of
these plots is not given, and as described in the EcIA would appear to have been selected at
random rather than started in the centre of the wetland and extended out until the assessment
demonstrated a lack of wetland features to delineate the wetland boundary.
-

No evidence has been provided for the vegetation plots or soil indicators which would be
expected and required to support the assessment.

-

Minimal design detail for the culverts has been provided. Beyond the reasons for consent (that
one culvert is over 30 m in length and does not meet the conditions of Regulation 70(2) of the
NES:FW in relation to fish passage), the only information provided is in plans C464 where the
culvert is noted as 1200 mm in diameter; and C406 where a second culvert is given as 21.5 m
long.

-

The Microsoft Excel calculators for the Stream Ecological Valuations (SEVs) have not been
provided for review. Provision of SEV calculators is standard practice to ensure the SEV
methodology has been applied appropriately.

-

The culverts have not been considered in the SEV impact assessment. Standard practice
applied in the Auckland Region would be to consider the entire stream bed impacted by the
culverts.

-

The SEV assumptions has considered the potential value associated with the stream as having
a maximum of 10 m of riparian planting either side of the stream. However, the land is currently

2

Ministry for the Environment. 2020. Wetland delineation protocols. Wellington: Ministry for the Environment
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zoned future urban, where the riparian yard is 20m, not 10 m as stated in section 9.9 of the
EcIA. The potential value of the stream should be considered with 20 m of riparian planting
which would lead to a substantial increase in the SEVi-P value (an input to the Ecological
Compensation Ratio (ECR) which would subsequently have to be recalculated).

All of the above, in addition to the effects on the wetlands noted earlier in the assessment, are
considered to lead to an underreporting of the impacts and potential effects as they relate to freshwater
ecological matters. Furthermore, there has been no demonstration of ‘functional need’ 3 or
demonstration that the ‘effects management hierarchy’ has been applied in accordance with policies 17
and 18 of the AUP:OP and policies 6 and 7 of the National Policy Statement for Freshwater
Management (2020)(NPS:FM). Whilst the need for roading to support the development of the site and
wider area is not disputed, the reason given for the reclamation of stream E is efficient use of the land
(6.2.3 of the Application Report).
The application includes stream enhancements. Enhancements proposed include planting the riparian
margins of streams (including the diversion channel) and wetlands as well as the daylighting of
numerous Novacoil piped streams (stream H, I, J and part of A). The Application Report considers that
fish passage will be maintained and also improved through the removal of existing farm culverts, the
number, location and degree to which these culverts prevent fish passage is not reported. The
statement in the Application Report contradicts the application material (including the Application Report
itself) as the proposed culverts are reported as not providing fish passage in accordance with the
conditions of Regulation 70(2) of the NES:FW and consent has been applied for on this basis.
It is unclear what condition is not being met and accordingly what the effect on fish passage would be.
The application material also considers that fish passage will be provided for, through attenuation basin
1; however, there is no design information provided in this regard. Providing fish passage through to
attenuation basin 1 would require fish to scale the outlet pipe, vertical man-hole and inlet conduits;
which would be considered difficult to achieve and any retro-fit option may have consequences on
design capacity of these engineering assets.
The calculations provided in the EcIA show that the ECR has been calculated and applied correctly as
it relates to the stream reclamation and relying on the given SEV values. However, as noted above, the
SEV values used in this calculation may be underreporting the loss of potential values, and not all
impacts have been considered. It is also noted that there is a discrepancy in the stream morphology
details reported in the SEV/ECR assessment, the impact stream length given as longer than what is
reported elsewhere (based on not having been updated across multiple design iterations), the width of
the stream diversion channel in the SEV/ECR assessment is reported 0.38 m, narrower than the 0.75

Auckland Council provides guidance on demonstrating functional need in: Auckland Council National Policy
Statement for Freshwater Management 2020 Practice and Guidance note National Policy Statement for Freshwater
Management 2020 What is a Functional Need?

3
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m shown in the engineering plans (C467), which could further undermine a number of the SEVm-P
assumptions such as the shading of the stream channel. That new stream extent is to be created (length
and area) in excess of what is to be reclaimed is consistently reported across all of the application
material.
The scope of this review included a specific request that an assessment be made as to whether the
quantum of offsetting proposed would be sufficient to address the effects. Such an assessment cannot
be provided with confidence due to the lack of detail regarding the impacts (both in terms of streams
and wetlands), and lack of confidence in the SEV values used.
It is not considered appropriate for a condition for fish passage to be provided through the structures
without information to confirm that this can be achieved and has been incorporated into the design at
the resource consenting stage.
The application material includes a recommendation for native freshwater fish relocation plan to be
prepared and implemented prior to streamworks. As the EcIA has noted observations of native
freshwater fish in the Waihoehoe Stream and assessed the watercourses onsite as potentially providing
aquatic habitat, this recommendation is supported.
Terrestrial Ecological Effects
The Application Report recognises that the loss of vegetation represents a loss of habitat for native
fauna. The EcIA describes the vegetation of the site as:
Terrestrial vegetation within the site was characterised by pasture used to graze sheep
and cattle with shelterbelts and amenity gardens. Very little indigenous vegetation
occurs within the site aside from occasional natives around dwellings and a small area
of native planting along fence lines north and east of Pond P1.
The species found are detailed in the EcIA, which along with the aerial imagery provided is considered
sufficient to support the description of the sites ecological values as low.
Whilst no detail fauna surveys have been undertaken the EcIA comments that the site could potentially
support native herpetofauna (copper and ornate skinks), a range of common avifauna, as well as, a
number avifauna species of conservation interest in proximity to the site. The EcIA considers the site is
unlikely to provide any roosting habitat for native bats. Given the description of habitat available within
the site, this assessment is supported.
The EcIA recommends a series of commonly applied mitigation measures in relation to the potential for
direct disturbance to native fauna that are included in the draft recommended conditions of consent.
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The recommendations include for lizard management plan implemented prior to earthworks being
undertaken and for a nesting bird survey if vegetation clearance is proposed within the bird breeding
season. Such surveys and relocations or avoidance align with standard practice and would be
supported. It is also standard practice that if any nesting birds are identified within the vegetation
proposed to be cleared that an exclusion zone of 10 m is established to excluded works within proximity
of the nest until the chicks have fledged. A recommendation to this effect has been recommended in
Section 11 of the Council’s response.
The proposed riparian planting would improve the habitat quality and quantity for native fauna through
the site.
National Environmental Standard: Freshwater
It is usual for assessment of resources consents under the NES:FW to be framed in regard to the
compulsory biophysical values set out in Appendix 1A of the NPS:FM, being: water quality, water
quantity, habitat, aquatic life and ecological processes. The assessment below is provided based on
the ecological material submitted within the application material. The assessment below should be
considered in conjunction with the technical input of other specialists reviewing the application, in
particular the stormwater specialist with regard to water quality and quantity post-development and also
cognisant on the impacts on the wetlands not having been properly considered in full (as assessed
above).
As recognised in the Stormwater Assessment, the development of the site for urban purposes has
potential to generate a range of urban contaminants that could be discharged to the wetlands. A range
of stormwater quality measures are proposed within the application material to address this concern.
On the basis that the stormwater solutions for the site are prepared in accordance with best practice
methodologies, then water quality from impervious surfaces would result in a negligible effect.
Potential changes would need to be assessed given the current ecological values of the wetland which
has, as described in the EcIA, adjusted to reflect the sites historical and existing use for agriculture,
which generates a range of pollutants and is not currently subject to any treatment or stock exclusions.
The riparian planting around the wetland as proposed within the application material would likely
improve water quality within the wetland in the longer term, with an increase in riparian cover improving
several ecological functions such as water temperature control and the filtration of overland flows
generated within the catchment.
The Application Report recognises potential effects associated with the damming of the water within
attenuation basin 1, the assessment is limited to engineering/hazard matters and does not consider the
ecological effects of this. Some commentary in this regard has been provided in the Stormwater
Assessment, which recognises that ponded water in stormwater management devices can lead to
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increased water temperatures. The Stormwater Assessment goes on to consider this a negligible effect,
due to the shading provided by the proposed vegetation around wetland 1. Given the wetland 1’s current
lack of shading this conclusion is supported.
The use of sediment controls would change the hydrological regime to wetland 1 through the temporary
impoundment of surface flows during the earthworks. A timeframe for the earthworks within the
catchments of the wetlands has not been specifically stated, however, the bulk earthworks would take
place within one or two earthwork seasons. The temporary impoundment of surface flows, for treatment,
would delay these flows reaching the wetland. This temporary impoundment of flows, to allow for
suspended sediment to fall out of suspension, is considered to be counter-balanced by the construction
and maintenance of the erosion and sediment controls which function to minimise sediment discharges
from the works, and subsequent effects on water quality.
The dewatering of pond 1 to form attenuation basin 1 would also likely change the hydrology of wetland
1. As no streamworks methodology for this work has been provided the duration of this change during
construction is uncertain but could potentially be the duration of the works (2 years).
Post-construction, the stormwater management for the site has been assessed as hydrologically neutral
in regards to the wetlands, and the catchments contributing surface water to the wetlands are negligible;
the assessment does not consider the potential impacts from the bridges in diverting surface flows.
As noted above it is unclear how fish passage would be maintained through the dam at attenuation
basin 1 through to wetland 1. Although wetland 1 currently does not provide aquatic habitat; attenuation
basin 1 would be on-line and would influence the water level within wetland 1 and any aquatic habitat
in the future.
Overall, the proposal is unlikely to result in noticeable water quality effects. However, the effects on
water quantity are uncertain; as such there may be an effect on the habitat values for aquatic life in the
wetlands as well as other indigenous biodiversity.
The recommended draft conditions of consent refer to the mandatory conditions of consent required by
the NES:FW in relation to the proposed culverts. Further commentary is provided on this in Section 11
of the Council’s response. Note that in this assessment the ‘weir’ proposed (being the emergency
outfall of the attenuation basins) is not considered a weir for the purposes of the NES:FW as the
structure is the overflow outlet, usual stream flows will be through the primary spillway (which in this
case is the manhole riser).
Conclusions
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It is considered that the application material provides sufficient information to understand the proposed
activities and associated environmental impacts for the proposed earthworks and vegetation removal.
Earthworks
For the proposed earthworks, standard erosion and sediment control measures could be designed and
implemented in accordance with industry best practice. Provided the erosion and sediment control
methodology follows an ESCP prepared by a suitably qualified professional and is implemented
appropriately (including the Adaptive Management Plan as recommended in Section 11 of the Council’s
response) it is considered that the potential sediment related effects resulting from the proposed
earthworks could be appropriately managed.
Vegetation Management and Biodiversity
For the proposed vegetation removal and associated effects on native terrestrial fauna, provided the
works are conducted in a manner consistent with the application material, it is considered that the
potential effects arising from the development can be appropriately managed.
Streamworks
For the proposed streamworks, it is considered that:
-

The pond classifications are uncertain.

-

The freshwater ecological effects are under-represented due to a lack of detail regarding the
construction methods, culverts, the structures within wetlands 1 and 2 as well as the degree of
fish passage that would be provided.

-

There is a low confidence that the SEV methodology has been applied correctly to all of the
activities.

National Environmental Standard: Freshwater
The effects of the proposed works on the water quantity within wetlands 1 and 2 is uncertain. Regulation
53 of the NES:FW (which prescribes prohibited activities) may apply to the proposed activities due to
the proposed works within the wetlands. Correspondingly there is an uncertain effect on ecological
processes, including the habitat provisioning functions for indigenous biodiversity. Water quality to the
wetlands would at least be maintained if not improved.

Given the above, an assessment of the nature of the effects, and the adequacy of the measures put
forth in the application material to address the effects, cannot be formed. As such there is reason to
decline consent.
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5. Urban Design
Statement prepared by: Lisa Mein, Auckland Council’s Consultant Urban Design Specialist,
MUDP Limited
Qualification: Master of Arts (Urban Design); Bachelor of Planning

Overall Summary:
The site comprises 34.65 ha of land, located to the immediate north of Waihoehoe Road and east of
the Main Trunk Railway line. The site and its surrounding area are all zoned Future Urban Zone (FUZ)
in the Auckland Unitary Plan (AUP). I note that while the application requires resource consent as a
non-complying activity for residential development on land zoned FUZ, the proposed subdivision layout
and medium-high intensity residential land uses are largely consistent with the intent of the DruryOpāheke Structure Plan, which anticipates medium to higher density residential development in this
locality due to its proximity to the centre and the proposed Drury rail station.
The site forms part of a larger land area, of approximately 49 ha, currently subject to Private Plane
Change 50 (PPC50) – Waihoehoe Precinct, which seeks to zone the land as Residential – Terrace
Housing and Apartment Buildings zone (THAB). While this has not been made operative (and currently
has no legal status), it provides a useful reference as a masterplan was prepared for the whole of the
PPC50 area. The proposed development is consistent with the intent of PPC50.
The first stage of the development, being the eastern-most section of the development site comprising
parts of 116, 136 and 140 Waihoehoe Road, has been comprehensively master planned. The first stage
includes subdivision of the site followed by construction of 357 dwellings at one residential dwelling per
lot. These are proposed to be a combination of detached (49 dwellings) and duplexes/ terrace houses
(308 terrace dwellings – although this are a mix of planned and unplanned). Architectural plans are
provided for blocks of terrace houses, showing the location of the plans and other similar blocks. These
give some certainty around the form of development and are discussed in more detail below. Nine
residential superlots are also proposed, on 76 and 76a Waihoehoe Road for future residential
development, with proposed open space occupying much of the northern part of the application site
(parts of 76a and 116 Waihoehoe Road).
I concur with section 5.3 of the Urban Design Assessment report (Appendix 16 of the application
material), that the proposed superlot configuration generally responds well to the identified constraints
and opportunities including the streams and wetlands and the fixed location of the north-south arterial
route (extension of Fitzgerald Road). I also agree that the masterplan for stage one provides for:
•
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a relatively fine-grained urban block structure which supports walking and cycling;

•

a variety of building forms that respond positively to the varying street contexts, provide informal
surveillance over public spaces and streets, and are generally consistent with good urban
design practice;

•

future residential superlots of a suitable shape, orientation and size to enable a wide variety of
more intensive housing typologies;

•

open spaces that will enhance existing stream corridors and that will provide some degree of
passive recreational amenity for this development and future intensive residential
developments.

However, I consider it unfortunate that the application site excludes some of the parcels within the wider
PPC50 area, such as 112 Waihoehoe Road and a number of the smaller parcels between the railway
line and 76 Waihoehoe Road, as this somewhat stymies the connectivity proposed and intended by the
masterplan for PPC50. In this application this results in what appears to be a relatively linear
development characterised by a number of cul-de-sacs rather than connected east-west routes.
Furthermore, I find I do not agree with the Urban Design Assessment that the masterplan has created
a block structure with good solar orientation. In my opinion, the proposed layout results in several southfacing lots which is sub-optimal from a liveability perspective. Those east-west facing lots that are
offered are predominantly fronting onto either arterial or collector roads and accessed via rear lanes,
which is acceptable from an urban design perspective, but will require careful consideration of the
ongoing maintenance and safety of these.
In order to provide a clear and logical commentary, I have adopted similar headings to the applicant’s
Urban Design Assessment report. These are set out below.
Residential Street Network and Block Structure
In terms of the street network, I appreciate the focus has been on extending Fitzgerald Road through
the site to enable a strong north-south axis. I also note a limited number of lots are proposed to be
vested with the Council for road reserve (lots 502, 507, 509, 511 and lots 1016, 1018, 1020 and 1022)
to support east-west connections. However, in my view by developing this site in advance of zoning
and the provision of infrastructure, the intent of the masterplan for a well-connected street network is
compromised, resulting in a number of cul-de-sacs that are reliant on narrow access lots to provide a
greater degree of connectivity.
Overall, the masterplan proposes a relatively fine-grained block structure. I am supportive of the shape
and orientation of the superlots for the subsequent phases as I consider these will enable a good
orientation for most lots. However, I am concerned at the number of south-facing lots created by the
proposed layout. The urban design assessment report suggests this is mitigated by the 7.5m depth of
the rear yards, however as all the dwellings are two-storey in height there will be limited sunlight access
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for large parts of the year. This could have been avoided by reorientating more of the lots towards the
north-south streets, to create a greater number of east-west facing lots and in turn reduce or remove
south-facing lots. Therefore, I am unable to support the layout, for the first phase, as presented and
consider this requires reconfiguration to create better living environments.
Open Space Provision
A large area of open space is proposed along the northern extent of the site, parts of 76a and 116
Waihoehoe Road, largely due to the extent of watercourses (including Waihoihoi Stream) and floodplain
in that locality (refer to Appendix 15 to the application). This has been designed as a passive recreation
area, with paths proposed around the wetland areas and meandering through the open space with
connections to the public street network. Public road frontage is provided along most of the southern
extent of this open space. Notwithstanding input from Auckland Council Parks, from an urban design
perspective this will provide passive recreational amenity for residents of the proposed development
and future developments within the vicinity.
Other open space areas are provided adjacent to the watercourses, wetlands or in attenuation basins
as stormwater reserves, which offer a planted outlook and visual amenity to dwellings, as opposed to
serving any recreational function.
As noted within the urban design assessment, the proposed development also includes a number of
pedestrian accessways. I note these are of a generous width of 5m, which may enable some planting
on either side and are fronted by the six ‘through site lots’ (36, 52, 161, 190, 216 and 287). I note plans
have been provided within Appendix 12b indicating a standalone dwelling with the primary outlook and
principal living spaces overlooking the accessway as well as either a front road or rear lane, which is
positive from the perspective of informal surveillance and safety of those using the public spaces. It will
be important to maintain a balance between safety within the public spaces and privacy for those
dwellings, given that they have ‘public frontages’ on three of their four boundaries. I understand from
the information provided that the ‘through site lots’ are required to go through a design certification
process at the building consent stage and be designed and built, in accordance with the design manual
(Appendix 9). The design manual is fairly prescriptive and, in my opinion, provides certainty that there
will be an appropriate response for these lots.
Bulk, Form and Massing (including Design Guidelines)
I note that both the urban design assessment and the LVA reference the change from open, rural to
more intensive residential development as a potential adverse effect. While the site is zoned FUZ, that
is an obvious impact (Ms Bedggood discusses this separately in her planning and landscape
assessment), however both the Structure Plan and PPC50 anticipate higher intensity residential
development in this location. Although not approved or operative, the Waihoehoe Precinct proposes a
height variation control of 22.5m. The proposed dwellings, all of which are two-storey, may be
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acceptable in the context of the 9m height limit of the FUZ and as a transition from a rural to more urban
landscape. The architecture has been relatively well-considered and the accompanying design manual
is detailed and provides certainty for both process and outcome.
However, given the intent of PPC50 and the proposed Waihoehoe Precinct for higher intensity
residential development, in my opinion this application represents a lost opportunity by underdeveloping crucial high intensity residential land close to the existing and proposed Drury centre in
advance of a plan change that could be more enabling and lead to a high quality, high intensity
development that achieves the purpose of the Waihoehoe Precinct to provide for the development of a
new, comprehensively planned residential community in Drury East that supports a quality, compact
urban form.
Conclusion:
I consider that aspects of the proposed development have been well designed and the combination of
landscape plans, architectural plans and the design manual give certainty that this will be a high-quality
of architecture and landscape / streetscape. However, overall I do not support the layout of the
subdivision as presented, due to the number of south-facing lots, the number of cul-de-sacs and
importantly what I consider to be under-development of valuable potential high intensity residential land.
In my view, there needs to be greater alignment between the intent of the Waihoehoe Precinct and the
proposed development of this land.
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6. Stormwater Discharge: Assessment by Healthy Waters
as Network Operator
Statement prepared by: Danny Curtis, Principal: Catchment Planning, Healthy Waters, Auckland
Council
Qualification: Bachelor of Engineering (Civil) with Honours
Overall Summary:
Auckland Council Healthy Waters (Healthy Waters) is the department within council that owns and
operates the Auckland regions’ public stormwater network. Healthy Waters holds a Network Discharge
Consent (NDC) for stormwater that covers diversions and discharges from all the regions’ public
stormwater network. Auckland Council Healthy Waters has provided comment on this application from
the view of network utility operator for stormwater as the applicants (i.e. Fulton Hogan, Kiwi Property,
and Oyster Capital) have indicated they intend to vest assets and transfer the discharge consent they
are seeking in this application to Healthy Waters in the future.
Summary:
Healthy Waters has some significant concerns with the information provided in the application. These
are:
1)

Granting of a discharge consent by the EPA based on a stormwater management design that
Auckland Council Healthy Waters considers is inconsistent with our NDC would compromise
the integrity of the region wide outcomes in NDC.

2)

Issues where the applicants and Healthy Waters disagreed in the private plan change 50
process are not resolved in the information provided. These primarily relate to demonstrating
a staged approach to flood management across the plan change area and the level of water
quality treatment provided.

3)

Concerns with the lack of conditions to enable relevant council input.

4)

Concerns with some of the assumptions and technical detail provided.

Relationship of the application to Plan Change 50
The ‘Stormwater Management Plan for 116 Waihoehoe Road and surrounds’ (SMP) included in
Appendix 20b of this application is referenced several times throughout the application documents. This
SMP was submitted to the Plan Change 50 Hearing Panel as evidence to support the plan change. As
the Network Utility Operator (NUO), for the stormwater network, Healthy Waters considered that the
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SMP did not meet conditions for adoption into the NDC in relation to assessment of flood impacts in
areas outside of Oyster Capital’s ownership and the level of water quality treatment to be provided.
Through the Drury East plan change hearings, a series of expert caucusing meetings were held
between Healthy Waters, Auckland Council’s regulatory department, and the applicant’s planners and
engineers to consider improvements to the SMP to facilitate provisional approval under the NDC.
The Stormwater Assessment Report (Appendix 20a of the application) has been prepared based on
the SMP, amended to include unagreed outcomes for water quality management for private trafficable
areas. There is no justification of why the stormwater management proposed is the Best Practicable
Option, or how it will mitigate negative impacts downstream. In response Healthy Waters still has
concerns that what is proposed will have negative impacts on the receiving environment.
Impact of the discharge consent on integrity of operation of Auckland’s stormwater
infrastructure
As part of the process for managing stormwater connections to the public network Healthy Waters
requires developers who wish to connect to the public network to prepare a Stormwater Management
Plan which meets the performance requirements set out in schedule 4 of the NDC 1.

These

requirements were designed to ensure that the council manages the effects of stormwater to meet
Auckland Unitary Plan requirements as set out in Chapter E1. The specialist response by the Council’s
consultant stormwater specialist, Trent Sunich, summarises this. The NDC can only apply to land that
has an urban zoning. As this application area does not have an urban zoning, the NDC cannot be used
as a mechanism to authorise stormwater discharges. The applicants have based their stormwater
management approach and devices on the Stormwater Management Plan prepared in support of the
plan change. Usually this would be the provisionally approved and then adopted into the NDC once
the plan change (and therefore zoning) was operative. No provisional approval was issued in the case
of Proposed Private Plan Change 50 (or PPCs 48 and 49).
The applicants have indicated their intent to vest assets to council and transfer the discharge consent
they are applying for in this process to Healthy Waters in the future. This creates a risk that Healthy
Waters will be forced to accept (as a consenting authority has already granted it) suboptimal stormwater
infrastructure and accept a consent that does not align with the requirements of the consent it holds.
This means Healthy Waters could end up being non-compliant with its NDC through no fault of its own.
Granting a discharge consent that does not meet NDC requirements also compromises the integrity of
the NDC for future development proposals and ultimately leads to an increased risk of poorer water
quality and sub-optimal stormwater infrastructure that is costly to maintain.

1

See www.aucklanddesignmanual.co.nz/ndc for more information.
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There is also no process in the consent conditions proposed by the applicant for Auckland Council to
review and approve infrastructure. Given some of the missing detail and concern with assumptions and
technical detail this is a great concern to us. Essentially the applicant only proposes as built drawings
to be provided, which is too late in the development process to be meaningful.
Healthy Waters notes the additional consent condition proposed by Trent Sunich which would at least
enable some dialogue between council and the applicant on proposed stormwater infrastructure.
Flood management and relationship to other referred projects in the vicinity
Localised flood modelling has been undertaken of the proposed development, including the two
attenuation basins. This model indicates relatively minor increases in flooding outside the land beyond
Oyster Capital’s interest (up to 50mm) mainly around the perimeter to the Oyster Capital interest.
Healthy Waters has not seen this model and therefore is unable to comment on whether correct
boundary conditions have been applied in the assessment.
Unlike for the Drury Centre and Drury East Stage 1 Fast-Track applications, the Waihoehoe flood
modelling includes for 2.1 degrees of climate change increase, in line with the current Stormwater Code
of Practice (version 3).
It is not clear from the flood modelling report appended to the Stormwater Assessment Report of what
the baseline scenario is for assessing the impacts of development. Naming of figures appears to omit
key references in some locations about whether Maximum Probable Development or Existing
Development is being presented. Without having this information clearly available Healthy Waters
cannot assess whether there is an impact on flooding.
Recommendation
•

It is recommended that the hydraulic model prepared to support this development is supplied
to Healthy Waters for review and approval.

•

Reporting of results should clearly state what return period, development level and climate
change adjustment is being presented.

Water quality
The application contains no design information related to the stormwater network or management
devices and relies on the unapproved SMP and the Stormwater Assessment Report to inform what
stormwater management is to be provided. It is not possible for Healthy Waters to confirm what the
devices will be treating or whether they will be capable of providing appropriate management.
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The southern catchment of the application has two large detention (SMAF hydrology mitigation) and
attenuation basins (reducing post development peak flows to pre-development rates up to the 100-year
event). Considering that detention and attenuation will require significantly more area and volume than
is typically required for treatment it is not clear why these locations have not also been sized to provide
treatment, which would reduce the number of public (and possibly private) stormwater devices to be
constructed. In addition to the number of devices proposed, the size of many of the devices appears
very small and would not meet the Auckland Transport Technical Design Manual requirements.
There is no justification that the stormwater management proposed for the application is the best
practicable option, particularly for the southern catchment that could significantly reduce the number of
public (and potentially private) devices to be constructed.
The water quality for non-public trafficable areas presented in the Stormwater Assessment Report is
based on a Tonkin + Taylor / Woods memo dated 7 October 2021 and appended to the Stormwater
Assessment Report. This memo was prepared during the expert technical caucusing to justify a reduced
level of treatment to be provided. The content of this memo has been reviewed by Healthy Waters and
the content and conclusions presented are not agreed with.
Healthy Waters is concerned that this quality treatment is less than what is required by our region wide
NDC and does not protect the sensitive receiving environment from the adverse effects of development
and change in land use.
Recommendation
•

Provide design calculations for the proposed stormwater management devices, confirming their
function and size.

•

Provide appropriate assessment to demonstrate why what is being proposed is the best
practicable option to achieve water quality outcomes required in the Auckland Unitary Plan and
NPS-FM 2020 and that adequate protection will be provided to the downstream environment.

•

Where devices must be located within the public road carriageway, consolidate to meet the
minimum requirements of Auckland Transport, and provide whole of life cost estimates for the
network.

Natural Wetlands
The Stormwater Assessment Report identifies three natural wetlands within (or impacted) by the
proposed development. Despite mentioning in the report that natural hydrology and catchments would
be maintained to these wetlands, no evidence is provided in the report, or the SMP on how this is being
managed. There are no sub-catchments provided to these wetland areas and no pre/post development
analysis to support the statement that the natural catchment will be maintained.
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From the stream status and hydrological features figure in the Stormwater Assessment Report it is
proposed to build the main road into the development through / over Wetland 1 and that construction
works will be occurring within100m of Wetlands 2 and 3. The Stormwater Assessment Report mentions
that the wetlands would be protected through reserves; however, the only attempt at maintaining
hydrological neutrality appears to be through maintaining the catchment size. There is no consideration
of pre and post development flows or how changes in these would impact the wetlands and an overall
statement that erosion protection to be provided at the inlet.
Wetland 1 is intended to be modified to incorporate attenuation; however, there is no design provided
on how this would be incorporated into the existing form.
Recommendation
•

Provide pre and post development analysis of the existing wetland catchments and assess what
impacts the potential changes in flow regime will have on these.

•

Provide an assessment of how hydrological neutrality to the three natural wetlands will be
maintained in the form of pre and post flow assessments.

•

Provide greater detail with respect to the proposed works within Wetland 1 to demonstrate that
there would not be impacts to the overall wetland.

Conclusion
Healthy Waters do not support the application as there are significant concerns with the information
provided. These include:
1)

Granting of a discharge consent by the EPA based on a stormwater management design that
Healthy Waters considers is inconsistent with the outcomes of our region wide network
discharge consent would compromise the integrity of the NDC.

2)

Issues where the applicants and Healthy Waters disagreed are not resolved in the information
provided. This relates to the proposed level of water quality treatment to be provided with
respect to protecting the receiving environment from further degradation.

3)

The number of devices, particularly with regards to the southern catchment appear to be
excessive and could be optimised to achieve the same outcome.

4)

Concerns with the lack of conditions to enable relevant council input.

5)

Concerns with some of the assumptions and technical detail provided
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7. Stormwater Discharge: Technical Assessment
Statement prepared by: Trent Sunich, Auckland Council’s Consultant Stormwater Specialist, 4Sight
Consulting Limited

Qualification: Bachelor of Technology (Environmental)
1. Introduction
This memorandum summarises my assessment of the proposal by Oyster Capital Limited (the
applicant) to develop 357 residential dwellings, nine residential super lots, reserves, roads and
supporting infrastructure. On behalf of the Specialist Unit of the Auckland Council, I have assessed the
application in the context of the following Auckland Unitary Plan (AUP) consent requirements:
Chapter E8 Stormwater Discharge and Diversion
•

The proposal involves the diversion and discharge of stormwater runoff from a new
stormwater network. This is a discretionary activity pursuant to E8.4.1(A11).

Chapter E9 Stormwater Quality – High Contaminant Generating Carparks and Roads
•

The proposal involves the construction of new high contaminant generating car
parks and high use roads. Respectively, these are controlled activities pursuant to
E9.4.1(A6) and E9.4.1(A7).

Representatives of Healthy Waters have also reviewed the proposal and I have referred to their
comments is this memorandum where appropriate.
2. Stormwater Management Proposal
Accompanying the fast-track application is the Stormwater Assessment Report 1 and the following
summarises the stormwater mitigation methods proposed by the applicant which has been developed
in accordance with the Plan Change Stormwater Management Plan 2 (Plan Change SMP) which
supported Proposed Private Plan Change 50:
•

Adoption of a ‘pass forward’ approach to flood hazard management for the northern sub
catchment of the development. This means no formal stormwater peak flow attenuation (i.e. to
match predevelopment flow rates) is assessed to be necessary.

•

Adoption of flood peak attenuation for the southern sub catchment with attenuation basins.

The Waihoehoe Precinct Stormwater Assessment Prepared for Oyster Capital Prepared by Tonkin & Taylor Ltd,
November 2021
2 Tonkin & Taylor, July 2021, Drury East – Waihoehoe Precinct Plan Change Area – Stormwater Management
Plan for 116 Waihoehoe Road and surrounds.
1
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Implementation of Stormwater Management Area Flow 1 (SMAF1) principles in accordance

•

with GD01 3 to provide hydrological mitigation for all impervious surfaces.
Treatment of all road and car park impervious surfaces utilising devices such as bioretention

•

raingardens designed in accordance with GD01.
Treatment of trafficked impervious surfaces on private land (e.g. jointly owned accessways)

•

using a risk-based approach to determine the level and type of stormwater treatment.
Construction of a reticulated stormwater network to convey the 10-year rainfall (primary

•

network) and when capacity is exceeded, a secondary network to convey overland flow up to
the 100-year rainfall event.
3. Integrated Stormwater Management
A key policy framework for the assessment of the stormwater mitigation proposed by the applicant is
listed in Chapter E1 of the AUP and those policies related to the implementation of integrated
stormwater management Chapter (E1 (8), (9), (10) and (11)). Integrated stormwater management, also
known as water sensitive design, aims to manage stormwater volume/flows and contaminants at source
by taking an effects-based approach cognisant to existing and proposed landform and land use, and
the associated sensitivity of freshwater and marine receiving environments.
In my opinion consistency with the integrated management policies could be improved given the
proposed stormwater management is currently quite homogenised, namely through the extensive use
of bioretention raingardens in the road reserve and as communal devices. For example, stormwater
retention is not being achieved due to soil conditions across the site, (refer hydrology mitigation section
below) so could alternatives be provided, including optimising the number and type of devices to better
suit the water quality and/or hydrology mitigation outcomes. This could include investigating options
such as utilising the proposed attenuation basins for water quality treatment in addition to the proposed
attenuation and hydrological mitigation functions.
A suite of stormwater management methods forming components of integrated management are listed
in the Stormwater Assessment Report (and in the applicant’s proposed draft conditions) for later
implementation by developers on the super lots and for the residential lots. So that there is a regulatory
mechanism to require the implementation, operation and maintenance of the various on lot stormwater
management requirements, the applicant has proposed a consent condition (Condition 120) requiring
consent notices be registered against the titles. I support this proposal and have recommended minor
edits in Section 8 below.
4. Hydrology Mitigation

3

Stormwater Management Devices in the Auckland Region December 2017, Guideline Document 2017/001

106

Hydrology mitigation is proposed to be implemented throughout the proposed development to mitigate
increased stormwater runoff volume associated with the development of new impervious surfaces. For
a greenfield development, best practice is detention of the 95th percentile rainfall event (discharged over
24 hours) coupled with at least 5mm retention (soakage to ground). Regarding the retention component,
the applicant’s engineering consultant has indicated soil conditions are unlikely to support retention
(infiltration to ground). This conclusion is based on an assessment of soil conditions and soakage
testing which accompanies the application. Where retention is not achievable, consideration is given in
the Stormwater Assessment Report to rainwater harvesting (typically for non-potable reuse) consistent
with the hierarchy stipulated in Table E10.6.3.1.1 4 of the AUP. If rainwater harvesting is proposed,
developments will be required to demonstrate there is suitable water demand to allow for drawdown of
retained stormwater prior to the next rainfall event, and where not suitable, full detention can be applied
(adding 5mm to the detention volume).
5. Stormwater Quality
Notwithstanding the comments above regarding the proposed use of bioretention raingardens,
stormwater runoff from all road carriageways and car parks is proposed to be treated in accordance
with the design criteria stipulated in GD01. This design criteria is reflected in draft Condition 187
proposed by the applicant. For all land use types throughout the development area, inert building
materials have also been proposed to minimise the generation of stormwater contaminants at source.
For future trafficked areas on the super lots and to service the residential lots (e.g. jointly owned
accessways), the applicant is proposing a risk-based approach to determine what level of stormwater
runoff treatment should be implemented. I agree with this proposal in principle and was a matter
discussed extensively during expert caucusing for Proposed Plan Changes 48, 49 and 50. However I
consider further clarification should be provided in terms of defining risk criteria to provide certainty for
the Auckland Council as the regulator and for developers/owners of the super lots and residential lots
as to what the stormwater treatment requirements and device design criteria should be. Subsequently
I have recommended a new consent condition to address this, and other outstanding matters discussed
in this memorandum by requiring the consent holder to develop a site-specific Stormwater Management
Plan. This is discussed further below in Section 8.
6. Flooding
In his memorandum, Mr Curtis of Healthy Waters has outlined his assessment of the flood hazard
management

aspects

of

the

proposal.

Several

recommendations

are

made

to

further

quantify/understand the effects of the proposal on properties and infrastructure downstream of the site.
So that these recommendations can be reconciled prior to construction, it is recommended this be
addressed in the site-specific Stormwater Management Plan (refer Section 8 below).
4

Table E10.6.3.1.1 Hydrology mitigation requirements
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7. Asset Ownership
In their role as the future owners and operators of various stormwater assets, Healthy Waters and
Auckland Transport have highlighted several matters such as asset design, selection, optimisation and
whole of life cost. So that this, and other design related matters discussed in this memorandum can be
considered in further detail, prior to the engineering plan approval (EPA) stage, a new consent condition
is recommended for a site-specific Stormwater Management Plan (Condition 187a) be submitted to the
Council for certification. This would also be of assistance for the applicant to have that dialogue with
the Council (and Auckland Transport), to optimise the design in a manner that benefits all parties and
would assist in design efficiency by agreeing key principals prior to EPA and construction phases.
8. Consent Conditions
Recommended resource consent conditions relating to stormwater are included at Section 11 of the
Council’s response.
9. Summary
The application is broadly supported subject to the inclusion of the recommended condition edits and
additions set out in Section 11 of the Council’s response. A site-specific Stormwater Management Plan
document is necessary in this case to optimise the stormwater mitigation design components and
address several of the matters raised by Mr Curtis such as flood hazard prediction and management.
This also includes developing criteria to guide the risk based approach to selecting stormwater
treatment devices on the proposed residential lots and super lots. The inclusion of the consent notice
condition is supported subject to minor edits to reference the certified Stormwater Management Plan
and the proposed super lots (in addition to the residential lots). This will serve as a suitable legal
mechanism to direct on lot stormwater management requirements given the stormwater discharge
consent (if granted) and compliance responsibilities will sit with the applicant.
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8. Transportation and Roading
With regards to transportation and roading matters, the Council directs the Panel to the
comments made by Auckland Transport (as prepared by Sarah Haarhoff, with associated
supporting reports and appendices). The Council fully adopts and endorses the comments made
by Auckland Transport with regards to transportation and roading matters.
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9. Parks Planning
Statement prepared by: Lea van Heerden, Senior Parks Planner, Auckland Council
Qualification: Bachelor of Town and Regional Planning with honours
Overall Summary:
A. Overall, from an effects assessment perspective, streetscape landscaping and amenity effects
have adequately been mitigated and enhanced by the proposed landscape plans. Refinement
of plans is recommended at Engineering Plan Approval stage to ensure multiple cultures of
species.
B. While the precinct plan proposal does meet objectives and policies for a connected and
integrated open space network enabling access to water bodies, it is evident, specifically to the
proposed development that the only proposed open space is a drive to mitigate the effects of
stormwater that is considered not to be functional. No open space has been provided in
proportion to the density being proposed to meet the needs of a new community. While it does
enable limited recreation facilities like walking, most of these open spaces are subject to flood
effects. It is, therefore, from a Parks Planning perspective, and an effects perspective,
concluded that the proposed precinct plan does not meet the necessary outcomes anticipated
by the National Policy Statement on Urban Development, the Auckland Regional Policy
Statement and Auckland Unitary Plan policies to provide for a range of quality open spaces, in
proportion to the density proposed that enables various activities, that will meet the needs of a
new community.

C. I am unable to support the under-provision of adequate, well located, quality open space and
community facilities on a new community and persons living in this area, which will be felt
substantially in the long term. Especially in new terrace developments of 300m² lots and the
only surrounding open spaces are to mitigate stormwater. A pandemic like COVID-19 has been
an exceptional example of the underestimated value of quality open spaces and how that
contributes to social inclusion and both the mental, physical and social wellbeing of a
community. This is also an aspect supported in the Auckland plan when it comes to getting
communities active. Any new community is deserving of it.

Background Information:
The land to which this project relates is subject to proposed Private Plan Change 50 (PPC 50) submitted
by Oyster Capital to rezone 48.9 hectares of Future Urban Zone land in the area north of Waihoehoe
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Road and east of the North Island Main Trunk Railway to develop comprehensive terrace housing and
apartments, a neighbourhood park, several drainage reserves and associated infrastructure.
PPC 50 has not been approved and made operative and has no legal weight.
The overall status of the application is currently non-complying under the Auckland Unitary Plan
(Operative in Part).
Specialist input
The proposal has been reviewed and assessed by the following Parks Planning specialists:
•

Phil Oster, Specialist Adviser landscape – dated 10 March 2022

•

Maylene Barret, Principal Parks Provision Specialist – dated 10 March 2022

•

Greg Lowe, Parks and Places Specialist – dated 10 March 2022

Proposal
The applicant proposes to subdivide the land and consequently develop:
•

376 residential units;

•

9 super lots for future residential development;

•

the vesting several local purpose drainage reserves;

•

new roads and accessways to be vested; and

•

associated infrastructure and earthworks.

Specifically, to Parks Planning, the application proposes a variety of street landscaping and local
purpose reserve development together with shared paths and accessways.
Parks Planning Considerations
The key considerations of Parks Planning relate to the provision and integration of open space and
landscape and amenity effects regarding the roads, accessways and reserves and the impacts the
proposed development will have on these future public spaces.
Regarding roads to vest, while these are assets of Auckland Transport (AT), Parks Planning comments
are specifically related to the streetscape landscaping (including appropriate berms and street trees)
due to the Parks maintenance obligation of this infrastructure. As the accessways to vest are proposed
to be road to road (not road to reserve) these will also be assets of AT. However, Parks again assists
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AT when considering landscaping with the view to maintaining it on AT’s behalf and ensuring
appropriate berms widths to retain the growth of the streetscape.
While Parks Planning provides specific inputs on landscaping and hard assets, e.g., shared paths within
drainage reserves to vest, ultimately Healthy Water (HW) determines if the size and function of the
drainage reserve are appropriate for stormwater functions.
Specific to this proposed precinct plan, the applicant has provided no other form of open space for
recreational purposes and relies only on open space to address stormwater management. There is a
risk that the open spaces do not meet the provision targets within the Open Space Provision Policy
2016 and Open Space Acquisitions Policy and are not provided in locations that are both functional and
accessible to people and dense communities as required by the Regional Policy Statement B2.7 and
AUP Objectives H7.2(1) and (2).
Parks Planning has assessed the proposal as lodged on its own merit and should there be any changes
to the purpose, size and landscaping elements associated with the public open space network or road
layout, it would likely have an impact on the asset owner such that further assessment would be
required.
Parks Planning Discussion/Assessment
The Auckland Unitary Plan framework, in particular:
The subject site falls within the Future Urban Zone where urban development is not compromised by
proposed subdivisions, use or development and urbanisation is to be avoided until the sites have been
rezoned for urban purposes. Subject to open space and streetscape being a form of infrastructure, this
includes avoiding the development of land that may result in, but is not limited to, the following 1:
•

require significant upgrades, provisions or extensions to the wastewater, water supply, or
stormwater networks or other infrastructure;

•

inhibit the efficient provision of infrastructure;

•

give rise to reverse sensitivity effects when urban development occurs;

•

give rise to reverse sensitivity effects in relation to existing rural activities or infrastructure; or

•

undermine the form or nature of future urban development.

Roads to vest

1

H18.3 (6) (a-g) Policies of Future Urban Zone

112

•

Any development must demonstrate how they meet landscaping and visual amenity effects
under schedule 4 of the RMA.

A number of roads are proposed to vest to Auckland Council across the development where street tree
planting is proposed. Phil Oster (Parks specialist landscape advisors) reviewed the Subdivision Scheme
Plan prepared by Maven Associates dated September 2021, Site Plans prepared by Holistic Urban
Environments dated 9 November 2021 and associated Landscape and Visual Assessment prepared by
LA4 Landscape Architects dated November 2021 and have made comments covering the following:
•

From the plans presented it appears the number of trees proposed in the streets and the
reserves are satisfactory, but total tree numbers across the development have not been
provided. It is estimated from the landscape master plan that only the minimum canopy cover
recommended by Auckland’s Urban Ngahere (Forest) Strategy (AUNS) has been provided for
the development area. This is short of the goal of 30 per cent outlined in the Strategy that Parks
Planning aims to achieve. The applicant has not demonstrated how the streetscape meets the
required 30 percent.

•

The tree species selection overall is inadequate. The applicant is relying on planting
Monocultural trees (one specific tree) throughout different roads. The applicant needs to rethink
the genera proposed as there needs to be a better mix within the subdivision streetscape and
species within individual streets. This is incredibly important for the long-term sustainability of
the urban forest, variety of seasonal changes and a more pest resilient streetscape.
Monocultural street planting is not acceptable. Introducing a mixture of natives and exotics (3
genera and 4 species of mixture as minimum i.e., deciduous and evergreen) enables an
increase in ecology and bird diversity, i.e., Beilschmedia Taraire.

•

On average, all proposed berm widths are considered appropriate to allow for the proper
establishment of the trees over the long term.

•

There are no streetlights shown or superimposed over the landscape plans, so it is difficult to
assess if enough setback distances have been allowed to enable efficient growth which may
result in visual and amenity effects and loss of trees. Without understanding the implementation
or location of streetlights, it can reduce the percentage of street trees required by the AUNS.
Similar to streetlights, while the applicant has provided utility and service drawings, adequate
clearance distances from trees have not been demonstrated and it will be difficult to understand
what effect this will have on the growth and survival rate of the green infrastructure. Given that
this is a greenfield development, the applicant will have to demonstrate that adequate provision
of services is provided whilst maintaining appropriate clearance distances from future trees to
meet landscape and amenity effects. Services are recommended 1 to 1.5 m away from the
trees to maintain the life of trees in the long term. There is also no clear understanding of how
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the developer proposes to maintain any services in the long term without disturbing or
destroying the root system.
While the applicant has provided a landscape design report, Parks Planning generally expects to review
plans at resource consent which provide enough detail to determine tree species and the number of
street trees proposed across a development. There are generally only monocultural palettes, but we
only have a limited idea as to the final numbers of species. The street landscaping as indicatively
demonstrated on the landscape plans requires detailed design refinement and approval as part of the
engineering plan approval process. Conditions are recommended to this effect. As this detail has not
been provided Parks has proposed conditions in Section 11 of the Council’s response which require
detailed landscape and maintenance plans for streetscape planting at the Engineering Plan Approval
(EngPA) stage.
Parks will be able to request through the EngPA process a greater number of trees and a mixture of
species within a road opposed to a single species proposed throughout the same road to be planted in
the streetscape and have the opportunity to consider the proposed tree species and planting
methodology.
Esplanade Reserves
Regarding the provision of esplanades:
•

The Resource Management Act 1991, under s229 and 230 requires the provision of esplanade
reserves for the purposes of protecting conservation values and enabling public access and
recreational use to or along any sea, river, or lake.

•

Subdivision Urban - Objective E38.2.3 Land is vested to provide for esplanades reserves,
roads, stormwater, infrastructure and other purposes.

•

The Auckland Regional Policy Statement, which at B2.7 Open space and recreation facilities
has the following Objectives and Policies:
o

B2.7.1. Objectives
(2) Public access to and along Auckland’s coastline, coastal marine area, lakes, rivers,
streams and wetlands is maintained and enhanced.
(3) Reverse sensitivity effects between open spaces and recreation facilities and
neighbouring land uses are avoided, remedied or mitigated.

o
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B2.7.2. Policies

(1) Enable the development and use of a wide range of open spaces and recreation
facilities to provide a variety of activities, experiences and functions.
(2) Promote the physical connection of open spaces to enable people and wildlife to
move around efficiently and safely.
(6) Encourage major recreation facilities in locations that are convenient and accessible
to people and communities by a range of transportation modes.
(8) Avoid, remedy or mitigate significant adverse effects from the use of open spaces
and recreational facilities on nearby residents and communities.
(9) Enable public access to lakes, rivers, streams, wetlands and the coastal marine
area by enabling public facilities and by seeking agreements with private landowners
where appropriate.
(10) Limit public access to and along the coastal marine area, lakes, rivers, streams
and wetlands by esplanade reserves, esplanade strips or other legal mechanisms
where necessary for health, safety or security reasons or to protect significant natural
or physical resources.
E38.7.3.2. specifies that the establishment of an esplanade involving the creation of sites less than 4
hectares and the proposed site adjoins the line of mean high water springs or the bank of a river or
stream 3 metres or more in width, must provide a minimum 20-metre-wide esplanade reserve, either
side of the stream in accordance with section 230 of the Resource Management Act 1991. This must
be shown on the application plan and the subsequent land transfer plan.
The establishment of esplanade reserves is sought to create a chain or network of esplanades reserves
abutting to enable various purposes, including but not limited to the protection of conservation values,
provision of public access, or provision of recreational use. It encourages and contributes to greenway
connections. While the applicant has demonstrated stream classification regarding permanent/
intermittent stream in Figure 2 below, the application has not provided a survey plan to demonstrate
whether any of the streams, as shown in Figure 1 are qualifying to trigger esplanade establishment for
Lot 1006, Lot 1026 and Lot 1027.
Consequently, I cannot determine any effects in this regard.
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Figure 1. Permanent streams are indicative on Auckland Council GIS maps.
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Figure 2. Stream classification Ecological Assessment prepared by Freshwater Solutions
Environmental Consultants, p20-21.
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Provision of Open Space
•

Open Space Zone – Objective H7.2.(1) Recreational needs are met through the provision of a
range of quality open space areas that provide for both passive and active activities and (2)
The adverse effects of use and development of open space areas on residents, communities
and the environment are avoided, remedied or mitigated.

•

Subdivision Urban - Policy E38.3(18) which requires that subdivision provides for the recreation
and amenity needs of residents by (a) providing for open spaces that are prominent and
accessible by pedestrians (b), providing for a number and size of open spaces in proportion to
the future density of the neighbourhood; and (c) providing for pedestrian and or cycle linkages.

•

The National Policy Statement Urban Development (NPSUD) 2020 under Policy 2.2, requires
urban environments to have good accessibility for all people between housing, jobs, community
services, natural spaces, and open spaces, including by way of public or active transport. This
policy statement requires at 3.5 that Local Authorities must be satisfied that the additional
infrastructure (including public open space) to service the proposed development capacity will
be available. This application fails to demonstrate that necessary community infrastructure will
be provided in relation to greenways and open space provision.

•

The Auckland Regional Policy Statement, which at B2.7 Open space and recreation facilities
has the following Objectives and Policies:
o

B2.7.1. Objectives
(1) Recreational needs of people and communities are met through the provision of a
range of quality open spaces and recreation facilities.
(2) Public access to and along Auckland’s coastline, coastal marine area, lakes, rivers,
streams and wetlands is maintained and enhanced.
(3) Reverse sensitivity effects between open spaces and recreation facilities and
neighbouring land uses are avoided, remedied or mitigated.

o

B2.7.2. Policies
(1) Enable the development and use of a wide range of open spaces and recreation
facilities to provide a variety of activities, experiences and functions.
(2) Promote the physical connection of open spaces to enable people and wildlife to
move around efficiently and safely.
(3) Provide a range of open spaces and recreation facilities in locations that are
accessible to people and communities.
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(4) Provide open spaces and recreation facilities in areas where there is an existing or
anticipated deficiency.
(5) Enable the development and use of existing and new major recreation facilities.
(6) Encourage major recreation facilities in locations that are convenient and accessible
to people and communities by a range of transportation modes.
(7) Avoid, remedy or mitigate significant adverse effects of land use or development on
open spaces and recreation facilities.
(8) Avoid, remedy or mitigate significant adverse effects from the use of open spaces
and recreational facilities on nearby residents and communities.
Landscape and Amenity Effects of Drainage Reserves and Accessways
Drainage reserves
The application is proposing several drainages reserves with public walkways. The public walkways are
primarily proposed as part of Lot 1006, Stage 4.
Many of the drainage reserves are proposed around wetlands or water bodies. An ecology report has
been prepared which assesses vegetation removal, revegetation and works in and around wetlands
and streams. It is understood that an assessment against Section E15 of the AUP(OP) is being carried
out by an ecologist from Regulatory Services. This report should be read collaboratively with Council’s
Ecologist assessment. It is anticipated that the ecologist report will contain recommended conditions
for watercourse protection and riparian species selection for carrying out works around streams and
wetlands to avoid and mitigate effects.
The applicant provided a landscaping plan for restorative planting and general landscaping within the
drainage reserves. Phil Oster, Specialist Advisor (Landscaping) has reviewed the landscape plans and
considered the riparian plant selection and quantity satisfactory, however this will be further refined at
EngPA stage.
Pathways and micro-mobility within drainage reserves
While all pathways in the drainage reserves are considered acceptable to enable accessibility to nature
along with water bodies and promote physical connections to open space, it is not clear what the widths
of the pathways are. Greg Lowe - Parks and Places Specialist highlighted that the drainage reserves
would benefit from the proposed paths to be a minimum of 3m wide. This width better allows for a path
that can accommodate shared use and is more usable by a wider range of people and active transport
modes.
However, these paths must be assessed by flood risk mitigation and safety on persons. Riparian yards
of 10m are considered abutting the water bodies and will be located within the proposed drainage
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reserves, specifically relating to Lot 519 (Lot 1006) 2. It is best practise to ensure all recreational paths
are located outside the riparian planting margins to protect these from the effects of development,
ensure its ecological benefit, as well as to provide flood capacity to protect people from adverse natural
flooding hazards when utilising these recreational paths.
Retaining walls and outfalls within drainage reserves
Several retaining walls and outfalls are proposed to be located in the drainage reserve 3. While it is for
HW to determine if they accept these structures in the future drainage reserves to vest as their asset,
Parks Planning provides input from a visual amenity perspective. It would be advised that the applicant
provides sufficient screening of retaining walls and outfalls through effective planting. I have
recommended conditions to this effect.
Accessways
“The pedestrian walkways themselves are generously dimensioned at 5m in width which enables a 1m
wide landscaping strip on either side to provide a buffer from adjacent private open spaces.” 4
The accessways (Road to Road accessways relating to Lot 521, 522, 523 and 524) and specifically the
Local purpose (Access) Reserve (Road to reserve accessway relating to Lot 520) landscape plans with
a 3m wide path and bollards at each access point have been provided, however, the width of 5m will
not allow for adequate amenity and landscape effect that is appropriate and easily maintained. These
accessways are considered narrow and can easily be isolated at an average length of 26m. This should
be read together with the boundary treatment proposed. Any local purpose accessway reserves, such
as the those shown in Figure 4, should comply with best practice and AT standards, being:
•

8m consistent width

•

3m concrete shared path width with low landscaping on either side.

Drainage Reserve Lot 1006 subsequently turns into Lot 519.
Civil Engineering Plans, Appendix 19b, DWS C241-C247
4 Urban Design Assessment. Section 5.4, p13.
2
3
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Figure 3. Location of Accessways in the Scheme Plan, demonstrated by red squares.
While it is for AT to determine if they accept the widths of the road-to-road accessways, Parks will not
accept Local Purpose (Access) Reserve of less than 8m wide.
I have taken note that the applicant has proposed seating in some of the road berms, accessways and
parking medians. This is a common occurrence in Fletcher’s Living. While it does add to amenity, there
is often a challenge of ownership and maintenance. While Community Facilities (CF) has a service level
agreement with AT to maintain streetscape landscaping within the road reserve and accessways, it
excludes any hardscape elements like seating and picnic tables because it is considered to be in the
road reserve and the road reserve is not considered to meet open space provision policies to sustain
community facilities. As these medians and road reserves will vest in AT, it is recommended AT accept
these assets as their own or it is removed from the landscape plans should this resource consent be
approved. Should these assets be retained, it should be noted that this infrastructure will not be assets
that Community Facilities will agree to maintain.
Boundary interfaces
“Each of these accessways is fronted by a “through site lot” which is required to go through a design
certification process with a focus on the public interface of these lots. This includes site-specific
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requirements around fencing and landscape treatments in acknowledgement that the private outdoor
open spaces for these dwellings invariably have two public frontages. I believe that the design provides
for an appropriate balance between on-site privacy and passive surveillance of the neighbouring street
and pedestrian walkway.” 5
While the applicant refers to using a design certification process to establish appropriate public/private
interfaces, I cannot determine what the effect on passive surveillance and reserve sensitivities will be
and if it will be appropriate. There is not enough information to understand what the boundary treatment
will look like. Auckland Council’s Practice note ‘The Treatment of Public Open Space Boundaries’ sets
out that Council’s preference is to use more natural treatments on boundaries adjoining public open
space, such as landscaping, for demarking the boundaries between private and public land. Where
fences are requested or required, the council’s preference is for low (1.4 metres) and/or visually
permeable (50 percent) fences bordering public land, which can be combined with planting. The
objective is to promote an attractive environment, minimise graffiti and increase public safety through
passive surveillance into and out of the adjoining public open space. I recommend this to be read in
collaboration with the Auckland Councils Urban Design Specialist report. I have recommended
conditions to this effect.
Conclusion
Overall, landscape plans will require refinement at EngPA should this resource consent be granted.
Parks Planning together with a Parks and Places Specialist, Community Facilities and the Landscape
Architect will be able to request, through the EngPA, detailed landscaping plans that address greater
species selection, riparian planting that is in line with the ecological assessment and planting
methodology. I have recommended conditions to the above effect.

Provision of a range of quality open spaces
The applicant has not proposed any other form of quality open space and community facilities. Under
the Regional Policy Statement B2.7.1 (1) and B2.7.2 (1), (3), (4) and (5) recreational needs of new
communities should be met through the provision of a range of quality open spaces and new major
recreational facilities that enables various activities, experiences and functions. These quality open
spaces should be in locations that are safe and accessible. Under the AUP, Chapter E38 Subdivisions,
Policy E38.3 (18) specifically addresses that the number and sizes of open spaces is in proportion to
the density of a neighbourhood.
All open spaces provided for by the applicant are proposed around natural water bodies and
watercourses to protect these (the water bodies) from the adverse effects of development, as well as
5

Urban Design Assessment, section 5.4. p.13
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to provide flood capacity to protect people from adverse natural flooding hazards. All of the drainage
reserves are located well within floodplains. The creation of drainage reserves is to primarily mitigate
the effects of stormwater. To consider these open spaces as public open spaces of recreation and
enabling community facilities is inappropriate. The entire site area is considered quite flat with a clay
substance. From what is understood, the effect of the development will cause these open spaces to
function as stormwater mitigation doing exactly what it was designed to do. Apart from walking trails,
the drainage reserves with the 10-metre planting specifically are primarily being utilised as a stormwater
channel with minimal recreational outcome and these areas will become sludge ways.
The accessways, also shown in Figure 4 below, between carparks on a road, do not meet open space
provision in terms of form and function. The service provision is minimal given the size of the 'islands'
proposed and doesn't seem to have accounted for the future community's population. While it enables
greater accessibility of the movement of people which is commendable and meets policies around
enabling accessibility, I do not consider it a quality open space to meet the amenity and recreational
needs of the new community by adding in a few benches. It can therefore be considered road reserve
treatment rather than functional open space especially given that it contains a stormwater treatment
device (swale). From a Parks Planning perspective, accessways are considered functional open space
that enables greater accessibility.

Figure 4. Accessways and amenity garden proposed on parking medians

Apart from being able to take a walk or jog on a path within the drainage reserve, the applicant has
failed to deliver quality open spaces that will meet the needs of new young families in what is considered
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to be a densified area. Especially if you consider the lot sizes and how many are being proposed. Parks
cannot consider drainage reserves being in flood plains, accessways or parking amenity gardens to
provide adequate and quality open space for people to throw a ball, learn a child how to ride a bike or
enable stuffiest play space for toddlers because they do not have adequate back yards. These spaces
are considered not functional or fit for purpose.
Maylene Barret, Principal Parks Provision specialist reviewed the plans provided and based on
Council’s service needs assessment, a neighbourhood park is required given the size of this community
proposed and the development therefore falls within the provisioning framework. Open space shown
on Drury-Opāheke Structure Plan maps is indicative only, although it is based on Auckland Council's
open space policy. Exact alignment with the structure plan is not considered essential by the Council
due to the changing nature of the regulatory environment, such as the NPSUD. The alignment with
open space policy is still considered paramount and the council may be interested to acquire land for a
neighbourhood park. Mrs Barret recommends the following:
That 1x neighbourhood park is needed to secure the provision targets for neighbourhood parks are met
within 400m walking distance with a (radial distance proxy of 300m) to residents in high and medium
density areas. 1x park is to be vested across the site of a minimum size of 3,000m² and a maximum of
5,000m². The Auckland Council parks provision policy document identifies preferences (park edge
roads, square in shape, flat topography, 30m x 30m kickaround area).
Options for Council taking ownership of this land will need to go through the following process:
a)

an assessment will be carried out for the land to potentially be accepted, at no capital cost, if
the following are met:
i.

Land that will establish a significant area of a contiguous park or open space that
enhances recreation, ecological or landscape values.

ii.

Land that is located outside of hazardous areas, does not contain contaminated land
and is well stabilised.

iii.

Land required to establish regional or sub-regional recreation connections and
community facilities (walkways, bike trails, playgrounds, community facilities, outdoor
communal barbeques etc.) identified in an endorsed council plan (e.g., greenways
plans, parks and open space network plan) or service needs assessment.

iv.

Land that connects areas of habitat of significant ecological value.

v.

Land to create local connections that enhance recreation opportunities and major
recreational facilities.

The acquisition of Open Space to vest in Council regardless of whether Council purchases the land at
market value or at no cost, must be presented to the Local Board for their views and approved by
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resolution of the Governing Body at EngPA Stage. Once the political decision is made and the
acquisition is approved, the normal procedure for acquiring a park is to enter into an unconditional sale
and purchase agreement at the market value prevailing at that time.
While the Council may be interested to acquire open space within this precinct plan, the open space
must fulfil the requirements to meet acquisitions considerations. Auckland Council has no oblation to
acquire land where it does not meet Open Space Provision and Acquisitions Policy.
The provision of such a form of open space has not been provided. Parks do not support this proposal
for this reason. However, should the consent be granted, I recommend the provision of 3000m² at a
minimum in line with the Open Space Provision Policy as mitigation.
In the case of managing the appropriate development of the park to the benefit of the future community
in terms of visual and amenity effects and recreational, socio-economic opportunities, I have
recommended a condition to these effects. The park is to be developed in its entirety by the consent
holder before vesting and maintained for a period of 10 years after it is vested. It is also recommended
the park vest as Land-in-lieu of Reserve under the Local Government Act (LGA) to enable flexible
development, and should Council forfeit the acquisition, the lot can default to a balance lot, although I
acknowledge this is not ideal for future development. Should this consent be granted, I recommend the
scheme plan be updated to demonstrate the vesting of the reserve as Land-in-Lieu of Reserve.
Vesting of reserves and parkland
Local Purpose Reserve
The applicant seeks to vest the drainage reserves as Local Purpose (Drainage) Reserves. The vesting
is considered correct. However, HW would need to be approached in the first instance to discuss
Council accepting all the drainage reserves. To reiterate, under s239 of the Resource Management Act
(RMA), reserves to vest must do so free of encumbrances, easements and utilities or must be agreed
to prior to the vesting.
Local Purpose (Access) Reserve
Lots 520 have been proposed to vest as Local Purpose (Access) Reserves on the scheme plan. This
is correct. As these accessways provide a road to reserve access through the development this lot will
vest to Auckland Council under the Reserves Act.
As mentioned earlier, while landscape plans have been provided, the width of the access reserve is
insufficient to allow for landscape amenity and future maintenance. Parks do not support the current
width provided. It is recommended the reserve vest at a minimum width of 8m with a 3m path. Conditions
have been included to vest this local purpose reserve correctly and require detailed landscape
refinement during the EngPA process.
Accessways to Vest (Road to road)
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Lots 421, 522, 423 and 534 have been proposed to vest as Local Purpose (Access) Reserves on the
scheme plan. This is incorrect as it does not meet the Open Space Provision Policy regarding form and
function. As these accessways provide road to road access through the development these lots will
vest to Auckland Transport.
Roads to vest
All public roads will vest in AT.
As mentioned earlier in the report, the applicant proposed seating in some of the road berms,
accessways and parking medians which is not acceptable from a park’s asset owner perspective. This
is a common occurrence in Fletcher’s Living. While it does add to amenity, there is often a challenge of
ownership and maintenance. While Community Facilities (CF) has a service level agreement with AT
to maintain streetscape landscaping within the road reserve and accessways, it excludes any
hardscape elements like seating and picnic tables because it is considered to be in the road reserve
and the road reserve is not considered to meet open space provision policies to sustain community
facilities. As these medians and road reserves will vest in AT, it is recommended AT accept these assets
as their own or it is removed from the landscape plans should this resource consent be approved.
Conclusion
Overall, from an effects assessment perspective, streetscape landscaping and amenity effects have
adequately been mitigated and enhanced by the proposed landscape plans. Refinement of plans is
recommended at Engineering Plan Approval stage to ensure multiple cultures of species.
While the precinct plan proposal does meet objectives and policies for a connected and integrated open
space network enabling access to water bodies, it is evident, specifically to the proposed development
that the only proposed open space is a drive to mitigate the effects of stormwater that is considered not
to be functional. No open space has been provided in proportion to the density being proposed to meet
the needs of a new community. While it does enable limited recreation facilities like walking, most of
these open spaces are subject to flood effects. It is, therefore, from a Parks Planning perspective, and
an effects perspective, concluded that the proposed precinct plan does not meet the necessary
outcomes anticipated by the National Policy Statement on Urban Development, the Auckland Regional
Policy Statement and Auckland Unitary Plan policies to provide for a range of quality open spaces, in
proportion to the density proposed that enables various activities, that will meet the needs of a new
community.
I am unable to support the under-provision of adequate, well located, quality open space and community
facilities on a new community and persons living in this area, which will be felt substantially in the long
term. Especially in new terrace developments of 300m² lots and the only surrounding open spaces are
to mitigate stormwater. A pandemic like COVID-19 has been an exceptional example of the
underestimated value of quality open spaces and how that contributes to social inclusion and both the
mental, physical and social wellbeing of a community. This is also an aspect supported in the Auckland
plan when it comes to getting communities active. Any new community is deserving of it.
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Recommendation
Should the panel be minded to grant consent to the proposed precinct plan, it is recommended the
conditions proposed by Parks in Section 11 of the Council’s response are imposed.
With the adoption of the conditions proposed in Section 11 of the Council’s response, Parks Planning
would support the proposal.
Note: Parks acknowledge the conditions proposed by the applicant but preferred to use its tested
and standard conditions to ensure consistency in its execution whilst also clarifying its application to
the various stages of the development.
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10. Conclusion
Based on the information provided with the application and the specialist reviews and assessments
undertaken by Auckland Council and Auckland Transport, I consider the proposal by Oyster Capital Ltd
for “the construction of 357 dwellings, 9 super lots for future residential development, open space and
supporting infrastructure” should be declined due to the following reasons:
a) The adverse effects are more than minor;
b) The proposal is contrary to the Future Urban Zone (FUZ) objectives and policies
framework;
c) The application is contrary to a number of ‘non-FUZ’ related objectives and policies;
d) The application fails to pass either limb of the s104D gateway test;
e) There are significant precedent and plan integrity concerns arising from the
application;
f)

The precedent concern relates not only to other FUZ land in Drury, but FUZ zoned
land elsewhere in the region.

As the application is assessed as not passing either limb of the section 104D ‘gateway’ test, the Council
considers that consent cannot be granted.
Should the Panel determine that the section 104D gateway is passed, it is recommended that the
application be declined on its merits for the reasons stated in the assessments and reports set out in this
response, as well as those set out in Auckland Transport’s comments.
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11. Resource Consent Conditions
While noting the opportunity to comment on consent conditions provided by clause 36 of Schedule 6 to
the Act, the Council provides some initial comments on consent conditions below (should the Panel be
minded to grant resource consent).
The Council has the following general comments to make on the draft conditions of consent provided
by the applicant:
a) The Panel is directed to the Council’s standard resource consent conditions, which can be found
within the Auckland Design Manual at the following URL:
https://www.aucklanddesignmanual.co.nz/regulations/consent-conditions-manual
b) Any conditions requiring the submission of a management plan should be worded for ‘certification
by the Auckland Council Team Leader: Compliance & Monitoring’.
c) The timeframe for the submission of management plans should be at least 10 days prior to working
commencing, to allow sufficient time for review.
d) Conditions should state ‘must’ rather than ‘shall’.
e) Condition 11: The advice note should be incorporated into the text of the condition to ensure that
the Council is able to enforce the requirements of the condition.
f)

Condition 34: There should be a requirement for the survey to be undertaken by an ecologist.

In addition to the above, the following conditions are recommended for inclusion by the Council’s
specialists:

Earthworks, Streamworks, and Ecology
The following provides brief comments on the proposed earthworks, streamworks, and ecology
conditions of consent submitted with the Application Material. Where comment is not made the proposed
condition is accepted as provided.

Condition
X.4, X.9,
X.25,
X.38,
X.43,
X.138
X.50
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Relief Sought
Remove any reference to the Erosion and
Sediment Control Plan submitted with the
application material

Reasoning
The ESCP submitted with the application
material is not in accordance with best
practice and would need to be revised to
appropriately manage the effects

Remove in entirety

There may be engineering reasons where
the permitted activity standards for the
stormwater outfalls is unable to be met, or
where the non-compliance of these
standards results in a better
environmental outcome (such as where
the erosion and scour protection is longer

X.119,
X.160
X.142

X.154,
X.165

Addition for ongoing pest animal and
weed control to be stipulated within the
covenant condition
Remove reference to the streamworks
methodology submitted with the
application material

Remove reference to the New Zealand
Fish Passage Guidelines

X.157

Remove reference to the impact streams

X.159,
X.161,
X.169,
X.170
X.171

Amend the maintenance period from 3
years to 5 years
Substitute with the mandatory conditions
of the NES:FW (provided below)
Add Appendix 16 of the Auckland Unitary
Plan to the reference documents

than 5 m to protect the stream banks from
erosion).
This is a standard practice to clarify the
requirements of the consent/title holder
If consent is to be granted, then a finalised
streamworks management plan will be
required; however, this should be specific
to the proposed activities and the
methodology submitted with the
application material lacks a number of key
details and would need to be revised to
appropriately manage the effects
Application is based on consent being
required for not being consistent with this
document.
For X.165, it has not been demonstrated
that fish passage can be provided through
the dam.
A condition of consent that clarifies the
stream enhancement proposed is
generally supported; however, before the
exact figures can be specified it is
recommended that SEV/ECR calculations
are provided in full, for certification, to
determine the lengths available and that
which would be required specifically to
address the impacts. The figures used
may need to be updated given the
underreporting of the effects.
5 years aligns with standard practice in
the Auckland Region
Council practice and clarifies the
requirements to the consent holder
Current best practice standards for
revegetation planting.

The following additional conditions are recommended:
Conditions 24 – 30 of Auckland Unitary Plan Standard Conditions Manual: General Earthworks chapter
are recommended. These relate to the provision, implementation, monitoring and reporting of an
adaptive management plan. These have been included below:
General AMP Requirement
I.
All earthworks must be undertaken in accordance with the Adaptive
EW.1
Management Plan (as referred to in Condition (1)) and any subsequent
revisions of the Adaptive Management Plan certified by the Council.
II.
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The consent holder must implement and comply with the Adaptive
Management Plan referenced in Condition (1), or any subsequent revisions

certified by the Council for the duration of the earthworks. Any proposed
revisions of the Adaptive Management Plan must be submitted to the
Council for written certification at least 10 working days (edit number of
working days if required) prior to formalising and implementing the revision.

Advice Note:
Adaptive management applies in addition to, and not instead of, basic consent
compliance. Council requires the development and implementation of AMPs on
significant earthworks sites. Those AMPs typically require a range of monitoring based
on various triggers, responses to identified effects, and reporting. The Council has now
sought an exemplar for AMPs included in the Erosion and Sediment Control Adaptive
Management Plan Guidance Document. This document provides the discussion
background to the development of the template.
AMP to be supplied
EW.2

I.

No less than 20 working days (edit number of working days if required) prior to the
commencement of earthworks on site an Adaptive Management Plan must be
submitted to Council for certification. The purpose of the Adaptive Management
Plan is to [insert purpose].

II.

The Adaptive Management Plan required by Condition (25) must include as a
minimum, information on the following matters:
[Add and/or delete matters that should be specifically addressed e.g.]:
•

erosion and sediment control plan implementation;

•

receiving environment monitoring;

•

weather monitoring;

•

erosion and sediment control device monitoring;

•

data interpretation;

•

trigger thresholds;

•

management responses;

•

reporting.

Advice Note:
Adaptive management applies in addition to, and not instead of, basic consent
compliance. Council requires the development and implementation of AMPs on
significant earthworks sites. Those AMPs typically require a range of monitoring
based on various triggers, responses to identified effects, and reporting. The
Council has now sought an exemplar for AMPs included in the Erosion and
Sediment Control Adaptive Management Plan Guidance Document. This
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document provides the discussion background to the development of the
template.

Where baseline monitoring is required
I.
A Freshwater Baseline Report containing pre-construction in-stream monitoring, in
EW.3
accordance with Conditions (XX) – (XX), must be provided to the Council for
written certification prior to any earthworks or streamworks commencing.
II.

A Freshwater Baseline Report must be prepared in accordance with the Adaptive
Management Plan. The purpose of the Freshwater Baseline Report is to confirm
pre-construction baseline environmental conditions. The Freshwater Baseline
Report must be submitted to the Council for certification at least 20 working days
prior to the programmed commencement of works and must confirm preconstruction environmental conditions.

III.

The pre-construction monitoring must be undertaken by a suitably qualified and
experienced freshwater ecologist for one summer and one winter period prior to
commencement of Construction Works.

III.

The Freshwater Baseline Report must include as a minimum, information on the
following matters:
•

sediment quality such as description of sediment inputs, transport,
substrate composition and embeddedness,

•

water quality such as TSS and turbidity,

•

actual and potential inanga (Galaxias maculatus) spawning habitat; and

•

identify the pre-construction condition of any Erosion Prone Streams
against which to measure construction effects and possible mitigation
measures.

Advice Note:
Pre-construction baseline monitoring of the receiving environment must be
completed prior to the earthworks commencing, to confirm pre-construction
environmental conditions. The pre-construction baseline monitoring will then
provide a more detailed understanding of receiving environment characteristics
over a range of weather conditions and / or seasons. The details and content
(methodology) of the Baseline Monitoring will be specific to each site and should
be discussed with Council prior to being undertaken.
Pre-rain inspections
1. Pre-rain forecast inspections as defined in the Adaptive Management Plan must be
EW.4
undertaken at a minimum of 24 hours prior to the forecasted event. If the forecast
is not made available within 24 hours of the event, all reasonable attempts must be
made to inspect the site prior to the event.
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2. In addition to routine monitoring of erosion and sediment control devices, the
consent holder must undertake pre-rain inspections of forecast events equal to or
greater than 20mm in 24 hours, in accordance with the Adaptive Management
Plan at least 24 hours prior to the forecasted start of the rainfall. If the forecast is
not made available within 24 hours of the event, the consent holder must make all
reasonable attempts to inspect the site prior to the event.

Advice Note:
As a pre-curser to a likely or possible trigger event, if forecasts indicate >20mm
over 24 hours of rainfall, additional pre-rain event inspections should be
undertaken by an Erosion and Sediment Control Specialist in conjunction with
the contractor. The aim of the inspection will be targeted at additional ESC that
are required to be installed to ensure that the sites ESC devices perform
effectively.
Re-opening stabilised areas
1. An earthworks catchment which has been stabilised as a result of a trigger level
EW.5
exceedance as defined and required by the Adaptive Management Plan (referred
in Condition (1)) and any subsequent revisions approved by the Council may only
be re-opened on the written approval of the Council.
2. Any earthworks areas which have been reduced (by stabilisation) as a
management response implemented though the Adaptive Management Plan may
only be increased on the written approval of the Council.
Advice Note:
Management responses/actions to address when a trigger event occurs can include
stabilising some or all the contributing catchment. Once an investigation has been
undertaken by an Erosion and Sediment Control Specialist in conjunction with the
contractor and the cause of the exceedance has been established and remedied, it
may be possible to open up all or some of the previously stabilised contributing
catchment with the written approval of Council.
Changes initiated by Council
EW.6 If in the Council’s opinion, there are changes required to be made to the Adaptive
Management Plan as a result of observed inefficiencies on site or identified within
the site reporting, Council may request that the Adaptive Management Plan be
updated to address those inefficiencies. If such a request is made by the Council,
the revised plan must be submitted to the Council within 5 working days of the
request. The revision may not be implemented without the Council’s approval.
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Advice Note:

Management responses/actions should be identified when a trigger event
occurs in the AMP. These responses should not be mistaken for business and
usual site management and maintenance. The default position may be to
stabilise some or all the contributing catchment unless the reporting and
investigations demonstrate that there were other / better solutions than a
catchment shut down, and there was agreement with Council. For further
guidance on possible management responses see Erosion and Sediment Control
Adaptive Management Plan Guidance Document here.
Provide data to Council
EW.7

Upon request by the Council, the consent holder must make available any
monitoring results and data recorded in accordance with the Adaptive Management
Plan.
Advice Note:
A report containing sampling and monitoring results may be requested by Council. This
report is expected to contain the following details:

•

the results of all monitoring within that period;

•

a summary of receiving environment effects, including any ecological changes and
subsequent ecological response;

•

a summary of any event trigger levels exceedance that occurred and any subsequent
change of the AMP.

Condition 11 of Auckland Unitary Plan Standard Conditions Manual: General Earthworks chapter is
recommended, to ensure an updated ESCP in accordance with best practice is provided ahead of works
commencing onsite.

Sediment/erosion control in accordance with plan to be provided
EW.8
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I.

Prior to the commencement of earthworks activity on the subject site, a
finalised Erosion and Sediment Control Management Plan (ESCP)
[include specific reference to the document] must be prepared in
accordance with XX [specific reference to any relevant code of practice
– e.g.GD05] and submitted to Council for certification No earthworks
activity on the subject site must commence until the Council has
certified that that the ESCP satisfactorily meets the requirements of
[refer specific code above].

II.

The Erosion and Sediment Control Plan required by Condition
(EW.8) must contain sufficient detail to address the following
matters: [Add matters that should be specifically addressed in this
assessment e.g.]:

•
•
•
•
•

•
•

specific erosion and sediment control works (location,
dimensions, capacity [Add or delete as required])
supporting calculations and design drawings
catchment boundaries and contour information
details of construction methods
timing and duration of construction and operation of control
works (in relation to the staging and sequencing of
earthworks)
details relating to the management of exposed areas (e.g.
grassing, mulching)
monitoring and maintenance requirements

Advice note:
Please note that the diversion of stormwater and/or groundwater may
require a consent in accordance with the Auckland Unitary Plan
(Operative in Part).
(Also include the general advice note 8 and advice note 8A if there are
matters in the management plan that are outside the scope of the RMA
1991 and may raise potential liability issues for the council).

Mandatory streamworks conditions:
It is standard practice to specify the mandatory conditions required under the NES:FW, rather than
reliance on referring to the NES:FW itself. As such the following mandatory conditions are
recommended:
SW.1

Within twenty (20) working days following completion of the installation of the new culvert
and ramp structures, the consent holder must submit to the Council the information
required by regulations 62 and 63 of the National Environmental Standard for Freshwater
(2020), specifying the time and date of collection.

SW.2

Within twenty (20) working days following completion of the culvert structures, the consent
holder must submit a Fish Passage Monitoring and Maintenance Plan (FPMMP) to the
Council for certification. The FPMMP must specify the ongoing monitoring and maintenance
measures of the culvert structures and ramps to ensure fish passage is maintained and does
not reduce over the lifetime of the culvert structures, and include the following detail and
processes:
a.
Specific aspects of the structure to be monitored to ensure that the
structure’s provision for the passage of fish does not reduce over its
lifetime.
b.
Programme and frequency of routine monitoring and maintenance.
c.
Method of visual inspection of the structure within 5 days following a
significant natural hazard, or events that may otherwise affect the
structure’s provision for fish passage.
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d.
e.

SW.3

SW.4

SW.5

If any of the routine monitoring or visual inspections identify that provision for fish passage
has been reduced, or the culverts or ramps are damaged, the consent holder must undertake
maintenance or remediation works as soon as practicable to remedy the issues identified.
Advice Note:
Prior to any remedial works being undertaken, the consent holder should assess
whether the works meet the permitted activity regulations in the Resource
Management (National Standards for Freshwater) Regulations 2020
The consent holder must maintain a record of:
i.
All placement, alteration, extension and reconstruction works for the culvert
structures and ramps, including when the works commence, how long they
take, and when the works are completed; and
ii. Details of all monitoring and maintenance works undertaken on the culvert
structures and ramps in accordance with condition 2, including photos and
evidence of any maintenance works undertaken.
If requested, the consent holder must provide this record to the Council within 10
working days of the date of request.
Within twenty (20) working days of any changes to the structures or detail as submitted within
condition SW.2 above, as a result of routine monitoring and maintenance, or following a
significant natural hazard or event that may otherwise affect the structure’s provision for fish
passage, the consent holder must provide:
• Updated as-built information of the structure and associated fish passage, and
•

SW.6

Record keeping of monitoring results including photos,
Follow up actions including the preparation of as-built plans and supporting
information, further steps, and remediation measures.

Further steps to be taken to ensure that the structure’s provision for the passage
of fish does not reduce over its lifetime.

Fish passage must be maintained through the culvert structures and ramps in perpetuity,
and monitoring, maintenance and remediation measures must be undertaken in accordance
with the FPMMP throughout the lifetime of the culvert structures.

A new condition under the applicant’s proposed condition 34 is recommended relating to protection for
nesting birds.
Protection for nesting birds
TE.1

Prior to the commencement of works on site the site ecologist must undertake a nest bird
survey for all trees within the site. A 10-metre exclusion zone must be demarcated around
any tree identified by the site ecologist as containing nesting birds. All works within the 10metre exclusion zone are prohibited until the site ecologist has confirmed that the chicks
have fledged.
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Stormwater Conditions
The following new conditions and condition edits are recommended. New text is underlined, with
deletions strikethrough:
The requirement to provide an updated stormwater management design via new Condition187a.
a)

The management of stormwater must be in accordance with the Drury East Waihoehoe Precinct Stormwater Management Plan for 116 Waihoehoe Road and
Surrounds (July 2021) and the following design requirements:

Activity

Design Requirement

Best practical options for

/

Water quality

Hydrological

land

treatment

mitigation

Private

Risk based
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land
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approach.

spouting,

b) Southern

external wall
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cladding and
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architectural

t

and external
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harvesting

to not

tanks

increase
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b) Private

maximum
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flood

impervious

water
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sump volume
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and

Road
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railway
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up to and
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including
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the 100-

which will be

year ARI

supplemented

rainfall

with tanks for

event

the detention
(where this is
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in a
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device)

Road
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and
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Table

and hydrological mitigation
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and any additional function

for

certified via Condition

impervious

187a)

surfaces
connected
the
stormwater
network
187a.

The Consent Holder must submit a site-specific Stormwater Management Plan to the
Council for certification at least 30 working days prior to the start of construction of any
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stormwater management devices. The Stormwater Management Plan must be developed
in accordance with the Auckland Design Manual Stormwater Management Plan Template
and additionally must outline the criteria for adopting a risk-based approach to select
stormwater treatment devices on private land.
The following edits are recommended to Condition 120, predominantly to include the super lots in the
consent notice:
120.

Pursuant to Schedule 6 Clause 35(3) of the COVID-19 Recovery (Fast Track Consenting)
Act 2020 and section 221 of the RMA, the following consent notices must be registered
against the Records of Title of Lots 1 - 357 (inclusive) and Lots 1001 – 1013 (inclusive).
a)

Individual private stormwater management devices (catchpits with a sump volume
and submerged outlet, raingardens, rainwater harvesting and storage tanks, or
other suitable stormwater management device) must be established to serve each
Lot in general accordance with the Stormwater Management Plan certified under
Condition 187a “Drury East - Waihoehoe Precinct Plan Change Area Stormwater
Management Plan for 116 Waihoehoe Road and surrounds”. The owner must
operate, monitor and maintain the stormwater management system in accordance
with the conditions below, and must not modify or remove the stormwater
mitigation system without express written permission of Auckland Council:
1.

Regular maintenance (no less than once every two years) of the
stormwater management system must be carried out by the owner as
required to ensure efficient operation;

2.

Auckland Council may at any time upon prior written notice by its officers,
employees, agents or contractors enter the property to inspect or test the
detention system and to inspect the owner’s records in relation to the
operation, monitoring and maintenance of the system;

3.

Auckland Council may, by notice in writing, instruct the owner to carry out
any actions or works in relation to the operation, monitoring and
maintenance of the detention system. If the owner fails to carry out those
actions or works within 7 working days of receiving Auckland Council’s
Notice, Auckland Council may carry out said work itself and enter the
property to execute the work. Council may recover all costs of carrying
out said work from the owner;

4.

Maintain stormwater retention tank and permeable pavement located
within the lot boundaries to ensure that adverse environmental effects are
minimised.
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Parks Planning Conditions
SPECIFIC CONDITIONS – MITIGATION
For reserves being vested as mitigation to density effects of the development
PP.A

1.

Vest in Council at no cost an area of 3000m² as land in lieu of reserve meeting the
requirements of the Auckland Council’s Open Space Provisions Policy 2016.

PP.B

2.

Develop at no cost to the Council the reserve required by condition 1 to enable
recreational and community facilities associated with a neighbourhood park, that is
located outside of flood plains and contaminated land to the satisfaction of the Parks
Planning Team Leader.

Advice Notes:
The consent holder is advised that any acquisition of land will be subject to Governing Body
approval and assets on top of the land will be subject to Local Board Approval during the
EPA process.
The consent holder should demonstrate under what stage of the development the Land in
lieu of reserve will be developed prior to a finalised LT plan to the satisfaction of Parks
Planning Team Leader.

SPECIFIC CONDITIONS – SUBDIVISION CONSENT
Conditions are structured as follow:
•

Streetscape and accessways (All stages, Stage 1-4) Pre-development, during development,
implementations and post development. Imposes 2 years maintenance obligation.

•

Local Purpose Reserve Development (Stage 1A, Stage 1B and Stage 4)– Pre-development,
during development, implementations and post development. Imposes 5 years maintenance
obligation.

•

Mitigation for the under provision of quality open space - Land in Lieu of Reserve Predevelopment, during development, implementations and post development. Imposes 10-year
maintenance obligation and Infrastructure Funding Agreement (IFA).

PRE-COMMENCEMENT CONDITIONS
Streetscape and accessway landscaping (Stage 1-4)
PP.1

At Engineering Plan Approval stage, the consent holder must submit a detailed
streetscape landscaping plan(s) for rain gardens, street trees and street gardens for
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approval by the Parks Planning Team Leader for all roads and accessways to vest in
Auckland Council, respectively of each stage. In particular, the plans must:
a. Be prepared by a suitably qualified landscape architect.
b. Be in general accordance with the Subdivision Scheme Plan prepared
by Maven Associates dated September 2021, Site Plans prepared by
Holistic Urban Environments dated 9 November 2021 and associated
Landscape and Visual Assessment prepared by LA4 Landscape
Architects dated November 2021.
c.

Show all planting including details of intended species, location, plant
sizes at time of planting and likely heights at maturity, tree pit
specifications, the overall material palette, location of streetlights and
other service access points.

d. Ensure that selected species can maintain appropriate separation
distances from paths, roads, streetlights and vehicle crossings in
accordance with the Auckland Transport Code of Practice.
e. Include a planting methodology.
f.

Exclude monocultural Streetscape Planting.

g. Comply with the Auckland Code of Practice for Land Development and
Subdivision: Chapter 7: Green Assets and Landscaping.
h. Include the location and specifications for a shared pathway
(pedestrian and cycle) at a minimum of 3 metres in width.
Advice Note: Any additional assets and hard fixtures, i.e., tables, chairs, litter bins etc is
subject to local Board Approval during the Engineering Plan Approval Stage. Pedestrian trails
and walkways do not require Local Board approval.
Local Purpose Reserves (Stage 1A, 1B and Stage 4)
PP.2

At Engineering Plan Approval stage, the consent holder must submit for the approval of
the Parks Planning Team Leader detailed engineering and landscaping plans for all
hard assets / park furniture / fixtures /planting/grassing to enable reserve development
to be undertaken within Lots 515-520, respectively of each stage. The plan(s) and
supporting planting methodology, to be submitted for approval, must;
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a. Be in general accordance with the Subdivision Scheme Plan prepared
by Maven Associates dated September 2021, Site Plans prepared by
Holistic Urban Environments dated 9 November 2021 and associated
Landscape and Visual Assessment prepared by LA4 Landscape
Architects dated November 2021.
b. Be prepared by suitably qualified and experienced landscape
architects.
c.

Include a weed management plan detailing weed eradication and
control methods for the park, prior to and after planting.

d. Identify all new planting to be undertaken on the site including details
of the intended species, spacing, quantities, location, plant sizes at the
time of planting, their likely heights on maturity and how planting will be
staged and established.
e. Include specifications for plant condition and a written specification
detailing the planting methodologies to be used.
f.

Identify the existing species to be retained.

g. Include the location and specifications for a shared pathway
(pedestrian and cycle) at a minimum of 3- 3.5 metres in width.
h. Local Purpose (access) Reserves must be formed at a min of 8m in
widths and include the locations and specifications of a shared path of
3m wide.
i.

Comply with the Auckland Code of Practice for Land Development and
Subdivision: Chapter 7: Green Assets and Landscaping.

j.

Specifications of any other relevant agreed assets to mitigate for the
development including accessways to vest, walkways, boardwalks,
viewing platforms and bridges.

Advice Note: Any additional assets and hard fixtures, i.e., tables, chairs, litter bins etc is
subject to local Board Approval during the Engineering Plan Approval Stage. Pedestrian trails
and walkways do not require Local Board approval
Weed control – Streetscape and all reserves (all stages respectively)
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PP.3

Prior to the issue of 224c and the implementation of works on streetscapes,
accessways, local purpose reserves and land-in-lieu of reserves, the consent holder
must submit a Weed Control Programme to the satisfaction of the Parks Planning Team
Leader, respectively of each stage. The programme needs to include:
a. An inventory of the weed species to be removed.
b. Removal techniques to be utilised; weed disposal methods.
c.

Time frames for work and whether the weed removal needs to be
staged (particularly relevant for sensitive areas such as coastal edges
or riparian margins).

d. Any re-vegetation programme required to prevent re-infestation of
weeds.
e. As assessment of any ecological issues around the removal of
vegetation.
f.

Methods for addressing stability and erosion and sediment control
methods.

SECTION 223 – SURVEY PLAN APPROVAL
PP.4

The consent holder must submit a survey plan in accordance with the approved
resource consent subdivision plan. The consent holder must ensure that the following
matters have been complied with for the survey plan where parks and reserves are
proposed to be vested to the satisfaction of Parks Planning Team Leader:

a. A lot of 3000m² must vest as park (land in lieu of reserve) as mitigation
for the under provision of open space
b. (Stage 1A) Lots 515 - 516, (Stage 1B) Lots517- 518, (Stage 4) 519
must be shown as Local Purpose (drainage) reserve;
c.

(Stage 1A) Lot 520 must be shown as Local Purpose (access) Reserve
with a width of 8m wide;

d. (Stage 2) Lots 521-523 and (Stage 3) Lot 524 must be shown as
Accessways

PP.5
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All reserves must vest in accordance with s239, free of encumbrances including but not

limited to structures such as retaining and transformers.
Advice Note: All drainage reserves are subject to Healthy Water approval.
SECTION 224(C) REQUIREMENTS
For reserves being vested as mitigation of effects of the development
PP.6

Lot of 3000m² must vest in Auckland Council as land in lieu of reserve to be held by
Auckland Council as a park pursuant to Section 138 of the Local Government Act 2002,
so long as an unconditional agreement has been entered into as outlined later in this
condition:
a. Pursuant to Section 221 a Consent Notice is required to be registered
against the title this lot recording this.
b. This lot must be so vested only if by the time of application for the survey
plan to be approved under S223, the applicant has entered into an
agreement for sale and purchase of this lot or unconditional agreement in
relation to the gifting of the land of this lot (including appropriate rezoning
obligations).
c.

This lot must vest free of easements and encumbrances and with no utility
devices or structures on the land or on any of its road frontages or berms
other than what has been agreed to by the Local Board.

d. If no agreement is in place by the time of application for the survey plan to
be approved under S223 then the land will become a balance lot.
Advice notes: This lot is to be “Land in lieu of Reserve” and to vest under 138 of the
LGA. The document needs to be prepared by Council’s Solicitor at the applicant’s
cost. The application will provide a copy of the new certificate of Title to the Parks
Planning Team Leader following the issue of 224c.This land must still meet
requirements to vest free of encumbrances under 239 of the RMA.
DURING DEVELOPMENT
Implementation of streetscape and accessway works (All Stages, stages 1-4)
PP.7

Prior to lodgement of section 224(c) certification, all hard and soft landscape works
within the streetscape must be implemented in accordance with the approved landscape
plans to the satisfaction of the Parks Planning Team Leader and landscaped in
accordance with the Auckland Code of Practice for Land Development and Subdivision
Chapter 7: Green Assets and Landscaping, and in particular:
a) The street must be cleared of any construction material, rubbish and surplus
soil, and must be maintained in a neat and tidy condition.
b) Should site factors preclude compliance with any of these conditions, the
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Parks Planning Team Leader must be advised in writing as soon as
practicable and, in any case, prior to planting, and an alternative soil
improvement methodology proposed to the satisfaction of the Advisor.
c) Grassing and planting must be carried out by a suitably qualified landscape
contractor in the planting season (April to September) and when the weather
is suitable (mild, dull and moist) and when the ground is moist and workable.
Where delays occur in the agreed programme which prevents areas being
planted, the consent holder must inform the Parks Planning Team leader
immediately.
d) Any defects identified at the practical completion audit are to be remedied
by the applicant. The practical completion of the works will be determined
by the Parks Planning Team Leader to their satisfaction.
Advice notes: A practical completion inspection for the purposes of the certificate
under 224(c) will be required by the Parks Planner and representative of the future
asset owner to demonstrate reserve development has been satisfactorily
implemented and to formalise the commencement of the maintenance period.
Implementation of Local Purpose Reserve (Stages 1A, 1B and 4)
PP.8

Prior to lodgement of section 224(c) certification, all hard and soft landscape works
within the local purpose reserves must be implemented in accordance with the approved
landscape plans to the satisfaction of the Parks Planning Team Leader and landscaped
in accordance with the Auckland Code of Practice for Land Development and
Subdivision Chapter 7: Green Assets and Landscaping, and in particular:
a) All areas within the reserves that have been grassed must have a 90
percent strike rate, in a mowable condition, and be weed and rubbish free.
b) Planted slopes to be a maximum 1:3 grade and grassed slopes to be a
maximum 1:5 grade.
c) Topsoil must be 400mm.
d) Grassing and planting must be conducted by a suitably qualified landscape
contractor in the planting season (April to September) and when the
weather is suitable (mild, dull and moist) and when the ground is moist and
workable. Where delays occur in the agreed programme which prevents
areas being planted, the consent holder must inform the Parks Planning
Team Leader immediately.
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e) At practical, a chartered professional engineer engaged by the applicant
must provide certificates and completion auditing statements as relevant
and certify that the parks construction works have been conducted in
accordance with the approved plans and comply with the safety and
structural requirements. Written manufacturers guarantee must be supplied
for any products where warrantees are available or applicable.
f)

Any defects identified at the practical completion audit are to be remedied
by the applicant. The practical completion of the works will be determined
by the Parks Planning Team Leader to their satisfaction prior to the issue
of the certificate under s224(c) and this indicates the commencement of the
maintenance period.

Advice notes: A practical completion inspection for the purposes of the certificate
under 224(c) will be required by the Parks Planner and representative of the future asset
owner to demonstrate reserve development has been satisfactorily implemented and to
formalise the commencement of the maintenance period.
Mitigation - Implementation of Land in Lieu
PP.9

Prior to lodgement of section 224(c) certification, all hard and soft landscape works
within the land in lieu of reserves must be implemented in accordance with the approved
landscape plans to the satisfaction of the Parks Planning Team Leader and landscaped
in accordance with the Auckland Code of Practice for Land Development and
Subdivision Chapter 7: Green Assets and Landscaping, and in particular:
a) All areas within the reserves that have been grassed must have a 90
percent strike rate, in a mowable condition, and be weed and rubbish free.
b) Planted slopes to be a maximum 1:3 grade and grassed slopes to be a
maximum 1:5 grade.
c) Topsoil must be 400mm.
d) Grassing and planting must be carried out by a suitably qualified landscape
contractor in the planting season (April to September) and when the
weather is suitable (mild, dull and moist) and when the ground is moist and
workable. Where delays occur in the agreed programme which prevents
areas being planted, the consent holder must inform the Parks Planning
Team Leader immediately.
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e) At practical, a chartered professional engineer engaged by the applicant
must provide certificates and completion auditing statements as relevant
and certify that the parks construction works have been carried out in
accordance with the approved plans and comply with the safety and
structural requirements. Written manufacturers guarantee must be supplied
for any products where warrantees are available or applicable.
f)

Any defects identified at the practical completion inspections are to be
remedied by the applicant. The practical completion of the works will be
determined by the Parks Planning Team Leader to their satisfaction prior to
the issue of the certificate under s224(c) and this indicates the
commencement of the maintenance period.

g) This park, in its entirety, must be developed by the developer at no cost to
Auckland Council.

Advice notes: A practical completion inspection for the purposes of the certificate
under 224(c) will be required by the Parks Planner and representative of the future asset
owner to demonstrate reserve development has been satisfactorily implemented and to
formalise the commencement of the maintenance period.
POST DEVELOPMENT
Maintenance – Streetscape and accessway (All stages, Stages 1-4)
PP.10

Prior to the issue of the section 224(c) certificate, the consent holder must provide for
the approval of the Parks Planning Team Leader a Maintenance Plan, for all planting
and landscaping to be established in the streetscape and accessway, respectively of
each stage. The Maintenance Plan must include:
a) Vegetation maintenance policies for the proposed planting, in particular details
of maintenance methodology and dates / frequencies.
b) Details of watering, weeding, trimming, cultivation, pest and disease control,
checking of stakes and ties, pruning and other accepted horticultural operations
to ensure normal and healthy plant establishment and growth.
c) Vandalism eradication policies.
d) Design

strategy,

specification

and

management

plans

for

treatment/maintenance issues relating to the streetscape and accessway.
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PP.11

The consent holder must undertake maintenance, in accordance with the approved
Maintenance Plan for a two-year period commencing on the date that the section 224(c)
certificate is issued. Any maintenance issues deemed unsuitable by the Parks Planning
Team Leader during this period must be remedied by the consent holder at their
expense.

PP.12

If any damage/theft to the planting occurs during the maintenance period, the consent
holder must replace damaged/stolen plants with the same species and height and must
be maintained for a period of two years following the replacement planting, to the
satisfaction of the Parks Planning Team Leader.

Maintenance – Local Purpose Reserves (Stages 1A, 1B and 4)
PP.13

Prior to the issue of the section 224(c) certificate, the consent holder must provide for
the approval of the Parks Planning Team Leader a Maintenance Plan, for all planting
and landscaping to be established on the Land-in-lieu of reserve and Local Purpose
Reserve, respectively of each stage (Lots 515-520). The Maintenance Plan must
include:
a) Vegetation maintenance policies for the proposed planting, in particular details
of maintenance methodology and dates / frequencies.
b) Details of watering, weeding, trimming, cultivation, pest and disease control,
checking of stakes and ties, pruning and other accepted horticultural operations
to ensure normal and healthy plant establishment and growth.
c) Vandalism eradication policies.
d) All invasive pest plants and pest animals must be controlled in accordance with
the pest management plan prior to planting (site preparation) and following
planting for the plant maintenance period.

PP.14

Maintenance in accordance with the approved planting/revegetation plan must occur
until 80% canopy closure has occurred and a minimum survival rate of the plants (being
90% of the original density through the entire planting area(s) has been achieved. The
maintenance period for the local purpose reserve (Lots 515-520) must be a minimum of
five years commencing on the date that the section 224(c) certificate is issued. Plant
maintenance includes ongoing replacement of plants that do not survive. All invasive
pest plants and pest animals must be controlled in accordance with the EMP/pest
management plan prior to planting (site preparation) and following planting the plant
maintenance period.
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PP.15

If any damage/theft to the planting occurs during the maintenance period, the consent
holder must replace damaged/stolen plants with the same species and height, and must
be maintained following the replacement planting, to the satisfaction of the Parks
Planning Team Leader.

Mitigation Maintenance – Land in Lieu of Reserve
PP.16

Prior to the issue of the section 224(c) certificate, the consent holder must provide for
the approval of the Parks Planning Team Leader a Maintenance Plan, for all planting
and landscaping to be established on the Land-in-lieu of reserve as mitigation. The
Maintenance Plan must include:
a) Vegetation maintenance policies for the proposed planting, in particular details
of maintenance methodology and dates / frequencies.
b) Details of watering, weeding, trimming, cultivation, pest and disease control,
checking of stakes and ties, pruning and other accepted horticultural operations
to ensure normal and healthy plant establishment and growth.
c) Vandalism eradication policies.
d) All invasive pest plants and pest animals must be controlled in accordance with
the pest management plan prior to planting (site preparation) and following
planting for the plant maintenance period.

PP.17

Maintenance in accordance with the approved planting/revegetation plan must occur
until 80% canopy closure has occurred and a minimum survival rate of the plants (being
90% of the original density through the entire planting area(s) has been achieved. The
maintenance period for the land-in-lieu of reserve must be a minimum of ten years
commencing on the date that the section 224(c) certificate is issued Plant maintenance
includes ongoing replacement of plants that do not survive. All invasive pest plants and
pest animals must be controlled in accordance with the EMP/pest management plan
prior to planting (site preparation) and following planting the plant maintenance period.

PP.18

If any damage/theft to the planting occurs during the maintenance period, the consent
holder must replace damaged/stolen plants and community facilities with the same
species and height and facilities and must be maintained following the replacement
planting and structures, to the satisfaction of the Parks Planning Team Leader.

POST DEVELOPMENT AS BUILT REQUIREMENTS
As-built plans (for all reserves in all stages)
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PP.19

Prior to the issue of the 224(c) certificate, the consent holder must provide to the
Development Engineer and Parks Consents Planning Team Leader as built plans for
landscape works (hard and soft) within all proposed parks, reserves and streets
(respectively of each stage) in the following format:
a) For vested assets from a new development, as-built plans must be provided in
digital format (DWG, DXF or GIS shape files on CD or via e-mail) as well as one
hard copy of the signed as-built plan(s).
b) The following requirements apply to digital formats:
i.

All dimensions are to be in millimetres, and all levels and lengths in
metres.

ii.

All locational data must be plotted in New Zealand Transverse Mercator
2000 (NZTM 2000) coordinates in terms of New Zealand Geodetic
Datum 2000 (NZGD 2000) datum as approved by Land Information
New Zealand (LINZ).

c) All graphical data to be located/plotted to the following accuracy:
i.

X & Y coordinates +/-100mm

ii.

Z coordinates +/-50mm (e.g., lid level) in terms of the NZTM 2000
coordinates

iii.

Invert levels +/- 20mm.

iv.

Digital plans must show all required information, including specific
asset information shown in the Legend of the as-built files. If external
reference files, overlay or non-standard font shape files are required for
this, then these should also be provided.

d) The as-built plan (generated from the digital format) and structural drawings
must include a signed certification statement by the chartered professional
engineer or registered surveyor responsible for the as-built.
e) The as-built plans must be submitted on standard ISO metric plan sheets,
drawn at scales 1:100, 200, 250, 500 or 1:1000 as appropriate or as specified
by the Council. The information should fit on one sheet where possible. If this
is not possible at A3 size, multiple plan sheets must be submitted with an index
sheet. On agreement with Auckland Council, hard copy plans may be saved
and submitted in portable document format (pdf) for ease of transmission.
f)

If a validating process for existing assets an accurate as-built plan (sketch or
aerial photo with appropriate dimensions or location marked from the existing
known assets) and asset information will be acceptable.
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g) Details of tree and plant types, including new and established trees and plants
on land to vest in Council, using scientific (Latin) names and referencing any
cultivars
h) Existing assets and assets to be removed or abandoned must be shown on asbuilt plans.
i)

Copies of the following documents are required, where these assets will be
maintained by Auckland Council.
i.

All assets | Operation and maintenance manuals or asset owner
manuals, and any other documentation provided by a supplier for use
by an asset owner, e.g., warranty, guarantee.

ii.

Additional documentation will be required for project records. These
will be specified in project contract documents or Auckland Council
project management manuals.

POST DEVELOPMENT MAINTENANCE BONDS
Maintenance Bonds- Streetscape and accessway (all stages, stage 1-4)
PP.20

Prior to the issue of the 224(c) certificate, and in accordance with section 108(2)(b) of
the RMA, the consent holder must provide the Council a refundable bond in respect of
the maintenance of the landscaping works required by the conditions of this consent.
The maintenance bond will be held for a period of two years for streetscape and
accessway landscaping from the date that the section 224(c) certificate is issued. The
amount of the bond will be 1.5 x the contracted rate for maintenance and must be agreed
in consultation with the Parks Planning Team Leader.

Maintenance Bonds –Local Purpose Reserves (Stage 1A, 1B and 4)
PP.21

Prior to the issue of the 224(c) certificate, and in accordance with section 108(2)(b) of
the RMA, the consent holder must provide the Council a refundable bond in respect of
the maintenance of the landscaping works required by the conditions of this consent,
respective of each stage. The maintenance bond must be held for a period of five years
for local purpose reserve (Lots 515-520) from the date that the section 224(c) certificate
is issued. The amount of the bond will be 1.5 x the contracted rate for maintenance and
must be agreed in consultation with the Parks Planning Team Leader.

Mitigation Maintenance Bonds – Land in Lieu of Reserves
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PP.22

Prior to the issue of the 224(c) certificate, and in accordance with section 108(2)(b) of
the RMA, the consent holder must provide the Council a refundable bond in respect of
the maintenance of the landscaping works required by the conditions of this consent,
respective of each stage. The maintenance bond must be held for a period of 10 years
for the land-in-lieu of reserve from the date that the section 224(c) certificate is issued.
The amount of the bond will be 1.5 x the contracted rate for maintenance and must be
agreed in consultation with the Parks Planning Team Leader.

Consent Notices – Public Open Space Boundary Treatment
PP.23

Any fencing, walls or planting along boundaries or within 2m of boundaries of any public
open space must not exceed 1.4 metres or must be at least 50% permeable with a
proposed maxed height of 1.6m and the council is exempt from sharing costs.

PP.24

The owner(s) of the lot is thereafter to maintain the fencing/planting in perpetuity.

PP.25

As this is a continuing condition a consent notice will be required to be registered on all
lots abutting open spaces. The consent notices will be prepared by the Council’s
solicitor at the consent holder’s costs. The consent notices must be registered at the
time of a certificate under section 224(c) RMA.
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12. Papakura Local Board Comments

Papakura Local Board feedback to the
Fast Track Application: Waihoehoe Precinct (Oyster Capital) (BUN60395058)
Holistic well-planned approach
1.

Develop in line with Auckland Council’s Future Urban Land Supply Strategy.

2.

How does this development relate to Private Plan Change 50? The decision has not be
released yet.

3.

Ensure this development aligns with the Opāheke Structure Plan.

4.

Ensure there are connections in the wider context of development proposed for the area.

Plan for good community outcomes
5.

Plan for good community outcomes in intensive developments:
•

Ensure the provision of greenspace within or nearby intensive developments

•

Reduce walking distances to local parks or reserves

•

Public transport options must be made available as development occurs

•

Think innovatively about alternatives to public transport – are we planning for secure
bike sheds, e-scooter, e-bike storage etc.

•

Road widths that allow access for public transport, utility and emergency vehicles

•

Provision of off-road shared pedestrian / cycleways.

Green Space / Play Space
6.

The board is heartened by the greenspace proposed in this development.

7.

Nearby greenspace is crucial in intensive developments - ensure there is nearby green
space where children can kick a ball around and use play equipment.

8.

An esplanade reserve is not necessarily an area that is safe for children to kick a ball
around, particularly where water is close by.

9.

The local board has an expectation that the developer will provide reserve areas that
include multi-generational play/fitness opportunities such as adult fitness equipment or
exercise stations as well as children’s play equipment.

10.

Ensure there is a green space for a community garden with associated tool shed for
storage of community tools.

Papakura Local Board feedback to the Fast Track Application:
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11.

The individual lots in new developments are often small and leave little or no space to allow
residents to grow their own food.

12.

Papakura’s tree canopy is sitting at 14 per cent which is below the region’s average. The
board would like to see significant planting of trees to support the board’s Urban Ngahere
programme aimed at increasing the tree coverage and creating vegetation corridors for
native bird flight paths.

Connectivity
13.

The board is heartened to see the separated cycleways and shared pathways proposed in
this development.

14.

It is important that shared pedestrian / cycleways are accessible and connect to:
• The state highway one cycleway – southern pathway
• Greenways / local paths plans

15.

Connecting into existing and proposed parks and reserves, such as:
• Drury Domain
• Drury Sports complex

16.

Connectivity into other proposed developments
• Private Plan Changes 48, 49, 51 and 61
• Auranga development
• Ngakaroa Stream pathway
• State Highway One cycle path
• Mill Road cycleway.

Parking and road widths
17.

Central government has signaled that minimum parking requirements are to be removed
from district plans. However, the local board is receiving ever increasing numbers of
complaints in relation to new developments.

18.

New developments must have:
•

Dedicated separated shared pedestrian/cycleways to make it safe for people to use
other modes of transport

•

Public transport provision that is reliable, frequent, affordable and convenient

•

Sufficient indented on street visitor parking.

•

Road widths that emergency and utility vehicles can access

•

Enough room in the driveway to park a vehicle so that it is not blocking the footpath

•

Ideally the board would like to see a minimum of two on-site parking spaces.

19.

Narrow roads with people parking on the road berms and footpaths make it difficult for
emergency and utility vehicles to access properties.

20.

Vehicles protrude on to the footpath when parking in driveways which creates pedestrian
safety issues.
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21.

The police have also approached the board about the road width issue. Please ensure
input is sought from the fire, ambulance and police services. The emergency services have
complained to the board in the past about the narrow widths of new subdivision roads.

22.

Consideration should be given for innovative solutions to encourage alternative transport
modes in new developments, eg:
•

A City Hop-type car share system

•

Hire e-scooters or e-bikes

•

Secure parking for e-scooters / e-bikes / bikes with charging facilities

•

On-demand service connecting to the main transport hubs.

Waihoehoe Road
23.

The board has concerns about how this development will interface with Waihoehoe Road
which will become a major arterial.

24.

Right hand turns into and out of the development will become more dangerous and
problematic as traffic volumes increase with growing intensification.

25.

The board has seen the proposal in the Drury Main Arterials Notice of Requirements to
signalise the intersection at Waihoehoe Road, Norrie Road and Great South Road to cope
with future volumes. What will this mean for entering and existing this development?

Public Transport
26.

Public transport is demand driven.

27.

Public transport options need to be available early to reduce reliance on vehicles.

28.

Public transport needs to be reliable, frequent, affordable and convenient.

29.

Public transport services need to adequately cater to the population including the older
person, ie: a kneeling bus.

30.

Public transport does not work for everyone. It does not necessarily run near where the
people need it to go or within the timeframes people need it.

31.

People still need to have vehicles for the weekly shopping, accessing medical services,
taking children to sports practices/commitments and visiting friends or relatives.

Stormwater
32.

The board believe appropriate stormwater treatments should be implemented in line with
Te Mana o Te Wai and the latest water legislative requirements.

33.

All efforts should be made to retain and treat stormwater to ensure the optimum discharge
to the receiving environment.
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34.

Rain harvesting and the recycling of stormwater should be a requirement given the recent
drought in Tāmaki Makaurau.

Metropolitan centre proposed for the Kiwi Property development (PPC48)
35.

It appears there are no proposed neighbourhood or town centres in this masterplan. It is
noted the site is located near the existing Drury Village centre.

36.

The Papakura Local Board did not support the zoning of a metropolitan centre proposed in
the Kiwi Property plan change (PC48). The board believes town centre development
should align to the Drury – Opāheke structure plan.

37.

The board believes new town centres must complement existing town centres.

38.

The Papakura commercial centre is zoned a metropolitan centre in the Auckland Unitary
Plan. Intensification is occurring around the town centre. The board has developed the
Papakura Metropolitan Centre framework for action plan to encourage the vision for the
town centre.

39.

Eke Panuku Development Ltd is supporting the board to meet the desired development
outcomes for a metropolitan town centre.

40.

Papakura has the infrastructure of a metropolitan centre: Art Gallery, Museum, libraries,
churches, recreation centre, athletic track, aquatic centre and two theatres all within walking
distance of the metropolitan centre zoned area.

41.

Papakura rail and transport interchange is the sixth busiest on the network and growing –
southern edge transport hub

42.

A holistic approach is required that acknowledges economic impacts on existing
metropolitan and town centres. Historically this hasn’t been done well in the south. This
has led to urban decay that council is still struggling to address. For example:

43.

•

the effects of the expansion of Manukau City Centre and the development of Botany
town centre impacting on Manurewa and Papatoetoe town centres

•

the effect of the southside big box complex and Takanini Village retail development on
the Papakura town centre

When planning for new developments - learn from these previous experiences and not
repeat them.
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Executive Summary
Purpose and Scope
This report presents the transport assessment element of the Drury Infrastructure Funding and
Finance study (DIFF), being undertaken by Auckland Council. The transport assessment seeks to
identify a potential Staging Schedule of transport infrastructure upgrades to support the growth
proposed in the Drury area.
The purpose and context of the resulting Staging Schedule is important to note, including that:
• It is for the purpose of Council considering funding and financing options, and as such has not
explicitly considered funding constraints or delivery mechanisms
• It is based on transport facilities to serve the full release of the proposed plan changes in Drury,
using assumed yield and build-out rates derived from the Plan Change documents. It therefore
has not considered land use approval, funding, network, economic or other constraints on growth
• It is based on application of SGA transport planning principles and processes in this context and
hence does not reflect a committed infrastructure staging plan by Auckland Transport, Auckland
Council or Waka Kotahi
• While the ultimate corridor forms are based on the SGA work, opportunities for potential interim
stages remain conceptual options only, with the design, form and timing of any works remaining for
agreement between developers and the relevant road controlling authority
• The Staging Schedule therefore does not have the status of committed projects endorsed by
Auckland Transport or Waka Kotahi and is subject to change in response to funding methods,
delivery mechanisms, land use decisions and regional investment priorities. Nor does the Staging
Schedule reflect specific projects that Auckland Transport or Waka Kotahi would deliver.
By design, this assessment has not considered design, planning or submission detail related to the
Private Plan changes in Drury. While it has utilised, information provided with the Plan Change
applications in its assessment, it has focussed on a more strategic assessment of the bulk transport
infrastructure needs. The work was progressed with liaison with the proponents and advisers for the
plan changes, including sharing of staging principles, modelling, access strategies and the draft
Staging Schedule.
The scope of projects considered in this assessment are new or upgraded transport infrastructure
within the Drury area needed to support the plan changes. Key projects included in Drury West will
also support later growth in Drury West Stage 2 (south of SH22), however the specific additional
elements needed within that later growth area are not included. Some of the projects included also
have wider growth or strategic transport functions, making ring-fencing of the Drury-specific projects
very complex. The local street network design also has a key role in supporting the urban form and
mode shift objectives sought for this area, however those elements were not included in this
assessment as they are assumed to be the responsibility of developers for delivery. This work has not
included construction traffic effects, maintenance, rehabilitation, renewals or services and omits
transport projects needed for growth wider than the Plan Change areas of east and west Drury, some
of which are located in Drury.
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Approach
The Staging Schedule was developed based on the application of Staging Principles which sought the
following outcomes:
•
•

•

Transport systems that support quality, compact urban form, including through higher density
around major public transport corridors
Mutually supportive transport and land use systems that:
o provide safe travel across all modes
o provide a transformation in mode share to more sustainable modes, such as public
transport, walking and cycling to support decarbonisation goals
o provide improved choices of travel
o provide efficient freight movement
o provide high levels of accessibility to social and economic opportunities
a resilient transport system

A key component of this approach is transport infrastructure that supports high mode shift to more
sustainable modes, as well as supporting the land use activities and place function. A heavy
emphasis was therefore placed on the provision of quality walking, cycling and PT infrastructure from
the outset of development. Traffic data and modelling was then used to inform the assessment of key
access points to the Drury West and East areas, including linkages between the two. The traffic
modelling applied first-principle estimates of trip generation for the plan change areas, including mode
share assumptions of up to 46% by walk/cycle or PT. These mode shares are significantly higher
than traditional rates for such areas, and are considered feasible only with supporting infrastructure,
land use planning, local street design, public transport services and land use planning provisions.
Although the focus has been on the plan change areas in Drury, the assessment has considered the
cumulative effect of both this growth and ongoing growth in adjacent and wider areas.
During development of this assessment there was uncertainty regarding the outcomes of the rebaselining of the NZ Upgrade (NZUP) programme. As such, this assessment considered scenarios
with and without key elements such as the Drury South Interchange, Mill Road and Drury West
Station. The NZ Government announced in June 2021 the outcomes of that re-baselining, namely:
•
•
•
•

Delivery of all three rail stations (Paerata, Drury West and Drury Central)
Delivery of only a scaled-down version of Mill Road in Manukau (i.e. no delivery of Mill Road
in this Drury area)
Delivery of the Papakura-Drury upgrade of SH1, but not the subsequent stage from Drury to
Drury South
Funding of a (non-specified) local package of upgrades to support growth in Drury

Because of the early consideration of scenarios with and without key elements (such as Mill Road and
the Drury South interchange), it was not considered necessary for the purposes of this assessment to
revisit the basis of this work, beyond altering the indicated timing and staging opportunities of key
projects in response to these decisions. The timing, alignment and form of the Mill Road corridor
where it passes through these plan change areas also remains unconfirmed, with any potential timing
and alignments shown here being indicative only.
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Growth Inputs and Assumptions
Assumptions on the total yield and build-out rate for the plan change areas was derived from the Plan
Change documents where possible. This assessment was based on the regional transport model
(MSM) zones in which the plan changes fell, meaning they did include some adjacent areas of Future
Urban Zoned (FUZ) land. For this assessment ‘Drury West’ includes the FUZ-zoned land north of
SH22 but not the FUZ to the south of SH22, while ‘Drury East’ includes some adjacent FUZ in Drury
East, but not Opaheke.
For these definitions, Drury East is indicated to provide some 8,5001 dwellings and 186,000m2 GFA
of business/community floor area, while Drury West provides some 8,500 dwellings and 12,000m2
GFA of business area. Even with the aggressive mode shift assumptions, total vehicle movements
are expected to be some 65,000 trips per day associated with Drury East and 46,000 vehicles per day
for Drury West. For context, SH1 north of Drury recently recorded some 62,000 vehicles per day
while SH22 carries approximately 22,000 vehicles per day.

Drury East Movement and Access
Current access to Drury East is highly constrained, being only via the existing rural roads of
Waihoehoe Road (into Drury Village) and Ramarama Road (south to Drury South industrial area).
Those roads are typically rural roads, without suitable walking, cycling PT or other urban street
functionality. The wider receiving network is also constrained for the scale of growth proposed, being
only via the SH1, Gt South Road and Rail corridors.
The Drury Central rail station is considered the critical element in providing PT access to/from this
development area, supported by feeder bus routes and quality walk/cycle access. A supporting
network of internal arterial, collector and local streets is also required. The analysis confirmed that the
two existing access corridors (Waihoehoe Road and Ramarama Road), are not sufficient to support
development of this full Drury East area. A number of new access roads were indicated in the Plan
Change Movement Plans, however not all were indicated as being delivered by the developers. This
assessment has confirmed that a number of those access links are necessary to support full
development of this site, namely that:
•

•
•
•

1

A new access to the west (such as the Brookfield-Quarry Link) is required to provide
alternative access to Waihoehoe Road and provide connections between East and West
Drury
Enhanced access from the north is needed to provide relief to Waihoehoe Road, such as via
the proposed direct entry from the Drury southbound motorway off-ramp
Additional access capacity to SH1 is required for travel south and north on SH1, such as via
the Drury South Interchange and access roads
An additional connection is needed north to Papakura to provide improved connectivity and to
reduce traffic on SH1 and Gt South Road by allowing direct access to Papakura and
communities east of SH1

This includes the Plan Change areas as well as the remaining FUZ area within MSM Zone 555
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The Brookfield-Quarry Road link and direct Drury access ramp were found to be needed both short
and long-term, even with Mill Road in place. However, the estimated level of traffic on these links will
require careful design to integrate with the internal street networks.
The high mode share aspirations for walking and cycling in these areas will also require careful
design of local street networks to help increase their safety and attractiveness. It is therefore
recommended that the local street network is developed with appropriate access controls and speed
environments to both minimise through traffic and maximise the safety and attractiveness of walking
and cycling within those internal street systems.

Drury West Movement and Access
The current primary access to Drury West is via SH22, which is a high-speed rural road providing
strategic movement function connecting Drury to Pukekohe and surrounding areas. Its current form is
unsuitable for adjacent urban development. Secondary access is via the Bremner Road crossing over
SH1 into the Drury Village. That route into Drury Village is also constrained via poor walk/cycle
connections and the low lying, single-lane bridge on Norrie Road that is susceptible to flooding.
The Drury West rail station will directly support the southern and central parts of Drury West, with the
northern parts of the Auranga development having the choice of both the Drury West and Drury
Central stations. The arterial networks have been developed with quality walk/cycle and frequent
transit (bus) corridors to both access those stations and connect the east and west communities
through the supporting network. SH22 is currently a critical movement corridor which is operating
effectively at the capacity of a rural road, which will need to change to a low-speed urban environment
as the areas to both the north and south develop. Upgrading that corridor to a 4-lane urban arterial
form with segregated walk and cycle facilities is identified as being needed to support release and
integration of further urban growth in Drury West.
The long-term recommended network for the Southern Auckland growth area also includes the
Pukekohe expressway to aid the transition of SH22 from its current strategic movement function to a
localised urban function. This includes a southern extension of Jesmond Road from SH22 to connect
with the strategic expressway. Those elements south of SH22 (including the collector road network),
are needed to support Drury West Stage 2 and wider regional growth. An initial stage of the Jesmond
Road southern extension is included as part of access to the Drury West Station, but those strategic
elements were not included in this assessment.
As with the Drury East network, it is recommended that the local street design within Drury West is
developed with appropriate access controls and speed environments to both minimise through traffic
and maximise the safety and attractiveness of walking and cycling within those internal street
systems.

East West Connections
In addition to internal or access corridors for Drury west and east, a number of more strategic
upgrades have been identified that are needed to improve connections between the two communities,
including:
•
•

Upgrades to Norrie Road (Bremner road east FTN)
Regional active mode corridor between Drury and Pukekohe, of which the section between
Drury Central and Drury West has been considered for this assessment; and
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•

Gt South Road between Karaka Road and Quarry Road

Network upgrades in Drury West south of SH22 have not been explicitly included in the scope of this
assessment as there are no current plan changes. However, it is noted that the confirmation that
NZUP will deliver this station early indicate that additional growth (and hence infrastructure needs)
could occur in Drury West, outside the scope of projects included here.

Staging Schedule
A Staging Schedule has been developed with indicative time horizons and identifying the growth
areas they support. As noted above, there are significant uncertainties as to the roll out of the
development and the timing of key transport infrastructure. As such, this Staging Schedule provides
one potential scenario for such development, to assist Council develop infrastructure funding
methods. While this Staging Schedule is subject to change based on other decisions and economic
or other drivers, the key principles applied, and outcomes sought are considered to remain valid
underthe various possible scenarios of how this area will develop into a new urban community.
The detailed Schedule is provided later in this report, based on the network elements in the following
Figure.

Conclusions
Key conclusions of this work include:
• Both the Drury East and Drury West areas constitute a significant scale of urban growth
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• That Drury growth is itself only a sub-set of the total growth planned and expected in the southern
parts of Auckland
• This scale of growth requires an extensive network of new or upgraded transport corridors, both
within the immediate growth area and on the surrounding receiving environment. This network will
need to comprise both strategic network and local network elements in order to deliver on the
mode change aspirations
• The long-term arterial and strategic network to support this growth has been identified through the
SGA IBC and is being further developed through SGA detailed business cases. The local network
has been assumed to be represented by the master plan networks put forward for the Plan
Change areas. Some opportunities for the staged implementation of the new or upgraded
corridors has been identified in this assessment, however the feasibility, design, and timing of any
such interim upgrades will remain to be agreed directly with the appropriate road controlling
authority
• Drury is located where all movements between Auckland and the south must pass, meaning that
the transport networks have been scaled for local, regional and inter-regional growth. This means
it is not feasible to fully isolate the projects needed to support just the Drury plan change areas
from growth in the wider network. While this assessment has focussed on the projects needed for
Drury, it includes some elements in Drury to accommodate wider growth but excludes widernetwork projects which will benefit the Drury area.
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1

Purpose, Context and Scope

1.1

Purpose and Background

This report documents an assessment of the transport infrastructure needed to support the planned
growth in Drury, with the desired land use and transport outcomes.
Auckland Council are undertaking the Drury Infrastructure Funding and Financing Study (DIFF), which
seeks to:
•

“Provide for integrated and timely infrastructure delivery that enables and supports growth in the
Drury area in a way that uses current and alternative funding, financing and delivery opportunities”

Council commissioned the Te Tupu Ngatahi Supporting Growth Alliance (SGA), to undertake the
transport infrastructure component of that study. Specifically, it requested SGA to identify
sequencing/staging of transport infrastructure to support progressive urban development of Drury.
This work was similar to the previous DTIP study undertaken by Council, but with the following
refinements to address feedback on the previous work:
• Use of new information, including ATAP, Private Plan Change Applications, NZUP, SGA Detailed
Business cases etc
• More granular staging of infrastructure (physical and temporal), not just corridor sequencing
• More extensive liaison with key parties (including developers), on inputs, assumptions and
methodologies

1.2

Relationship to Private Plan Change Regulatory Processes

This work is primarily targeted at Council’s consideration of funding options and is not intended to
duplicate or replace Council’s, Auckland Transport’s, or Waka Kotahi’s detailed assessment of
eachPrivate Plan Change. In regard to the Plan Change processes, this work:
• Has a broader-network focus than just the individual plan changes, looking at the cumulative
growth across both the various plan changes and the wider growth pressures
• Has a focus on the ‘strategic’ rather than local elements of the network, and especially does not
cover local street design or delivery
• Is not considering detailed plan change provisions or submission points
• Is focussed on ‘bulk’ transport infrastructure, not detailed provisions (e.g. parking policy, local
street design, staging triggers etc)
• Is using different transport advisers (i.e. SGA) to those from Council2, Auckland Transport or Waka
Kotahi involved directly in the Plan Change process

2 Regulatory
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1.3

Scope of Transport Elements Considered

The approved SGA Indicative Business Case (IBC) for the Southern Growth area of Auckland
provides a range of projects and interventions between Manukau and Pukekohe to accommodate the
long-term planned growth in this area, including inter-regional growth. The scope of projects included
in this assessment are a sub-set of those projects involving new or upgraded transport infrastructure
to support the Plan Changes. It is however noted that growth in adjacent and wider areas is still
considered when estimating the required timing and scale of projects.
In addition to the SGA arterial and strategic projects, this study also includes key collector roads in
Drury East and West, but not local streets.
Key projects included in Drury West will support later growth in Drury West (Stage 2, south of SH22),
however the specific additional elements needed within that later growth area are not included (as
there are no active plan changes and it was indicated for later development under FULSS). Some of
the projects included also have wider growth or strategic transport functions, making ring-fencing of
the Drury-specific projects very complex. The local street network design also has a key role in
supporting the urban form and mode shift objectives sought for this area, however those elements
were not included in this assessment as they are assumed to be the responsibility of developers for
delivery.
It focusses on new or upgraded transport infrastructure needed to improve access, safety or capacity
(by any mode), but has not considered any consideration of construction related traffic effects nor has
it included any assessment on the existing carriageway quality to support the anticipated traffic flows.
Although focussed on the Drury area, other key strategic IBC projects identified to support the whole
southern growth area that are omitted from this assessment include:
•
•

Pukekohe Expressway and arterial connections
Paerata rail station

•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Pukekohe arterials
Rail 4-tracking
Takaanini rail crossings
Opaheke and Gt South Road Frequent Transit Routes (FTNs) between Drury and Papakura
Mill Road, north of Papakura, including associated connections
SH1 FTN and other long-term upgrades north of Papakura
Regional Active Mode Corridor (south of Drury)

This assessment therefore, represents a technical assessment by SGA (who are not parties to the
Plan Change hearings), for a specific purpose and based on key assumptions. It therefore, does not
represent a formal endorsement by Council, Auckland Transport or Waka Kotahi for any specific
staging or sequencing of transport infrastructure.

1.4

Assumptions on NZ Upgrade Projects

A number of projects proposed for this area were incorporated in the NZ Upgrade Programme
(NZUP) announced in early 2020, including (see ):
• Mill Road
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• Papakura to Drury South
• Drury Rail Stations
• Papakura to Pukekohe rail electrification
Figure 1-1 NZ Upgrade Projects in Southern Auckland

During the preparation of this assessment, NZUP was going through a re-baselining exercise for the
whole programme. Due to this uncertainty on the exact scope and timing of elements of the NZUP
programme that could emerge from the process, it was considered necessary to consider scenarios
with and without key elements. Solely for the purposes of progressing an initial assessment ahead of
decisions on the re-baselining, the following was assumed:
•
•
•
•
•

Assume the rail electrification proceeds, due to progression of design and construction
planning
Consider scenarios with and without Mill Road (at least the parts south of Papakura of most
relevance to this work)
Assume Stage 1 of the Papakura-Drury South project (between Papakura and Drury only),
due to progression of design and construction
Stage 2 of the Papakura to Drury South project (the section between Drury to Drury South) is
considered inter-related to assumptions on Mill Road
Consider with and without the immediate delivery of Drury West Station

A decision was subsequently announced on the NZUP projects in June 2021 (just before completion
of this study), and included:
•
•

Delivery of all three rail stations (Paerata, Drury West and Drury Central)
Delivery of only a scaled-down version of Mill Road in Manukau (i.e. no delivery of Mill Road
in this Drury area)
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•
•

Delivery of the Papakura-Drury upgrade of SH1, but not the subsequent stage from Drury to
Drury South
Potential funding of a (non-specified) local package of upgrades to support growth in Drury

Although removed from the NZUP delivery programme, it is not confirmed that projects such as the
Drury South Interchange and Mill Road should be removed from all future network planning. The key
changes made to the initial Staging Schedule following the NZUP decisions were:
• An accelerated need for the full upgrade on Waihoehoe Road west, given this would remain
the primary access into Drury East with the removal of the Drury South interchange and Mill
Roads from NZUP delivery
•

An acceleration of the need for the full upgrade to SH22 (east of Jesmond Road) to assist
transition to an urban environment following the confirmation of the early delivery of the Drury
West station south of SH22

It is noted that longer-term decisions on the alignment, form and timing of projects such as the Drury
South interchange and Mill Road will remain influenced by regional or national priorities, rather than
solely on the needs of local development in Drury. This means that any indication provided in this
report regarding the timing of those elements remains highly uncertain. For reference, the technically
preferred alignment option for Mill Road identified for public engagement in May 2020 is shown in
Figure 1-2 below.
Figure 1-2 Options Considered for Mill Road Corridor Alignment
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1.5

Stakeholder Liaison

As noted above, the scope for this SGA assessment does not include detailed consideration of the
Plan Change proposals or submissions but does include liaison with key parties. Liaison with external
parties was managed by Council, and included:
• Attendance at steering group and technical (transport) meetings with:
• Drury East developer group (Fulton Hogan, Kiwi Property and Oyster Capital)
• Auranga development in Drury West
• Waipupuke development in Drury West
• Representatives of Auckland Transport and Waka Kotahi were included in these meetings
Information shared with parties during this process included:
• Staging Principles (as described later in this report)
• Site trip generation estimates
• Emerging access strategies
• Traffic model scenarios
• Draft Staging Schedule

1.6

Report Structure

The remainder of his report is structured as follows:
Chapter 2:

Describes the approach to this assessment

Chapter 3:

Outlines the growth in this area

Chapter 4:

Considers the potential yield, travel movements and access requirements for the plan
change areas

Chapter 5:

Discusses the purpose, form and opportunities for staging each key element of the
network and presents the resulting Staging Schedule

Chapter 6:

Provides key conclusions
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2

Assessment Approach

This Chapter describes the overall approach to this assessment, including the ongoing land use and
transport system planning context. Detail on growth inputs are included in the subsequent chapter.

2.1

Full System Solution and Role of SGA

As noted above, the SGA IBC identified a full system solution to support the planned growth in
southern Auckland, as indicated in Figure 2-1. In addition to the infrastructure projects shown in the
Map, the business case identified the need for supporting initiatives related to demand management
and land use-transport integration. The land-use-transport integration work has included continuous
liaison between SGA and Council on planning for both the transport projects and the land use
planning. This included the Drury Opaheke Structure Plan for which SGA prepared the Integrated
Transport Assessment for Council.
The role of SGA is to achieve long-term route protection of the recommended networks, with
subsequent project implementation decisions and processes remaining with Auckland Transport and
Waka Kotahi. This means that the SGA work is focused on identifying required corridor footprints and
does not imply any specific implementation status. SGA are progressing detailed business cases
(DBCs) for elements of the network and have recently lodged a Notice of Requirement for the Drury
Arterials package.
The SGA IBC/DBC work and the Council planning documents3 therefore form the key basis for the
planned growth, desired outcomes and strategic projects used in this work.

3 Including the Unitary Plan, Drury Opaheke Structure Plan and Future Urban Supply Strategy
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Figure 2-1 SGA IBC Network
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2.2

Approach to Plan Changes

As noted above, this assessment has treated the lodged Plan Change documents at face value, and
used their key elements for this assessment, including:
• proposed type, location and yield of indicated land use activities
• proposed transport connections
• Indications of potential land use sequencing
This work has not considered the detailed planning provisions proposed in the documents to manage
transportation effects or specific transport policies, nor provided a view on the appropriateness of the
proposals. The plan changes are indicated in Figure 2-2 below. To avoid potential confusion from the
multiple numbers, the Plan Changes are also referred to here by their proponent developer, namely:
• Kiwi Properties for PC48 (Drury Centre)
• Oyster Capital for PC50 (Waihoehoe)
• Fulton Hogan for PC49 (Drury East)
Figure 2-2 Recent and Current Plan Changes

Although the Drury 1 and Drury South Industrial precincts are live-zoned, they are only partially
developed and include planning provisions (via AUP Precinct Plans) regarding the provision of key
transportation elements to allow full development that are relevant to this work. Additionally, the Drury
South Industrial area has a new Private Plan Change to revise some aspects of the existing Precinct
Plan.
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2.3

Transport Outcomes Sought

The transport and land use planning for this southern area has identified the need for a move away
from low density, car-dependent developments in order to minimise adverse outcomes in terms of:
•
•
•

Inefficient use of scarce land
Poor environmental outcomes, including carbon emissions from car-dominated travel
Poor urban form outcomes from dispersed development with car and movement-dominated
transport systems

•

Poor safety outcomes from conflicts with and between walking/cycling and high traffic flows in
urban areas

•
•

Poor economic outcomes from inefficient freight movement and poor business accessibility
Poor social and economic outcomes from poor accessibility to social and economic
opportunities and limited travel options
Poor economic outcomes through a lack of resilience in the transport system

•

The key outcomes sought through the SGA business cases to address these issues include:
•
•

•

Transport systems that support quality, compact urban form, including through higher density
around major public transport corridors
Mutually supportive transport and land use systems that:
o provide safe travel across all modes
o provide a transformation in mode share to more sustainable modes, such as public
transport, walking and cycling to aide decarbonisation goals
o provide improved choices of travel
o provide efficient freight movement
o provide high levels of accessibility to social and economic opportunities
a resilient transport system

These outcomes are used in the SGA business cases and have also been used for this assessment.

2.4

Approach to Staging Assessment

This assessment is substantially based on design and timing principles that will help deliver the
desired outcomes, particularly regarding mode shift and safety. It is acknowledged that there is
significant uncertainty in growth planning in greenfield areas, including:
•
•
•
•
•

The outcome of land use planning decisions, such as the various private Plan Changes
The exact sequencing of how each site will develop, which is complicated by the large area
and multiple land-owners
The rate of development
The timing of key infrastructure to support growth
The growth demands that impact this area from other locations, such as Northern Waikato

Due to these uncertainties, it has not been possible to predict or model all possible interim scenarios.
Instead, the assessment needed to consider general principles that would apply to growth in a
specific area, a range of scenarios for provision of new connections or major infrastructure and the
potential cumulative effects of growth across many areas.
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The broad approach to this work is therefore as follows:
•

Apply design and timing principles to identify key transport elements needed to support each
area, especially as regards PT, walk and cycle facilities

•
•

Consider key constraints to access to Drury West and Drury East
Use traffic data and models where needed to identify access strategies/needs under different
scenarios for key infrastructure
Consider the cumulative effect of growth in both Drury east and west, including on the key
east-west linkages

•
•

Identify opportunities for interim stages of needed upgrades

•

Develop indicative project sequencing strategy

The assessment is based on provisions of high-quality walking/cycling and PT facilities from the
outset of development, to support compact urban form, high mode shift and associated demand
management and climate objectives. Transport modelling has been used to inform, rather than
dictate this approach.

2.5

Staging Principles Overview

Due to the uncertainty regarding the timing and form of specific land-use activities staged over three
decades surrounding Drury, a principle/design-based approach is regarded as the best way to
manage and deliver the desired transport and land use outcomes consistently.
The ‘Timing and Design Principles’ are intended to provide guidance to stage transport infrastructure
to achieve balanced growth, that aligns with the long-term outcomes and achieve optimum land use
and transport integration over time. Figure 2-3 provides an example of how the interaction between
transport investment and growth using ‘Timing and Design Principles’ to help develop staging plan(s).
Figure 2-3 Example of desired outcomes over time
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2.5.1

Timing and Design Principles

A set of timing and design principles were developed to guide the strategy development. These
principles are based on the desired transport outcomes and reflect the need to stage the upgrades in
an integrated way with land use development. The principles related to early provision of mode-shift
and demand management initiatives are a key element of strategies to decarbonise the transport
system.

Timing Principles:
1. On sites where urban development is occurring:
a) Urbanise existing corridors within and adjacent to development concurrently with that
development
b) Provide for, or do not preclude, planned transport corridors within/adjacent to
development, including through providing interim facilities as part of development
c) Where transport improvements are provided in an interim form, ensure alignment with
the full build-out network
2. Beyond sites where development is occurring, stage the form and capacity of the transport
network progressively to match both development stages and system needs, including
cumulative effects of urban development on transport demands on the network.
3. Provide safe and efficient public transport and active mode facilities from the outset of urban
development to support a shift to more sustainable travel.
4. Sequence the provision of rail stations and facilities for gaining access to rail stations to
coincide with and support:
a) A commitment to adjacent land use of significant scale within walking distance
b) The need to serve as a strategic PT hub to service a wider catchment with poor PT
options
c) Support significant mode shift to PT from early in the development cycle
d) Noting a need to find a balance between criteria (4a and 4c)

Design Principles:
1. Include elements to support place function, not solely movement function (i.e. design
standards change based on place value)
2. Provide safe travel by all modes
3. Provide walk and cycle connections from the start of residential development to the following
key destinations/attractors within walk/cycle catchments:
a) Closest train station
b) Nearby education facilities
c) Closest Major Centre
d) Existing Centre
e) Major employment area
4. Provide walk and cycle connections from the start of non-residential development to the
following key locations within walk/cycle catchments:
a) Closest train station
b) Existing Centre
c) Adjacent residential areas
5. FTN services & infrastructure provisions when needed to provide reliable, efficient & attractive
frequent public transport
6. Provide local bus services and associated facilities to respond to timing, scale and location of
urban development
7. General traffic improvement when needed for:
a) Safety
b) Wider network resilience
c) Accessibility to key destination
d) Inter-peak reliability & LoS for all modes
e) Alleviation of severe peak-period congestion

Te Tupu Ngātahi Supporting Growth

179

August 2021 | Version 0.3 | 11

Transport Assessment

f) Alleviation of impact on public transport services
8. Coordination of adjacent projects for the purpose of practical construction staging
This process seeks opportunities to stage upgrades to match specific growth or system needs,
however it is noted that such opportunities for interim stages may add to costs or difficulty in
subsequent future upgrades. It is beyond the scope of this assessment to quantify and determine the
economically optimal strategy for every part of the network, particularly given the uncertainty in how
the various growth areas will indeed develop.

2.6

Transport Modelling

Transport modelling has been used to inform this work, however due to inherent uncertainties noted
above, traffic modelling has not been the primary method to determine the recommended strategy.
Key points to note with the modelling include:
•

•

Recommendations on walk/cycle and PT facilities have been driven by the Staging Principles,
alignment with desired outcomes and considerations for long-term integration of land use and
transport, and not directly by modelling
The traffic models have been used to identify/assess the impact of potential new access links,
rather than as specific forecasts of the future

•

Transport modelling, especially in greenfield growth areas, has quite high levels of
uncertainty, including the type and rate of growth, timing of infrastructure, the influence of
policy decisions and the design and performance of key parts of the system. In such
circumstances the models are considered least accurate at a disaggregate level (e.g. hourly
turning flows and delays at key locations), and more likely to be accurate at aggregate levels
(e.g. daily 2-way traffic flows)

•

In some locations the lodged Plan Change documents indicate different type and scale of
development than is indicated in the regional land use forecasts (which were informed in part
by the Structure Plan for Drury). Subsequently, first-principle estimates of traffic generation
were made for Drury East and West (north of SH22), based on the Plan Change documents.
The ‘standard’4 traffic models were then adjusted to match these estimates
Data was used from both the regional demand (MSM) and the local traffic (S3M) models

•

The specific assumptions on yield and trip generation in each area are discussed in the following
Chapter.
A number of scenarios were used to test the effects of various network changes. Due to the
significant number of potential combinations of network and land use inputs that could be considered,
these tests were kept at a simple level to understand key effects. This included using fixed demand
patterns for some tests with/without key links, rather than fully re-running both the regional demand
and local traffic models in all cases. The limitations of this approach were acknowledged, and various
other methods used to inform the analysis, including use of existing traffic count data, outcomes of
similar corridors elsewhere and high-level assessments of the daily flows likely to want to head in
each direction.

4 These are models using the regional growth forecasts
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The various scenarios modelled are described in Table 2-1 with resulting daily and maximum hourly
flows at key locations shown in Figure 2-4. The locations of the key flow estimates are indicated in
Table 2-2.
Table 2-1 Model Scenarios

Scenario

Description

Purpose

A

Reference Case Mill Road Models
updated for DIFF 3.0 Study (Drury East
and West land uses). These include full
Mill Road and P2DS projects but do not
include Brookfield-Quarry Link (BQL) or
direct Drury-Kiwi ramp access (DKR)

A reference scenario similar to that used
in the plan change assessments

B

Remove (Ban) Mill Road between Drury
and Papakura, but still includes Drury
South Interchange

To test the effect of only having the
Drury South Interchange element of Mill
Road

C

Remove all of Mill Road south of
Papakura, but include Maketu-Waihoehoe
Road internal collector roads

To test the effect of having no Mill Road

D

Scenario C + BQL + DKR

To test the effect of adding the
additional Access Links

A

Reference Case Mill Road Models
updated for DIFF 3.0 Study (Drury East
and West land uses). These include full
Mill Road and P2DS projects and
Opaheke North-South Arterial (with
signals) but do not include BrookfieldQuarry Link (BQL) or direct Drury-Kiwi
ramp access (DKR)

A reference scenario similar to that used
in the plan change assessments

B

Scenario A+ BQL + DKR + change
signals to roundabouts on North-South
arterial

To test the effect of adding the
additional Access Links

2028 Models

2038 Models

2048+ Models
A

Reference Case Mill Road Models
updated for DIFF 3.0 Study (Drury East
and West land uses). These include full
Mill Road and P2DS projects and
Opaheke North-South Arterial (with
signals) but do not include Brookfield-
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Scenario

Description

Purpose

Quarry Link (BQL) or direct Drury-Kiwi
ramp access (DKR)
B

Scenario A+ BQL + DKR

To test the effect of adding the
additional Access Links

C

Scenario A With the change to
Roundabouts on North South Arterial

To test the effect of different intersection
forms

D

Scenario B With the change to
Roundabouts on North South Arterial

To test the effect of different intersection
forms
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Table 2-2 Modelled Traffic Flow Estimates
Demand Flows (Vehicles)
S.No
1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9
10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24
25
26
27
28
29
30
31
32
33
34
35
36
37
38
39
40
41
42
43
44
45
46
47
48

Road Name
Waihoehoe Road
Waihoehoe Road
Waihoehoe Road
Fitzgerald Road
Fitzgerald Road
Fitzgerald Road
Fitzgerald Road
Drury Hills Road
Drury Hills Road
Appleby Road
NorthSouthArterial
Mill Road
Mill Road
Mill Road
Mill Road
Mill Road
Great South Road
Great South Road
Norrie Road
Bremner Road
Drury Interchange SH1 Off Ramp
Brookfield Road
Maketu Road
Maketu Road
SH1
SH1
SH1
Quarry Road
Great South Road
GSR - Drury South I/C
Pukekohe Expressway
Pukekohe Expressway
Extension of Jesmond Road
Extension of Jesmond Road
Jesmond Road
New Bremner Road
SH22
SH22
SH22
SH22
SH22

Road Section
GSR-Kath Henry Lane
FitzgeraldRd-ApplebyRd
MillRd-DruryHillsRd
NewParallelRd-WaihohoeRd
BrookfieldRd-FieldingRd
CoseyRd-DruryHillsRd
QyarryRd-DruryHillsRd
WaihohoeRd-ApplebyRd
WaihohoeRd-MacwhinneryDr
WaihohoeRd-HarryDoddRd
HarryDoddRd(NSArterial)-PongaRd
ApplebyRd-PongaRd
WaihohoeRd-ApplebyRd
FitzgeraldRd-WaihohoeRd
MaketuRd-FitzgeraldRd
DSIC-MaketuRd
EastSt-SuttonRd
FirthSt-WaihohoeRd
FirthSt-GSR
VictoriaSt-CreekSt
SH1OffRamp-FlanaganRd
MaketuRd-Brookfield Rd
MaketuRd-MillRd
Ararimu Rd-MceldownieRd
Drury I/C-Papakura I/C
Drury South I/C-Drury I/C
RamaRama I/C-Drury South I/C
GSR-QuarryRd
SH22-GSR
GSR-Drury South I/C
RunchimanRd-GSR
BurttRd-RunchimanRd
Pukekohe Expway-Runchiman/Burtt
JesmondRd Extn-SH22
NewParallelRd-South of Bremner Ro
Jesmond Rd-Auranga Dr
GSR-SH1 OffRamp
McPhersonRd-GSR
JesmondRd-McPhersonRd
OiraRd-JesmondRd
Whangapouri Rd-OiraRd

Jesmond Road
Jesmond Road
NewNSRoad
NewNSRoad
NewNSRoad
Victoria Street
Oira Road

NewParallelRd-South of Bremner Ro
SH22-NewParallelRd
SH22-NewNSRoad b/w JesmondRd/B
SH22-NewNSRoad East of BurberryR
BruttRd-SH22
Bremner Rd-SH22
SH22-NewEWRoad b/w OiraRd/Jesm
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2028
2038
2048+
Scenario A
Scenario B
Scenario C
Scenario D
Scenario A
Scenario B
Scenario A
Scenario B
Scenario C
Scenario D
Max Peak Flow ADT Max Peak Flow ADT Max Peak Flow ADT Max Peak Flow ADT Max Peak Flow ADT Max Peak Flow ADT Max Peak Flow ADT Max Peak Flow ADT Max Peak Flow
ADT
Max Peak Flow
ADT
1,173
20,162
1,273
24,210
1,356
27,706
1,208
19,644
1,331
22,802
1,162
17,101
1,276
23,968
1,226
17,284
1,401
25,970
1,188
17,891
397
5,739
238
4,507
352
6,575
507
6,323
134
2,168
127
2,558
244
4,360
217
3,874
207
4,692
287
4,816
127
2,190
162
2,701
225
3,776
239
3,857
194
3,470
205
3,679
546
7,993
538
8,124
547
8,001
547
8,188
214
3,736
281
4,857
361
6,710
259
4,501
429
7,421
524
8,632
415
7,118
478
7,141
607
10,556
771
10,203
349
6,025
499
6,623
581
8,213
481
8,681
539
11,857
359
8,265
640
10,531
349
6,659
666
11,119
361
7,204
249
6,193
277
6,547
181
4,818
234
5,699
419
10,837
480
10,777
360
7,790
411
8,127
386
7,939
454
8,185
185
4,036
141
3,223
166
3,374
175
4,096
341
7,314
392
7,408
449
8,425
476
8,291
449
8,426
465
8,376
70
1,373
140
2,582
168
3,234
193
3,297
78
1,835
100
2,063
248
4,993
259
5,136
236
4,981
260
5,139
66
955
28
257
63
687
55
706
132
1,899
138
1,873
415
5,567
401
5,258
417
5,445
410
5,244
365
6,262
84
1,595
84
1,610
85
1,628
273
4,033
132
1,820
386
4,945
321
5,227
212
3,760
274
4,259
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
726
7,840
783
11,846
1,290
12,572
1,297
14,610
1,297
14,982
1,283
17,156
1,672
21,819
0
0
0
0
0
0
1,693
28,462
1,657
25,113
2,110
36,123
2,106
34,638
2,110
34,611
2,139
33,249
1,220
14,679
9
195
6
122
5
115
1,527
24,489
1,495
23,242
1,914
30,516
1,829
29,361
1,918
30,142
1,870
28,696
1,151
14,231
70
1,232
36
627
32
576
1,383
23,624
1,345
22,181
1,597
28,418
1,518
27,345
1,591
28,158
1,543
26,641
1,496
20,789
649
11,044
581
8,649
284
5,115
1,853
36,067
1,573
28,812
2,366
39,975
1,891
32,193
2,340
39,613
1,913
31,755
1,314
18,070
824
14,752
0
0
0
0
1,481
30,494
1,432
25,751
1,855
33,946
1,694
30,035
1,846
33,588
1,698
29,784
741
17,488
1,400
25,748
1,410
26,758
1,420
25,410
1,060
19,577
1,051
17,940
1,473
22,909
1,502
22,255
1,474
22,387
1,504
21,547
845
12,162
1,035
16,976
1,013
18,201
894
12,585
1,007
14,170
741
8,083
1,051
17,426
800
10,439
1,160
18,565
881
10,886
610
12,079
945
13,931
944
15,448
963
15,734
1,031
16,349
1,009
16,663
1,409
19,750
1,321
20,076
1,344
19,409
1,355
19,562
709
10,436
695
10,501
644
10,635
698
11,001
1,000
14,958
1,056
15,358
1,253
17,639
1,215
18,176
1,229
17,469
1,228
17,904
0
0
0
0
0
0
522
7,564
0
0
441
6,000
0
0
523
5,554
0
0
494
5,302
0
0
0
0
0
0
529
7,962
0
0
916
11,396
0
0
921
14,394
0
0
953
15,250
568
10,261
400
9,830
489
8,919
381
7,730
1,040
19,191
1,036
18,999
1,178
20,809
1,083
20,882
1,124
20,782
1,087
20,629
366
4,568
318
4,691
604
11,741
446
8,880
960
9,605
902
9,106
1,199
11,332
996
10,330
1,130
11,179
995
10,081
4,374
106,802
5,151
117,833
5,156
116,019
5,152
117,618
5,480
128,626
5,488
129,296
6,237
144,183
6,207
144,792
6,186
143,995
6,184
144,357
3,084
79,080
3,982
91,028
3,787
83,875
3,824
83,075
4,477
107,652
4,455
107,438
5,221
124,051
5,219
124,390
5,222
123,677
5,223
124,082
3,900
82,598
3,946
82,911
3,786
83,873
3,824
83,074
3,312
88,272
3,346
88,171
4,313
110,894
4,362
110,890
4,351
110,695
4,357
111,095
259
3,427
176
3,063
433
6,904
737
10,097
490
3,978
1,110
11,592
606
5,750
1,175
14,782
530
5,449
1,204
15,566
262
5,297
245
5,736
502
9,300
712
10,807
408
6,349
570
6,827
797
11,572
611
10,308
704
11,359
616
10,048
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
1,944
39,159
1,845
36,824
1,933
41,316
1,830
40,071
1,904
41,235
1,814
39,713
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
2,138
40,751
2,043
40,527
2,148
46,128
2,069
46,014
2,152
46,014
2,073
45,797
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
2,162
38,594
2,195
39,610
2,172
43,648
2,216
44,695
2,165
43,544
2,208
44,632
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
280
6,730
440
6,956
588
11,401
585
11,752
576
11,141
573
11,558
360
5,515
360
5,747
346
5,690
337
5,530
246
4,421
217
3,986
497
7,307
543
7,022
493
7,397
536
6,851
299
4,235
291
4,194
291
4,310
274
4,183
459
7,566
450
7,373
481
9,517
518
9,417
527
9,555
493
9,302
335
4,401
322
4,260
312
4,025
297
4,022
591
9,307
588
9,361
611
10,898
691
11,091
627
10,406
707
11,479
1,554
27,471
1,434
27,185
1,406
28,578
1,388
26,230
1,200
17,711
871
12,944
1,408
23,587
1,236
17,741
1,516
24,435
1,217
17,927
1,567
26,492
1,359
25,429
1,354
24,901
1,339
24,906
1,168
15,341
1,040
13,422
1,257
18,410
1,115
17,221
1,274
19,265
1,124
17,751
1,567
26,494
1,360
25,431
1,354
24,901
1,340
24,907
1,092
14,158
984
12,676
1,102
16,588
1,048
15,744
1,117
17,257
1,052
15,789
1,354
23,428
1,133
22,123
1,134
21,389
1,124
21,506
993
14,712
926
13,169
997
18,020
1,043
17,278
1,047
18,513
1,080
17,383
1,362
23,822
1,144
22,521
1,144
21,795
1,137
21,907
922
14,434
893
13,123
850
16,762
921
16,521
912
17,077
942
16,591
280
4,150
275
4,112
276
4,286
261
4,035
438
7,501
410
7,243
522
9,346
523
9,197
503
9,380
490
8,931
351
5,371
326
5,364
330
5,712
300
5,751
515
8,933
519
8,924
681
11,734
715
11,566
695
11,731
674
11,441
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
75
1,184
56
748
157
1,970
143
1,703
158
2,119
139
2,032
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
2
0
2
0
1
0
1
0
1
0
2
53
148
87
226
39
110
22
70
125
3,004
139
2,736
180
2,931
156
3,291
198
4,296
175
4,359
164
3,786
173
4,290
171
3,864
146
3,613
46
849
47
861
47
865
47
880
79
1,555
78
1,591
154
2,873
151
2,859
157
2,923
154
2,942
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Figure 2-4 Location of Key Traffic Flow Estimates
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3

Growth Inputs

This chapter outlines the key growth inputs and assumptions used in this assessment.

3.1

Auckland Unitary Plan and Structure Plan

The AUP zoning for the Drury area is indicated in the following figure, highlighting the live-zoned
areas and the extensive area of Future Urban Zone (FUZ, shown in yellow).
Figure 3-1 Auckland Unitary Plan Zoning and Precincts

Drury 1 Precinct

Future Urban
Zoning

Drury South
Industrial Precinct

Council progressed the next stage of land use planning by completing the Structure Plan for Drury
and Opaheke in 2019. The resulting Structure Plan map (Figure 3-2), indicates the preferred type and
location of land use activities, as well as the indicative transport network to support it. The indicative
transport network indicated includes the SGA strategic network and indicative collector road network.
Elements of the SGA network are currently being progressed through more detailed business case
investigations.
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Figure 3-2 Drury Opaheke Structure Plan

3.2

FULSS

Another key land use planning document that informs both the SGA work and this assessment is
Council’s Future Urban Supply Strategy (FULSS, 2017). That strategy indicates the preferred
sequencing of greenfield (FUZ) land. Relevant to this area is the staged sequencing of new urban
areas indicated in Figure 3-3. Of relevant in this area is the following:
•
•

Drury West Stage 1 (north of SH22) is indicated for the earliest development, by 2022
Drury West Stage 2 (south of SH22) is indicated for being development ready by 2032

•

Drury East and Opaheke are indicated for being development ready by 2032
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It is noted that some of the private plan changes are aligned with this strategy, while those in Drury
East involve acceleration ahead of the Strategy.
As noted earlier, this assessment has treated the seven plan changes at face value, assuming all
could proceed immediately, regardless of the FULSS. However, the growth assumptions in the wider
area remain generally aligned with FULSS (as reflected in the regional land use forecasts).
Figure 3-3 FULSS

3.3

Regional Growth Forecasts

Auckland Council, in liaison with Auckland Transport and Waka Kotahi5, regularly update their
regional land use forecasts. Those forecasts are estimates of long-term regional growth undertaken
at a strategic level. They are not intended to provide precise predictions of future land use activities in
all areas. Forecasting future land use activities has inherent uncertainty, particular in greenfield
growth areas subject to such significant change.
The forecasts are developed from Statistics NZ population forecasts, and reflect various known
developments, unitary plan zoning and strategies such as FULSS. The forecasts are used in the
transport forecasting undertaken for the regional and sub-regional transport planning, including that
undertaken by SGA. The current SGA assessments are based on forecast Scenario I11.5, albeit with

5

This collaboration of agencies is reflected through the jointly owned Auckland Forecasting Centre
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an additional horizon added with full build-out of the FUZ areas (and referred to as the 2048+
forecast). Scenario I11.6 was released in mid-2020 and is being progressively introduced into new
SGA business cases. The updated regional scenarios typically reflect changes in the predicted rate
of growth in various areas, with total yields in greenfield areas not typically changing unless subject to
refined structure planning or plan changes6. The Scenario I11.6 forecasts were also created in 2020,
with prevailing high levels of uncertainty regarding post-COVID economic and growth conditions.
This DIFF study has also used different assumptions for the Plan Change areas, relying on the
regional forecasts only for wider-area growth. While the timing of development (both within and
beyond the Plan Change areas), remains uncertain, the use of Scenario I11.5 rather scenario I11.6 is
not considered likely to significantly impact the conclusions of this assessment.

3.4

Recent and Current Plan Changes

The following sections summarise the key yield and transport elements of the proposed plan changes,
with more detailed estimates of growth rate and trip generation in the Subsequent Chapter 4.

3.4.1

Drury South

The Drury South Industrial Precinct includes around 185 hectares of Land Extensive Industrial
Activities providing for heavy and light industrial activities. The adjacent Drury South Residential
Precinct provides for residential development (approximately 750 dwellings). Plan Change 46 has
recently been approved which has re-zoned the ‘Commercial Services’ area in the western part of the
Industrial Precinct to Mixed Use.
This area was live-zoned prior to consideration of FUZ areas north and west of the Precinct, and that
context is reflected in some of the precinct provisions. The Mill Road corridor with its connection
through the Precinct to connect to SH1 was in its early stages of development and not reflected in the
Precinct provisions. The transport network is indicated in Figure 3-4 below. The key elements
relevant to this assessment include:
•

Use of Quarry Road / Gt South Road and Fitzgerald Rd as the access to the north, along with
provisions requiring consideration of upgrades at the Quarry Road/Gt South Road and
SH22/Gt South Road intersections. Interim safety upgrades have been implemented at both
intersections

•

Provisions requiring consideration of a minor upgrade at the Waihoehoe Road/Fitzgerald
Road intersection (implemented) and a walk/cycle path on Fitzgerald Road (implemented)
Creation of a new link road between Quarry Road and Fitzgerald Road to provide a new link
to Fitzgerald Road. Note: As closure of Ramarama Road is no longer identified and the
possibility of the NZ Upgrade Mill Road project using that same corridor, the provision of this
new corridor is somewhat uncertain

•

•

Provisions requiring consideration of upgrades to the Ramarama Interchange intersections,
which provides the main access to the south. A full roundabout upgrade has been completed
on the east side and an interim safety upgrade has already been provided on the west side.

6

This comment relates to the regional forecasts and models. It is noted that the local traffic models used in this assessment did apply different
assumptions on total yield and build-rate.

Te Tupu Ngātahi Supporting Growth

188

August 2021 | Version 0.3 | 20

Transport Assessment

Figure 3-4 Drury South Industrial Precinct Transport Plan

3.4.2

Drury East

Three private plan changes have been lodged covering the Drury East area. Those three Plan
Changes have identified a common transport plan, indicated in Figure 3-5 below.
Based on the plan change documents, the three plan changes suggest combined yield of:
•
•
•
•

7,000+ residential dwellings
100,000m2 GFA of retail development
60,000m2 GFA of commercial activity
16,000 m2 GFA of community space
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Figure 3-5 Drury East Proposed Transport Network7

3.4.3

Drury West

For this assessment, Drury West comprises the areas within the two MSM model zones north of
SH22, including
• The live-zoned Aurunga A/B1 area (as included in the Drury 1 Precinct)
• The Aurunga B2 private Plan change 51
• The Waipupuke Private Plan Change 61
• Residual FUZ areas north of SH22
For this combined area, a yield of some 8,500 dwellings is indicated, along with a 12,000m2 GFA
Centre. The network plans for the various plan change areas are indicated in the following figures (as
sourced from the Plan Change documents or Unitary Plan).

7

Background map sourced from Plan Change documents
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Figure 3-6 Drury 1 Precinct Plan
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Figure 3-7 Plan Change 51 (Sourced from PC51 ITA Report)

Figure 3-8 Plan Change 61 (Waipupuke) – Sourced from PC61 ITA Report
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4

Movement and Access Assessments

This chapter considers likely traffic demands for Drury East and Drury West and key access
requirements. The requirements and timing for PT, walking and cycling facilities were primarily
derived from the Staging Principles. The traffic generation estimates used here are net, after
assuming quite significant changes in traditional mode share.

4.1

Drury East

4.1.1

Trip Generation

For the purposes of this assessment, Drury East is defined as the area contained in MSM zones 554
and 555. These two zones cover the extent of the three plan changes for Drury East, but also
includes a portion of future urban zone immediately north of Waihoehoe Road.
Detailed assumptions on development roll-out and the estimated vehicle trip generation for Drury East
are contained in Appendix A and summarised in the following Figures. The figures also include
estimates from the regional growth forecasts (Scenario I11.5). The Plan Change documents indicate
total employment of some 6,000, which has been used here for comparison with the regional
forecasts (with pro-rata from the floor area growth for interim years).
It can be seen that the total number of dwellings is some 18% higher than the regional forecasts, and
with a faster/earlier growth rate. The total employment is however substantially higher than the
regional forecasts8.
The estimates of traffic generation, even after substantial assumptions of mode shift, indicate a very
significant scale of demand, at nearly 65,000 vehicle movements per day. To put this in context, SH1
just north of Drury had 62,000 vpd in 2018. It is noted that these trip generation estimates are for
future occupiers of the urban growth, and do not include construction-related traffic.

8

It is possible that the Plan Change estimates use a different definition of jobs than the regional forecasts (e.g. employee counts versus full-time
equivalents). The modelling check undertaken for this study used the estimated floor areas, rather than predicted employees.
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Figure 4-1 Drury East Build Out Assumptions

Figure 4-2 Drury East Vehicle Trip Generation Estimates

4.1.2

Drury East Access

Drury East access is constrained by the SH1 and rail corridors and the undeveloped rural Opaheke
area to the north. It is currently accessed only by two roads, being Waihoehoe Road to the west (into
Drury Village), and Ramarama Road to the south (which can then connect to Quarry Road or south
on Maketu Road).
The Drury East Plan Change documents indicate a number of potential new access points (Figure
4-3), including:
1. An access to SH1 at the Drury South interchange (it is understood that current options considered
for this link involve a direct ramp into the site from the existing southbound off-ramp)
2. A new link over SH1 to the west to connect to Pitt Road
3. A new link from Brookfield Road to Quarry Road
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4. A new connection to SH1 via the proposed Mill Road corridor and the associated Drury South
interchange
5. A new connection north to Papakura via the proposed Mill Road corridor
6. A new connection north to Opaheke via the proposed Opaheke North South arterial
Although shown in the Movement Map, the Plan Change assessments suggested that the Drury
ramp, Pitt Road and Brookfield connections were not required for development. This assessment has
however considered the case for additional connections, particularly due to uncertainty around
strategic projects like Mill Road.
The Mill Road project would provide additional access north to Papakura and also south to SH1 (and
then further south or north on SH1). The SGA work indicates that the Opaheke North-South arterial is
likely to be a longer-term project dependent on full development of the Drury East and Opaheke
areas. The Pitt Road connection appears useful in providing an access to/from the west, however, is
considered less likely to be the preferred connection to the west given it would involve an extensive
new structure spanning SH1.
The Brookfield-Quarry Link would provide a similar access to the west, (and the additional route to
access SH1 at Drury via Quarry Road, Gt South Road and SH22), which would relieve traffic flows on
Waihoehoe Road and allow easier east-west movement via routes that don’t have motorway
interchanges. The feasibility of that connection would however need to be confirmed, due to its
crossing of the Hingaia stream.
Figure 4-3 Drury East Access Links (Background map sourced from plan change documents)

6
5

1

2

3
4

Given the uncertainty of the timing of strategic links such as Mill Road, model tests were undertaken
with and without the southern elements of Mill Road. Given the additional uncertainty of the scale and
timing of growth, these were simple model tests, assuming the same travel demand patterns. While
removing a key strategic link such as Mill Road would be expected to alter the distribution of trips,
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these tests have focussed on total trips entering/leaving the site. As such, the distribution of trips
beyond the key access points is considered less critical.
The total daily and peak hourly traffic flow entering/leaving Drury East are indicated in Figure 4-4
(note this differs from Figure 4-2 above as it excludes trips remaining within Drury East). This
indicates some 33,600 movements per day accessing this area in 2028, rising to 57,000 movements
per day at full build out. This ‘external’ trip generation only relates to generation from activities within
Drury East, however the network to which it is applied will also include through traffic from other
adjacent areas.
Figure 4-4 Drury East External Traffic

The need for new access points has been identified by using estimates of maximum ‘desirable’ daily
flows on the access points. These daily flows are used in preference to hourly delays as they are
considered less sensitive to specific intersection or network design assumptions, and also more
representative of the business periods outside commuter peaks9.
Waihoehoe Road west has a current daily traffic flow of some 4,500 vehicles per day, which is
expected to increase with the live-zoned growth occurring from Drury South. This road is planned as
a key FTN route and a critical walk-cycle access from Gt South Road into both the Drury East area
and the rail station. As such, a desirable daily flow of less than 15,000-18,000 vpd is considered
suitable. The SGA planning proposes Waihoehoe Road to ultimately be a 4-lane corridor, however
the intention is to retain 2 lanes for traffic, with the additional lanes for bus priority on this important
FTN corridor.
Ramarama Road is the southern access to this area, with existing flows estimated at closer to some
2,000 vpd. As a rural collector road, a desirable maximum daily flow would be less than some 8,000
vpd, rising higher to maybe 10,000 vpd as an urban road. However, only a relatively small proportion
of the Drury East traffic is expected to head south via Ramarama Road. This proportion would vary
depending on what links are in the wider network, however 20% is assumed for this assessment.

9

As noted in the Staging Principles, congestion in commuter peaks is considered generally less important than during interpeak periods (and in
fact, some levels of congestion are useful to drive consideration of other modes)
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Hence, Waihoehoe Road is estimated to have ‘spare’ capacity for maybe 10,000 vpd from Drury East
(depending on the background growth from Drury South), while Ramarama Road could maybe take
some 5,000 vpd. Therefore, the existing access points are considered only able to absorb up to
15,000 vpd from Drury East development. It is clearly apparent that the 33,000 vpd movements
accessing the site by 2028 cannot be accommodated on the existing two access points.
It should be noted that these roads would need to be upgraded to urban roads to support growth in
this area, so this assessment applies to the upgraded roads, not the existing, rural roads.
Selected traffic model flows are extracted for a cordon around the site indicated in Figure 4-5, with
daily flows shown in Table 4-1.

Figure 4-5 Traffic Flows and Cordon for Drury East
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Table 4-1 Estimated Daily Traffic Flows

This analysis indicated:
2028 Models:
• Without Mill Road or the additional access links (Scenario C), resulted in flows on Waihoehoe
Road west of 27,700 vpd which would significantly exceed the desired flow. The flow towards the
south (Ramarama Road and the link road between Fitzgerald and Maketu Road) indicated a
combined flow of 11,500 vpd, which also exceeds the desired flow on Ramarama Road
• Adding the two Additional Access links10 (Scenario D) takes significant flow off Waihoehoe Road
west, bringing it close to (but still exceeding) its desired level. Similarly, the flows likely on
Ramarama Road (assuming Link 15 is not built), are 8,500, which near the desired maximum level
• With parts of Mill Road (scenarios A and B), but without the additional access links also shows
flows on Waihoehoe Road significantly in excess of the desired level, but those on Ramarama
Road (link 7 only) would be below the desired maximum
• The Brookfield-Quarry Link is estimated to have some 11,400 vpd, which is likley to exceed the
desired maximum flow for a collector road
• This suggests that additional access links are required to relieve traffic on Waihoehoe Road, even
with Mill Road in place
• It can also be seen that the flows on Gt South Road also increase without Mill Road, to levels that
would be undesirable for its intended FTN function
2038 Models:
• These scenarios include both Mill Road and the Opaheke North South Arterial, which affects
widernetwork flows, noting these are only modelling assumptions as neither project has
committed funding.
• Even with Mill Road and the Opaheke North-south arterial, the flows on Waihoehoe Road west
exceed the desired maximum if the additional Access Links are not provided
• The Brookfield-Quarry link serves some 8,500 vpd, and the Direct Drury Interchange access is
estimated to serve some 7,800 vpd, reducing flows on Waihoehoe Road to desired levels
• This again suggests the Additional Access links are required to relieve traffic on Waihoehoe
Road, even with Mill Road and the Opaheke North-South arterial in place
• Without the Opaheke arterial, the flows on Waihoehoe Road and Gt South Road would be
expected to be higher than shown in these models
10

This refers to both the Brookfield-Quarry Link and the Drury Interchange ramp
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2048+ Models
• Again, the Additional Access links are required to bring Waihoehoe West to more desirable levels
(this is consistent both short and long term)
• The Brookfield-Quarry Link is the most effective access, carrying nearly 3 times more traffic than
the Drury Interchange access
• The Brookfield-Quarry Link is estimated to have some 15,400 vpd, which is likely to exceed the
desired maximum flow for a collector road. This flow could be even higher if the direct Drury
Interchange link was not in place

To further explore the need for access links, the potential distribution of site traffic was extracted from
the models. This reduces the issues with the modelled flows on any link to a great extent depending
on the assumed land use and network assumptions made for that scenario. This distribution of daily
vehicle trips was estimated from the models and summarised in Figure 4-6. It is noted that these
proportions are indicative only and would change somewhat with different network assumptions.
However, the broad pattern is considered suitable for this analysis. These distributions were then
applied to the total external trips estimated for Drury East, as indicated in Table 4-2.

Figure 4-6 Estimated General Distribution of Vehicle Trips11

North (SH1 and east)
North (West of SH1)

23%

30%

WEST

22%

26%

SOUTH

11

Background map sourced from Plan Change documents
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Table 4-2 Estimated Distribution of Drury East Traffic Movements

Year
Daily External Traffic Movement

2028
33,600

North/East
North/West
South
West

9,900
7,700
8,600
7,300

2038
52,900
15,600
12,200
13,600
11,500

2048 2048+
55,700
57,000
16,400
12,800
14,300
12,100

16,800
13,100
14,600
12,400

As noted above, the ‘spare’ capacity on Waihoehoe Road access is estimated at some 10,000 vpd,
with spare capacity on southern Ramarama Road access of some 5,000 vpd. This analysis does not
directly consider through traffic on the key access roads, which will vary depending on what new
access links are provided. However, this data indicates that for the full development of Drury East:
•
•
•

A new access to the west is required, such as the Brookfield-Quarry Link
An additional access to SH1 is required for travel south and north on SH1, such as the Drury
South Interchange and access roads
An additional connection is needed north to Papakura to reduce traffic on Waihoehoe Road,
SH1 and Gt South Road

To demonstrate this outcome, the ‘available’ capacity on key link roads were estimated to identify the
total access points required:
•
•
•
•
•

•

Waihoehoe Road was estimated at some 10,000 vpd, based on background/through traffic of
some 8,000 vpd and a desirable maximum of 18,000 vpd
Ramarama Road was estimated at 5,000 vpd, based on background/through traffic of some
4,000 vpd and a desirable maximum of 10,000 vpd once urbanised
The Brookfield-Quarry Link was estimated at up to 10,000 vpd, for an urbanised route,
andassuming upgrades to the receiving Gt South Road
The direct Drury Interchange ramp was estimated to offer some 7,000 vpd. This flow could
vary depending on the design and how it connects into the local network within Drury East
The SH1 Drury South access was estimated to offer some 15,000 vpd. This value is
indicative as it depends on whether the northern part of Mill Road is in place, and hence how
much regional through traffic would be on the link. However, SH1 north would remain a key
constraint on traffic that could be accommodated from Drury East via the Drury South
interchange
A northern link to Papakura was estimated to offer some 15,000 vpd. This value is also
indicative as it depends on which link is provided (Mill Road or the Opaheke North-South
arterial), and hence how much regional through traffic would be on the link.

The cumulative access capacity and total (external) site generation is indicated in Figure 4-7 below.
It should be noted that this is indicative, as the traffic flows and ‘available’ capacity are dependent on
which links are in place and wider-network assumptions. However, it confirms that multiple new
connections are required to service the full development of Drury East, including new links to the
west, south (SH1) and north.
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Figure 4-7 Estimated Drury East External Traffic and Available Access Capacity

Overall, this analysis confirms that:
• Multiple additional Access points are needed to serve the full build-out of Drury East:
• The Brookfield-Quarry Road is needed to relieve traffic flows on Waihoehoe Road, even with
Mill Road in place. This level of traffic may in fact be too high for a collector road and the
models indicate potential through traffic on this route. This suggests that careful network
design and traffic calming measures could be required to avoid this route having too much
traffic
• An additional connection to SH1 (such as via the Drury South Interchange) is needed to
reduce flows on Waihoehoe Road, as well as on the Brookfield-Quarry Link
• An additional connection north to Papakura is needed to allow full build out
• A number of these new access links would be needed by 2028 to accommodate the
estimated level of initial development

4.2

Drury West

For the purposes of this assessment, Drury West is the area contained in MSM zones 561 and 562,
north of SH22. These two zones cover the extent of the three plan changes for Drury west, as well as
some future urban areas. Growth areas south of SH22 do not have specific plan changes for them, so
relied on the regional growth forecasts.

4.2.1

Trip Generation

Detailed assumptions on development roll-out and the estimated vehicle trip generation for Drury
West is contained in Appendix A and summarised in the following figures. The figures also include
estimates from the regional growth forecasts (Scenario I11.5). The Plan Change documents provided
indications of total business yield for the areas north of SH22, which allowed a comparison against
regional land forecasts.
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It can be seen that the total number of dwellings is some 9% higher than the regional forecasts, and
an earlier/faster start to the growth. The estimated number of employees is also higher than regional
forecasts, by about 26%12. It can be seen that the total estimated traffic generation reaches some
46,500 movements per day. For context, SH22 had some 20,000-24,000 vpd on this section of
highway13.
Figure 4-8 Drury West Land Use Assumptions (all FUZ areas north of SH22)

Figure 4-9 Drury West Total Vehicle Generation

4.3

Access

The access to Drury West is either south onto SH22, or east via Bremner Road, over SH1 to Gt
South Road (see Figure 4-10).

12

It is possible that the Plan Change estimates use a different definition of jobs than the regional forecasts (e.g. employee counts versus full-time
equivalents). The modelling check undertaken for this study used the estimated floor areas, rather than predicted employees.
13
Source: Waipupuke and Auranga transport Plan Change assessments
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Bremner Road crosses over SH1 and connects to Gt South Road via either Firth Street or Norrie
Road (which is constrained by a single-lane bridge). The SGA recommended network proposes
Bremner Road to become an arterial road with a critical FTN function, which includes a new
connection directly west to Jesmond Road and an upgraded route through the Drury industrial area to
replace the Norrie Road bridge. The long-term proposal for this corridor involves 4 lanes, with 2
indicated for general traffic and two for bus or high-priority vehicles.
SH22 is a high-speed, rural road, with traffic flows of some 24,000 vpd. These flows are somewhat
influenced by conditions on the nearby SH1, with some traffic from Paerata and west diverting north
to the Hingaia Road access when congestion extents south of Papakura. This level of traffic flow is
considered to be at or approaching the maximum flows than could be accommodated on this kind of
road. The high volumes and speeds are such that the existing priority (Giveway) controlled roads
connecting to SH22 are already considered potential crash risks. Any release of new growth areas
north of SH22 are therefore considered essential to have controlled intersections (roundabouts,
signals or restricted right turns), along with a lowered speed environment. The urbanisation adjacent
to SH22 (initially to the north then also on the south), will require this section of SH22 to change in
form to better suit this new environment. This is expected to include lower speed environment,
segregated walk/cycle facilities, controlled pedestrian crossings and suitable kerb/channel and street
facilities to improve the place function and environment for walk and cycle modes. This route will
however also maintain its State Highway status and related movement and freight function, until the
Pukekohe Expressway is available.
Figure 4-10 Key Access points to Drury West

Traffic count data from the Waipupuke Plan Change documents are shown in Figure 4-11 below,
which show directional hourly traffic flows of some 1,050 vph in the morning peak and nearly 1,400
vph in the evening peak. These flows are considered at or approaching the maximum capacity of
such roads. This was checked by investigating SH16 east of Kumeu, which is a similar road
environment but with regular queueing indicating it is at capacity. That analysis indicated that the
rural form of road and key intersections resulted in maximum directional hourly flows of some 1,350
vph.
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Figure 4-11 Traffic Counts on SH22 (Source: Waipupuke Traffic Assessment)

It is likely that the major intersections on SH16 contribute to this constrained capacity, due to the
interruptions from turning and merging traffic. This suggests that while controlled intersections would
be required to safely accommodate the expected traffic from Drury West, those intersections
themselves are likely to reduce the throughput of SH22 below its current levels. Additional lanes on
SH22 are therefore considered necessary to mitigate the additional access traffic, whilst maintaining
the strategic function of the highway.
The specific location, form and timing of intersections with SH22 will remain to be agreed between
developers and Waka Kotahi, however the following are indicated from the plan change documents:
•
•

Oira Road – full controlled intersection, likely multi-lane roundabout
Jesmond Road – full controlled, either roundabout or signals
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•
•

•
•
•

Town centre access (east of Jesmond Road) – likely to be controlled left-in/out movements
only
Realigned Burberry Road to near McPherson Road – controlled intersection suitable for
walk/cycle crossing (it is noted that long-term with 4-tracking of the rail line, the height and
width restrictions of the McPherson Road underpass mean it is likely to close to traffic
Burberry Road – to be closed
Gt South Road – full controlled, either signals or roundabout
Victoria Street – no specific plans in Plan Changes, however the Papakura to Drury NZUP
project has recently identified the need to install signals at this location for that project. The
DIFF modelling indicated this road could attract high volumes of through traffic under some
conditions on the wider network. As such, some traffic calming measures on Victoria Street
may be needed to be considered if through traffic creates safety issues for the activities on
Victoria Street

Model flows in Drury West are presented in Table 4-3, for the locations identified in Figure 4-12.
Figure 4-12 Location of Selected Model Flows in Drury West
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Table 4-3 Selected Daily Flows in Drury West

ID

2028
2038
2048+
Scenario A Scenario B Scenario C Scenario D Scenario A Scenario B Scenario A Scenario D
No Mill Rd
All Mill rd
All Mill rd
Only Drury
+ access
+ access
+ access
Connection
All Mill Rd South I/C No Mill Rd links
All Mill Rd links
All Mill Rd links
37 SH22
27,500
27,200
28,600
26,200
17,700
12,900
23,600
17,900
38 SH22
26,500
25,400
24,900
24,900
15,300
13,400
18,400
17,800
40 SH22
23,400
22,100
21,400
21,500
14,700
13,200
18,000
17,400
41 SH22
23,800
22,500
21,800
21,900
14,400
13,100
16,800
16,600
29 Great South Road
5,300
5,700
9,300
10,800
6,300
6,800
11,600
10,000
48 Oira Road
800
900
900
900
1,600
1,600
2,900
2,900
43 Jesmond Road
5,400
5,400
5,700
5,800
8,900
8,900
11,700
11,400
44 NewNSRoad
1,200
700
2,000
2,000
47 Victoria Street
3,000
2,700
2,900
3,300
4,300
4,400
3,800
3,600
20 Bremner Road
10,400
10,500
10,600
11,000
15,000
15,400
17,600
17,900

This data indicates:
• That except for Gt South Road, the presence of Mill Road has little impact on the traffic flows in
Drury West
• The flows on SH22 are very high in 2028, but reduce in later years (due to the assumption that
Pukekohe Expressway is included in those models)
• The flows on SH22 will require a four-lane facility to be accommodated
• The model indicates potential for high flows on Victoria Street
• Flows on other roads generally remain within desirable levels
The distribution and potential quantum of traffic from Drury West are indicated in Figure 4-13. This
demonstrates the important role of SH22 in accessing Drury West for general traffic.
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Figure 4-13 Estimated General Distribution of Vehicles

NORTH/NORTHEAST
20,200vpd

48%

WEST

20%

13%

EAST

8,200 vpd

5,600 vpd
NORTH

19%

SOUTH 7,900 vpd
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5

Infrastructure Project Assessments

This Chapter provides commentary on the main corridors, followed by presentation of the
recommended staging plan.

5.1

Corridor Form and Function

Figure 5-1 indicates the corridors and project elements referred to in the Staging Schedule. Table 5-1
summarises the intended function, form, staging opportunities and interdependencies of each
corridor.
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Figure 5-1 Corridors and Project Numbers
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Table 5-1 Corridor Form and Function
No

Corridor

Future Function

Ultimate form14 and staging opportunities

Inter-dependencies

Waihoehoe Road west
(Gt South Road to
North-South
Arterial/Fitzgerald
Road), including bridge
replacement over the
rail corridor

This is a key access link into Drury
East for all modes (including to the
Drury Central station), and part of the
Jesmond-Bremner-WaihoehoeOpaheke FTN

4-lane corridor with segregated walk/cycle and with
widened/lengthened bridge over the rail.

Construction inter-dependencies with the
station access road, closure of Flanagan
Road, bridge lengthening for 4-tracks,
vertical re-grading for sight distance,
upgrade to adjacent Gt South Road
intersection and urbanisation of the
corridor and integration with adjacent land
use development and timing and
frequency of bus services. This will also be
a key part of the network for managing
effects during any concurrent development
and road construction activities.

Drury East
23

From an operational perspective there is some
limited potential to have an interim upgrade
focussed only on high-quality walk/cycle links (likely
to require temporary bridges over the rail).
However, the complexity of the design interdependencies suggests that this should be
constructed directly to its ultimate form to avoid
poor outcomes for the interim form, later re-work
and traffic disruptions during construction.
The potential need for major pavement
rehabilitation and to manage concurrent traffic
effects may also require the immediate formation of
the ultimate form of key intersections, such as the
Waihoehoe Road/Fitzgerald Road intersection.

4, 24

14

Waihoehoe Road east
(North-south arterial to
Drury Hills Road

Arterial road linking Mill Road
corridor into Drury and arterial
corridor for walking/cycling
movement and local bus services

2-lane urban corridor with segregated walk/cycle.
The eastern extent will depend on the alignment for
any Mill Road corridor. An NOR has been lodged
that allows for a 24m corridor. Interim options
within the existing 20m road reserve were
considered, however Auckland Transport advised
this would not be desirable, with direct development

Inter-dependencies include alignment of
Mill Road, rate and location of
development along the corridor and
integration with earthworks/levels on
adjacent development sites to optimise
geometric profiles

Note: While the proposed form of the arterial roads has been developed by SGA, the specific form of Collector and local streets will be determined between developers and Auckland Transport.
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No

Corridor

Future Function

Ultimate form14 and staging opportunities

Inter-dependencies

of the ultimate form requested to deliver the desired
urban form, transport, constructability and landform
integration outcomes.
7,33,20

Fitzgerald Road

Urban collector Road for Drury East
and walk/cycle and local bus
connectivity to Drury South

2-lane urban collector road with segregated
walk/cycle. Staging opportunities were considered
based on location of adjacent development,
however urbanisation should be contiguous from
the north (to provide continuous walk/cycle links to
the town centre and station). Safe walk/cycle
connections through to Ramarama Road would also
be needed to connect to the jobs and services and
residential area n Drury South

Adjacent cycle/walk networks, location of
development along the corridor and
earthworks on adjacent development sites
to integrate and optimise geometric
profiles

14

Brookfield Road
(including link to Quarry
Road)

Proposed as important collector
access to Drury East, to provide
resilience and capacity to access
routes and walk/cycle and local bus
routes connecting Drury East and
West

2 lane urban collector road with segregated
walk/cycle. Potential for initial urban upgrade on
existing section of Brookfield Road, prior to
construction of link across Hingaia Stream to
Quarry Road

A connection to Quarry Road would likely
require intersection upgrades to Quarry/Gt
South and Gt South/SH22 intersections.
Also dependent on adjacent cycle
networks, such as on Fitzgerald Road,
Quarry Road, Gt South Road and/or the
SH1 Drury-to-Drury-South project’s
walk/cycle links

1,2

Gt South Road (north
of Drury Interchange)

Regional north-south arterial, access
to Drury East and FTN route

4-lane urban corridor with segregated walk/cycle.
Opportunities for interim walk/cycle facilities
between Firth Street and Waihoehoe Road

Form of interim works will depend on
timing of Norrie Road upgrade. Also
related to the timing of FTN north of
Waihoehoe

37

Opaheke North-South
Arterial

New arterial connection between
Drury and Papakura with FTN
function

4-lane urban arterial with segregated walk/cycle.
Opportunity for interim 2-lane corridor, with bus
lanes added when traffic conditions demand

Timing and scale of Opaheke
development, timing of Mill Road
(Papakura-Drury), Fitzgerald/Waihoehoe
intersection capacity and timing and
frequency of bus services
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No

Corridor

Future Function

Ultimate form14 and staging opportunities

Inter-dependencies

34

Drury Interchange
Ramp

Provide direct access (entry-only)
from SH1 into the Drury East area,
via a new ramp from the southbound
off ramp

Feasible options have been identified by NZUP to
include this ramp into the upgrade of Drury
interchange, however, the construction of the ramp
is not within the defined scope of the NZUP project.
This ramp would therefore be subject to new local
funding, which if available could allow construction
concurrently with the NZUP project, or at a later
date. With the removal of the Drury South
interchange from delivery within the NZUP
programme, there would be benefits in this ramp
being provided early to provide alternative access
into Drury East and provide construction
efficiencies.

Ability to co-ordinate delivery with the
NZUP Papakura-Drury project and form of
connection of the ramp into the local street
network within Drury East.

35

Mill Road: Drury South
Interchange to
Fitzgerald Road

Regional strategic arterial and
access to Drury East and Drury
South developments

4-lane regional arterial with segregated walk/cycle.
Interim 2-lane versions and only north-facing ramps
to SH1 could be potentially considered for interim
access to Drury East, prior to any strategic function
for Mill Road

Timing of development in Drury East,
timing, form and alignment of Mill Road
and Papakura-Drury South SH1 upgrade
and timing of other accesses to Drury East
such as Opaheke North-South arterial,
Brookfield-Quarry Link, Waihoehoe Road
upgrade and the Drury interchange access
ramp

18

Mill Road: Maketu
Road to Waihoehoe
Road

Regional strategic arterial. Note:
The alignment of this section has
not been confirmed

4-lane regional arterial. Interim use of existing
roads could be suitable for any interim Drury South
interchange (assuming no strategic Mill Road
function to the north)

Timing of development, timing, form and
alignment of Mill Road and Drury South
interchange and timing of other accesses
to Drury East such as Opaheke NorthSouth arterial, Brookfield-Quarry Link,
Waihoehoe Road upgrade and the Drury
interchange access ramp
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No

Corridor

Future Function

Ultimate form14 and staging opportunities

Inter-dependencies

31

Cosey Road: Fitzgerald
Road to Waihoehoe
Road

Urban collector road. Desirable this
would allow quality walk/cycle
function but through traffic function
would be managed. Note: This link
could be replaced by Mill Road,
depending on its chosen
alignment

2lane urban collector road with quality walk/cycle
facilities. This should be developed contiguously
and concurrently with development.

Urban development and alignment for Mill
Road

38

Mill Road: Drury to
Papakura

Regional arterial and access to Drury
East and Opaheke

4-lane regional arterial.

Timing of development in Drury East and
Opaheke, timing, form and alignment of
Mill Road and timing of Opaheke northsouth arterial

30

East-West Collector

Urban collector road. Desirable this
would allow quality east-west
walk/cycle functions but east-west
traffic function would be restricted to
prioritise use of arterials and create
low-traffic neighbourhood

2-lane urban collector road with quality walk/cycle
facilities. This should be developed contiguously
and concurrently with development.

Timing of urban development, alignment of
Mill Road, timing of Waihoehoe Road
upgrade

8,21

Fielding Road

Urban collector road. Desirable this
would allow quality walk/cycle
function but through traffic function
managed

2lane urban collector road with quality walk/cycle
facilities. This should be developed contiguously
and concurrently with development.

Urban development.

25,27

Drury Hills Road

Urban collector road.

2lane urban collector road with quality walk/cycle
facilities. This should be developed contiguously
and concurrently with development.

Urban development.

28

North-south town
centre Boulevard

Town centre local boulevard,
prioritising walk/cycle movement

2-lane boulevard

Town centre development and station
access needs
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No

Corridor

Future Function

Ultimate form14 and staging opportunities

Inter-dependencies

29

East-west town centre
access

Town centre local boulevard, station
access to Fitzgerald Road prioritising
walk/cycle movement

2-lane boulevard

Town centre development and station
access needs

Drury East-West Connections
36, 12, 46, 16

Bremner Road East

Arterial corridor for access to Drury
West and FTN connecting Drury
West to Drury East and Papakura

4-lane arterial with segregated walk/cycle and new
Norrie Road bridge alignment. Opportunities for
interim walk/cycle upgrades between east and west
Drury were identified via Firth Street and Gt South
Road.

SH1 bridge upgrade as part of Papakura
to Drury Project, and timing and frequency
of bus services

3, 22

Gt South Road (west of
SH21)

Arterial connection accessing
adjacent development, east-west
connection and alternative access to
SH1 for Drury East

2-lane arterial with segregated walk/cycle. Interim
version possible with major intersection upgrades
prior to development of adjacent land use

Adjacent development, Brookfield/Quarry
Link, SH22 upgrades

66, 67, 68, 69
and 70

Regional Active Mode
Corridor (Drury West to
Drury East)

Regional walk./cycle corridor
connecting Drury East to Drury West,
Paerata and Pukekohe

Separated walk/cycle facilities adjacent to rail
corridor. Opportunity for interim stage for section
between Drury East town centre/station and Drury
West development station

Rail 4-track, Drury west station,
development south of SH22 in Drury West

SH22: Drury
Interchange to west of
Oira Road

Regional state highway (until any
new Pukekohe expressway corridor)
and local arterial road for Drury West
development, providing walk/cycle,
bus and vehicle access to SH1,
Drury East, Opaheke and Papakura

4-lane urban arterial with segregated walk/cycle.

Pukekohe Expressway

Opportunities for interim versions were not
considered suitable east of Jesmond Road, due to
geometric reasons, scale of growth, the need to
mitigate new access traffic and need to improve
north-south crossings. This corridor will also
transition to an urban form, so it would be desirable
this was implemented concurrently with adjacent
urban development, rather than after the

Rate and location of growth north of SH22

Drury West
45,66,3,44,49,
52,53,43,50,60
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No

Corridor

Future Function

Ultimate form14 and staging opportunities

Inter-dependencies

development had occurred. A single-stage upgrade
would also remove the need for traffic impacts
during construction associated with multi-staged
construction. Hence it is recommended that this
section east of Jesmond Road progresses directly
to its 4-lane ultimate arterial form with high quality
walk and cycle facilities.
Opportunities for interim upgrades west of Jesmond
Road were identified, including intersection
treatments (Oira Road), lowered speed
environment, retaining 2 traffic lanes and walk/cycle
facilities only on the north side
39,65

Bremner Road/New
Bremner Road

Arterial corridor for access to Drury
West and FTN connecting Drury
West to Drury East and Papakura

4-lane arterial with segregated walk/cycle (2 lanes
for buses) Opportunities for interim 2-lane facility

Rate and location of development and
timing and frequency of bus services

41,42

Jesmond Road

Arterial corridor for access to Drury
West and FTN connecting Drury
West to Drury East and Papakura

4-lane arterial with segregated walk/cycle (2 lanes
for buses) Opportunities for interim 2-lane facility

Rate and location of development, Drury
West station timing, timing and form of
SH22 upgrades and timing and frequency
of bus services

58

Oira Road

Collector road

2-lane collector with quality walk/cycle facilities and
local bus services.

Rate and location of development and
timing and form of SH22 upgrades

63, 17

Waipupuke area
internal collector roads

Collector road

2-lane collector with quality walk/cycle facilities and
local bus services. Desirably these would allow
quality walk/cycle function but in some locations
through traffic function could be restricted to
prioritise use of arterials and support low-traffic
neighbourhood

Rate and location of development, timing
and form of SH22 upgrades and the timing
and form of connections to Jesmond
Road.
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No

Corridor

Future Function

Ultimate form14 and staging opportunities

Inter-dependencies

55,54,56

Auranga/Drury west
collector roads

Collector roads

2-lane collector with quality walk/cycle facilities and
local bus services. Desirably these would allow
quality walk/cycle function but in some locations
through traffic function could be restricted to
prioritise use of arterials and support low-traffic
neighbourhood

Rate and location of development and
timing and form of SH22 upgrades

57

Drury West Station and
access

Rail station and access and longerterm arterial south to Pukekohe
Expressway

4-lane arterial with segregated walk/cycle.
Opportunities for 2-lane interim prior to extension
south of rail corridor

Development south of SH22 and timing
and form of SH22 upgrades
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5.2

Recommended Staging Schedule

5.2.1

Purpose and Context

An indicative staging schedule for the Drury projects has been developed from the preceding
information. The context for this assessment is important, in that:
• It is for the purpose of Council considering funding and financing options, and as such has not
explicitly considered funding constraints or delivery mechanisms
• It is based on transport facilities to serve the proposed plan changes in Drury, using assumed yield
and build out rates. It therefore has not considered funding, network, economic or other
constraints on growth
• It is based on SGA transport planning principles and processes, and hence does not reflect
committed staging agreed by Auckland Transport, Auckland Council or Waka Kotahi
• The ultimate corridor forms are based on the SGA work. Opportunities for potential interim stages
remain conceptual options only, with the design, form and timing of any works meaning for
agreement between developers and relevant authority (Auckland Transport or Waka Kotahi)
The Staging Schedule is therefore likely to change in response to funding methods, delivery
mechanisms, land use decisions and regional investment priorities.

5.2.2

Definitions

The proposed Staging Schedule provides the following information:
• Name of project/stage
• Description of ultimate or potential interim stage
• Corridor hierarchy
• The key growth areas/Developments for which the projects are needed
• An indicative timeframe for the works being needed
• The Staging Principles used in the assessment
Developer areas for which the projects are needed are designated as follows:
•
•

Specific plan change areas
Cumulative Development in Drury East

•
•

Cumulative Development in Drury West
Cumulative Development in Drury (being both east and west)

•
•
•
•

Opaheke FUZ
Drury West FUZ (excludes the plan change areas)
Cumulative growth for Southwest (being Drury, Paerata, Pukekohe)
Cumulative growth for South Auckland (being growth south of Manukau)

These designations refer to areas for which the project is needed to provide the outcomes identified in
the Staging Principles. It is noted that the need, cause or beneficiary of the works may not be equal
across all areas. That complexity could be addressed through funding mechanisms.
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Timing is intended to be indicative rather than being specific to any year, as follows:
• ‘2022’ refers to being needed at the outset of Plan Change development
• ‘2026’ refers to within the first 5 years of development
• ‘2031’ refers to within the first 10 years of development
•
•
•
•

‘2036’ refers to within the first 15 years of development
‘2041’ refers to within the first 20 years of development
‘2046’ refers to within the first 25 years of development
Under construction

5.2.3

Staging Schedule

The Staging Schedule is provided in the Table 5-2 and following Figures.
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Table 5-2 Staging Schedule
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Figure 5-2 Stage 1 Projects
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Figure 5-3 Stage 2 Projects
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Figure 5-4 Stage 3 Projects

Te Tupu Ngātahi Supporting Growth

225

August 2021 | Version 0.3 | 6

Transport Assessment

Figure 5-5 Stage 4 Projects
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Figure 5-6 Stage 5 Projects

Te Tupu Ngātahi Supporting Growth

227

August 2021 | Version 0.3 | 8

Transport Assessment

Figure 5-7 Stage 6 Projects
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6

Conclusions

This assessment has identified a potential transport infrastructure Staging Schedule to support the
plan changes in Drury. This has been developed with awareness of the uncertainties inherent in the
timing of both the roll out of the development and the timing of major transport infrastructure. This
assessment is to assist Council to consider funding and financing options, and as such has relied on
inputs and assumptions that are subject to change. The Staging Schedule therefore is a technical
assessment to inform subsequent decision making and should not be viewed as a committed
programme of projects for delivery.
In reviewing this Schedule, the purpose, scope, and approach to the work should be kept in mind. Key
conclusions of this work include:
•
•

Both the Drury East and Drury West areas constitute a significant scale or urban growth
That Drury growth is itself only a sub-set of the total growth planned and expected in the
southern parts of Auckland

•

This scale of growth requires an extensive network of new or upgraded transport
infrastructure, both to the immediate growth area and the surrounding receiving environment

•

The long-term arterial and strategic network to support this growth has been identified through
the SGA IBC and is being further developed through SGA detailed business cases. Some
opportunities for the staged implementation of those corridors has been identified in this
assessment, however the feasibility, design and timing of any such interim upgrades will
remain to be agreed directly with the appropriate road controlling authority
It is not feasible to fully isolate the projects needed to support just the Drury plan change
areas from growth in the wider network, as Drury is at the key location where all north-south
movements must pass, including all movements between Auckland and the rest of the
country to the south. While this assessment has focussed on the projects needed for Drury,
the scale or need for some of those projects are to accommodate wider growth, while there
are other wider-network projects which will benefit the Drury area

•
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Appendix A Yield and Trip Generation Review

Technical Note
Date Prepared: 16/03/2021
Prepared by:

Andrew Murray, Subramanyam Uppuluri

Transport Assessment

Purpose
This note details the model test undertaken of the potential trip generation associated with the Drury
East and West Plan Changes.
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Purpose

This technical note details the traffic models developed to inform the Drury Infrastructure Funding and
Finance (DIFF) study. Specifically, it updates the SGA traffic models to include refined estimates of
the traffic associated with the Private Plan Changes.
This note covers:
• Drury East plan changes: PC48 (Kiwi), PC49 (Fulton Hogan) and PC50 (Oyster)
• Drury West plan changes: PC51 (Auranga B2), PC61 (Waipupuke)

The Auranga A and B1 area is live-zoned but is adjacent to the above private plan changes, so has
been included in this consideration.

1.1

SGA Models

The various business cases being developed by SGA are focused on long-term route-protection of
the transport facilities/corridors needed to support the identified growth. This includes a series of
transport models, including:
• MSM regional multi-modal model: which estimates travel patterns based on input land use and
network assumptions
• S3M area traffic model: Which assigns the MSM traffic demands via a more detailed
representation of the road network
The key land use inputs to the models are:
• Land use forecasts developed by Auckland Council and the Auckland Forecasting Centre (AFC).
The forecasts currently used by SGA are referred to as Scenario I11.5
• Yield estimates in the FUZ areas estimated by Auckland Council for a full build model scenario
referred to as 2048+
As such, the models used by SGA reflect Council's yield estimates (including from available Structure
Plans) and growth timing reflecting the Future Urban Land Supply Strategy (FULSS), as reflected in
the Scenario I11.5 forecasts. The model scenarios used by SGA are regularly updated as the project
options are developed.

1.2

Drury East Plan Change Models

The three private plan changes lodged with Council (PC48, PC49 and PC50) have been developed in
an integrated way, based on common modelling. That modelling was undertaken some time ago,
using early versions of the SGA S3M models. Key updates made to the SGA versions15 since those
IBC versions include:
• Refined zone system and road networks for use in the Drury-Opaheke Structure Plan
15

Although referred to here as the 'SGA' versions, the SH1 model validation check was undertaken jointly with the Papakura to Drury Project
(P2D) team for ongoing use by both studies.
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• Explicit inclusion of vehicle trips accessing rail stations
• Updates to the various SGA projects as business cases developed
• A 'stocktake' review of the models that expanded the simulation area near Pukekohe and reviewed
the model validation for the 2016 base year, specifically on the SH1 corridor
Although based on older versions of the SGA S3M models, the PPC models were updated with
demands from a specific MSM model run with their proposed yields and land use forecasts to inform
the ITA for the PPCs.
The modelling report for the PPCs has directly relied on the trip generation for the area estimated in
MSM. The report includes a check of the implied vehicle trip rate for residential activities but has not
included a first-principle assessment of the likely trip generation associated with the commercial or
retail elements of the site.

1.3

Drury West Models

The Integrated Transport Assessments (ITA's_ for Waipupuke and Auranga B2 included some
localised intersection assessments but have not created or used be-spoke area-wide models. They
have instead relied on local data and assessments and previous Structure Plan modelling.

2

Drury East Trip Generation Review

SGA have tested the possible traffic generation from the Drury East PPCs by:
• Undertaking their own estimate of likely traffic generation for the PPC area
• Factoring the demands in the SGA S3M models to match those first-principal estimates
• Comparing traffic flows against those in the PPC models
Rather than a simple review of the PPC models, these 'test' models were developed in the SGA
version of the models to take advantage of the more refined zone and network system.
The vehicle trip generation estimates developed here assume that the full suite of projects identified
to support the growth areas are implemented, including the full network of walking, cycling and PT
facilities and the desired land use outcomes identified in the Structure Plan. These vehicle trip rate
estimates will therefore not be applicable for scenarios without those land use forms or supporting
networks.

2.1

Spatial Area and Full-Build Yield

The three PPCs fall within two MSM model zones as follows:
• PC48 (Kiwi) and PC49 (Fulton Hogan) are both contained within MSM zone 554, and effectively
comprise the whole of that zone
• PC50 (Oyster) falls within MSM zone 555, comprising approximately 1/3rd of that zone at the
western end.
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The MSM zone system is indicated in Figure 2-1 and the three PPCs in Figure 2. The PPC Modelling
Report and associated ITAs indicate the following yields:
Table 2-1 Yields Indicated for Plan Change Areas
PPC

Dwellings

Retail GFA, m2

PC50 Oyster

1,000

•

PC49 Fulton Hogan

2,500

•

PC48 Kiwi

3,000

107,000

Commercial GFA, m2

Community GFA, m2

•

•

•

•

63,000

16,000

Figure 2-1 MSM Spatial (Zone) System

SH1

SH22

SH1
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Figure 2-2 Drury East Plan Changes (Source: PC Documents)

The trip generation review has been undertaken for the complete area comprising MSM Zones 554
and 555. This therefore requires an estimate of the residential yield in MSM Zone 555 outside the
Oyster Site. The Council's yield estimates for that zone are some 3,000 dwellings. With
approximately 1,000 expected for the Oyster sites, 2,000 dwellings were assumed in the residual
FUZ area. This assumption is considered plausible given that the Oyster site comprised
approximately 1/3rd of that zone.
The trip generation estimates undertaken here are based on the detailed estimates of floor area
contained in the PPCs. The regional modelling (via MSM) uses employment as the predictor for
business generation, rather than floor areas. The Previous Structure Plan modelling included some
3,100 employees in the MSM Zone 554, which is noticeably larger than the 6,000[?] potential
employees indicated in the PPC documents. For this test, the MSM has not been re-run with revised
values, instead the traffic flow sin the S3M model have been directly factored to match the estimates.

2.2

Approach to Estimation of Trip Generation

The trip generation for Drury East area (MSM Zones 554 and 555) was estimated as follows:
• Estimate residential trip generation totals
• Estimate commercial/retail generation totals
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• Apply 'pass-by' reductions to commercial/retail trips that are external to the Drury East Area (i.e.
the pass-by reductions were not applied to internal trips)
• Increase the proportion of total trips expected to remain internal to the site from that estimated in
MSM
• Derive target trip numbers for each zone for both total trips and external trips
• Develop factors to apply to the SGA demands to match the target trip totals

2.3

Residential Generation

Residential trip generation was estimated as follows:
7.
8.
9.
10.
11.
12.

Estimate average people per household for Low, Medium and High density dwellings
Apply a typical trip rate of 4.0 trips per person per day16 to get person-trip generation estimates
Estimate PT/Active mode shares based on density and proximity to rail station
Subtract PT/Active trips to obtain estimated trip rates by vehicle
Apply average vehicle occupancy of 1.2 persons per vehicle to obtain daily vehicle trip rates
Apply percentages of the daily values to get AM (9%), interpeak (5.5%) and PM peak (9%)
generation estimates

The total person trip rates and vehicle occupancies were kept constant over time, however other
assumptions were varied through the modelled years as follows:
• The average people per household was reduced over time to reflect demographic trends (10%
increase over 40 years was assumed)
• The PT/Active mode shares were increased over time to reflect expected increasing relative
attractiveness of these modes relative to vehicle travel and completeness of the wide network.
The resulting daily person-trip rates (per dwelling) are provided in Table 2-2. Because the assumed
mode shares varied by location, these are discussed further below.
Table 2-2 Estimated Daily Person Trip Rates

The potential active/PT mode shares were estimated based on density and proximity to key facilities.
The S3M (yellow boxes) and MSM (red text) zone system is indicated in the following Figure 2-3. The
assumed mode shares shown in Table 2-3. The mode shares were assumed to increase over time,
based on the following broad assumptions:
• Low Density: 2018 Start value of 18%, increasing by 50% of that by full development (i.e. 9% point
increase over 40 years)
• Medium Density: 2018 Start value of 20%, increasing by 80% of that by full development (i.e. 16%
point increase over 40 years)

16

This is based on typical combined rates in MSM
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• High Density: 2018 Start value of 23%, increasing by 100% of that by full development (i.e. 23%
point increase over 40 years)
Table 2-3 Activities Modelled for each S3M Model Zone and Assumed PT/Active mode share
MSM
Model
Zone

S3M
Model
Zone

Plan
Change

Activity assumed
(for modelling)

2028

5541

PC48 Kiwi

Retail/Commercial

See below for business trip generation

5547

PC48 Kiwi

High density
residential

28.8%

34.5%

40.3%

46.0%

5548

PC48 Kiwi

High density
residential

28.8%

34.5%

40.3%

46.0%

5542

PC49 Fulton
Hogan

High density
residential

22.8%

28.5%

34.3%

40.0%

5543

PC49 Fulton
Hogan

Medium density
residential

13.0%

17.0%

21.0%

25.0%

5544

PC49 Fulton
Hogan

Medium density
residential

18.0%

22.0%

26.0%

30.0%

5545

PC49 Fulton
Hogan

Medium density
residential

13.0%

17.0%

21.0%

25.0%

5546

PC49 Fulton
Hogan

Low density
residential

13.3%

15.5%

17.8%

20.0%

5551

PC50
Oyster

High density
residential

22.8%

28.5%

34.3%

40.0%

5552

N/A (FUZ)

Medium density
residential

13.0%

17.0%

21.0%

25.0%

5553

N/A (FUZ)

Low density
residential

13.3%

15.5%

17.8%

20.0%

554

555

2038

2048

2048+
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Figure 2-3 S3M Zone System for DIFF Test

The resulting peak-hour vehicle trip rates for each zone are therefore as indicated in Table 2-4. It
should be noted that the resulting trip rates are heavily influenced by the assumptions on reducing
household size and increasing active/PT mode share. As noted above, these vehicle trip rates could
be expected to be significantly higher if those assumptions are not borne out, which could occur if the
high-density land use with high quality network of active mode and PT facilities, and local employment
and services does not occur.
Table 2-4 Residential Vehicle Peak Hour Trip Rates
2028
Zone
AM
IP
5542
0.45
5543
0.68
5544
0.64
5545
0.68
5546
0.75
5547
0.41
5548
0.41
5551
0.45
5552
0.68
5553
0.75

2038
PM

0.27
0.42
0.39
0.42
0.46
0.25
0.25
0.27
0.42
0.46

AM
0.45
0.68
0.64
0.68
0.75
0.41
0.41
0.45
0.68
0.75

IP
0.40
0.63
0.59
0.63
0.72
0.37
0.37
0.40
0.63
0.72

2048
PM

0.25
0.39
0.36
0.39
0.44
0.23
0.23
0.25
0.39
0.44

AM
0.40
0.63
0.59
0.63
0.72
0.37
0.37
0.40
0.63
0.72

IP
0.36
0.59
0.55
0.59
0.68
0.33
0.33
0.36
0.59
0.68

PM
0.22
0.36
0.34
0.36
0.41
0.20
0.20
0.22
0.36
0.41

AM
0.36
0.59
0.55
0.59
0.68
0.33
0.33
0.36
0.59
0.68

2048+
IP
PM
0.32
0.20
0.32
0.54
0.33
0.54
0.51
0.31
0.51
0.54
0.33
0.54
0.64
0.39
0.64
0.29
0.18
0.29
0.29
0.18
0.29
0.32
0.20
0.32
0.54
0.33
0.54
0.64
0.39
0.64
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2.4

Business Trip Generation

The trip generation for the business areas were estimated as follows:
• Estimate peak-hour vehicle trip rates per 100m2 GFA from typical sources for each of the retail,
commercial and community service activities
• Estimate the potential mode shift to active/PT modes for this location to derive reduced vehicle trip
rates
• Apply the peak-hour trip rates to the relevant period (PM peak for retail, AM peak for Commercial
and interpeak for community activities)
• Estimate trip rates for the other periods, as a percentage of the peak rates
• Apply pass-by discounts for the trips external to the site
Retail trip rates were based on data provided by Flow Transportation Ltd and used on other projects
such as a plan change in Tauranga City. That data includes trip-rates from the ITE manual and also
compiled from survey data from the Sylvia Park shopping Centre in Auckland. Both data are based
on trip rates (per GFA) reducing as the scale of retail development increases, as shown in the Figure
2-4. The ITE data indicates rates lower than found at the Sylvia Park site. For the purposes of this
analysis, rates half-way between the two data sets were adopted.
Figure 2-4 Retail Trip Rates

Peak hour vehicle trip rates for the commercial areas were assumed to be 1.8/100m2 GFA, while
those for community services were assumed to be 1.0.
Mode share were then applied based on simple assumptions about potential mode share. The
active/PT mode shares were assumed to grow from 0% in 2028 to 25% at full build-out (2048+).
The peak generation was then assigned to the respective model peaks and as assumed proportion
applied for the other periods as indicated in the following Table 2-5. Because the starting trip rates
were already vehicle trip rates, a factor for vehicle occupancy was not required.
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Table 2-5 Proportion of Peak Generation
Activity Type

AM

Interpeak

PM

Retail

25%

80%

100%

Commercial

100%

30%

90%

Community

30%

100%

70%

Pass-by discounts were then applied to external trips as follows:
• Retail = 30%
• Commercial = 5%
• Community services = 40%

2.5

Combined Trip Generation

The total vehicle trip generation for the Drury East area (MSM zones 554 and 555) was therefore
estimated as follows:
• Estimate the yield for each activity type/zone for each forecast year
• Combine the estimated residential and business trip generation
• Adjust the target value based on the expected level of internalisation
The build-out of the Drury East area was assumed based on the following information:
• Information provided by the Drury East developers of potential first stage of development, as
indicated in the Figure 2-5
• Land use estimates for each year from Table A-1 of the PC Drury East Modelling Report
Figure 2-5 Potential Initial Stage of Development, as indicated by Drury East developers
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Table 2-6 Assumed Business Build-out

Year
2028
2038
2048
2048+

General Retail(sqm)
42%
78%
89%
100%

Commercial (sqm) Community facilites(sqm)
20%
10%
50%
20%
70%
50%
100%
100%

Table 2-7 Assumed Residential Build-out

The MSM-derived demands in the SGA models indicate some 6% of the trips generated within the
two zones remain within the zone. While this could be plausible in early stages of development, it is
considered potentially low for full build out. This could be influenced by the MSM having a lower
number of jobs than is suggested by the plan change documents.
Although the proportion of total person trips remaining internal is expected to be relatively significant,
a high proportion of those short internal trips are expected to be undertaken by active modes. Hence
the proportion of vehicle trips remaining within the zone is not expected to be particularly high. To
gauge a suitable value, the trip length distribution from MSM was investigated. Most internal trips
within the two zones would be less than 2km, which the MSM data suggested would be about 12% of
vehicle trips. Hence for full build-out, the internal and external target trip generation was modified to
increase the internalisation from 6% to 12%. For modelling purposes, the rate of internalisation was
assumed to be as follows:
•
•
•
•

6% in 2028
8% in 2038
10% in 2048
12% in 2048+

The target trip generation (inbound+outbound) was estimated for both total trips and external trips, as
indicated in the Table 2-8.
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Table 2-8 Target Trip Generation (Total Trips and Total External Trips)
2028
Plan Change Area MSM Zone S3M Zone AM Trips

2038

IP Trips PM Trips

Daily

AM Trips

2048

IP Trips PM Trips

Daily

2048+

AM Trips IP Trips PM Trips

Daily

AM Trips IP Trips PM Trips

Daily

Total Trips (Includes Internal Trips and with Pass-by discounts)

Fulton Hogan

554

Kiwi
554

Oyster
555

5542

57

35

57

635

113

69

113

1,256

116

71

116

1,284

115

71

115

1,282

5543

87

53

87

966

177

108

177

1,968

188

115

188

2,083

195

119

195

2,163

5544

82

50

82

910

167

102

167

1,850

176

107

176

1,951

182

111

182

2,019

5545

87

53

87

966

177

108

177

1,968

188

115

188

2,083

195

119

195

2,163

5546

257

157

257

2,854

535

327

535

5,938

579

354

579

6,425

616

376

616

6,835

Total

570

349

570

6,331

1,170

715

1,170

12,981

1,246

761

1,246

13,826

1,303

796

1,303

14,461

5541

582

1,268

1,688

18,334

986

1,794

2,479

26,566

1,055

1,643

2,346

24,900

1,192

1,587

2,348

24,688

5547

220

134

220

2,441

432

264

432

4,794

438

268

438

4,862

433

265

433

4,806

5548

220

134

220

2,441

432

264

432

4,794

438

268

438

4,862

433

265

433

4,806

Total

1,022

1,537

2,128

23,217

1,850

2,322

3,343

36,155

1,931

2,178

3,222

34,624

2,058

2,116

3,214

34,300

5551

289

177

289

3,208

343

210

343

3,806

325

199

325

3,609

321

196

321

3,560

5552

128

79

128

1,426

191

116

191

2,115

409

250

409

4,538

515

315

515

5,721

5553

142

87

142

1,580

216

132

216

2,392

473

289

473

5,249

611

373

611

6,781

Total

560

342

560

6,214

749

458

749

8,314

1,207

738

1,207

13,396

1,447

884

1,447

16,062

2,152

2,228

3,258

35,762

3,769

3,494

5,262

57,450

4,384

3,677

5,675

61,846

4,808

3,797

5,964

64,823

Grand Total Trips

Total External Trips (Excludes Internal Trips and with Pass-by discounts)

Fulton Hogan

554

Kiwi
554

Oyster
555

5542

54

33

54

597

104

64

104

1,156

104

64

104

1,156

102

62

102

1,128

5543

82

50

82

908

163

100

163

1,811

169

103

169

1,875

171

105

171

1,903

5544

77

47

77

856

153

94

153

1,702

158

97

158

1,756

160

98

160

1,776

5545

82

50

82

908

163

100

163

1,811

169

103

169

1,875

171

105

171

1,903

5546

242

148

242

2,682

492

301

492

5,463

521

318

521

5,783

542

331

542

6,015

Total

536

328

536

5,951

1,076

658

1,076

11,942

1,121

685

1,121

12,443

1,147

701

1,147

12,726

5541

547

1,192

1,587

17,234

908

1,650

2,281

24,441

950

1,479

2,111

22,410

1,049

1,396

2,066

21,726

5547

207

126

207

2,295

397

243

397

4,411

394

241

394

4,376

381

233

381

4,229

5548

207

126

207

2,295

397

243

397

4,411

394

241

394

4,376

381

233

381

4,229

Total

961

1,445

2,000

21,824

1,702

2,136

3,076

33,263

1,738

1,961

2,900

31,162

1,811

1,862

2,828

30,184

5551

272

166

272

3,015

316

193

316

3,502

293

179

293

3,248

282

172

282

3,133

5552

121

74

121

1,340

175

107

175

1,946

368

225

368

4,084

454

277

454

5,035

5553

134

82

134

1,485

198

121

198

2,201

426

260

426

4,725

538

329

538

5,967

Total

526

322

526

5,841

689

421

689

7,649

1,086

664

1,086

12,056

1,273

778

1,273

14,134

2,023

2,094

3,063

33,616

3,468

3,215

4,841

52,854

3,946

3,310

5,107

55,661

4,231

3,341

5,248

57,044

Grand Total External Trips
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2.5.1

Sensitivity Tests

A sensitivity test was undertaken on the vehicle trip generation by removing the future assumptions
about mode share and demographic changes (that is, 2018 assumptions for people per household
and active/PT mode share were retained in the future years. This implied daily residential vehicle trip
rates similar to typical current values of between 5.1 (high density) and 8.1 (low density).
This indicated vehicle trip generation values are shown in Table 2-9.
Table 2-9 Total Daily Vehicle Trips in Drury East with 2018 Mode Share Assumptions
Scenario

2028

2038

2048

2048+

Base

35,800

57,400

61,800

64,800

Sensitivity test with 2018
parameters

36,100

60,800

69,000

76,800

Difference (Sensitivity Test- Base)

300

3,400

7,200

12,000

% Difference

0.8%

5.9%

11.7%

18.5%

An additional sensitivity test was undertaken using the retail trip rates assessed for the Sylvia Park
shopping centre, rather than the average of those and the ITE rates. These indicate similar scale of
impact as the mode share assumptions tested above.
Table 2-10 Total Daily Vehicle Trips in Drury East with 2018 Mode Share Assumptions
Scenario

2028

2038

2048

2048+

Base

35,800

57,400

61,800

64,800

Sensitivity test with Sylvia Park
retail rates

38,400

61,200

67,300

76,800

Difference (Sensitivity Test- Base)

2,600

3,800

5,500

12,000

% Difference

7.3%

6.6%

8.9%

18.5%

Both tests indicate that the assumptions used for mode share, demographic trends and retail trip rates
have resulted in significantly lower vehicle trip generation than would be the case with less optimistic
assumptions. While the assumptions adopted here are considered plausible and suitable for the land
use and transport systems proposed for those area assumed, it reinforces the fact that those
assumptions are only valid if all the integrated waking, cycling, PT and land use outcomes are
realised.
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3

Comparison with Plan Change Models

The total trip generation from the Plan Change models provided by Stantec Ltd were compared for
the same two MSM zones as shown in Table 3-1.
Table 3-1 Comparison of Total Trip Generation - DIFF Models vs Stantec Plan Change models
SGA DIFF Models
2038
2048+

MSM Zone

2028

554
555
Total

1,593
560
2,152

3,020
749
3,769

3,361
1,447
4,808

554
555
Total

2,698
560
3,258

4,513
749
5,262

4,517
1,447
5,964

Plan Change Models
2028
2038
2048+
AM Peak Hour
1,989
3,510
3,800
374
575
1,299
2,363
4,085
5,100
PM Peak Hour
2,059
3,735
4,088
441
743
1,379
2,500
4,478
5,467

2028

Difference
2038
2048+

-20%
50%
-9%

-14%
30%
-8%

-12%
11%
-6%

31%
27%
30%

21%
1%
18%

10%
5%
9%

Key points of note:
• The SGA DIFF models indicate different spatial allocation between the two MSM zones, especially
in the morning peak
• The SGA DIFF models have higher trip generation in MSM Zone 555 in all peaks and all years.
This is due to a higher total yield and an assumed faster build-out rate
• In the morning peak, the SGA DIFF models include slightly less potential traffic generation than the
Plan Change models. The differences are small at full build-out but more pronounced in earlier
years
• In the evening peak, the SGA DIFF models indicate significantly higher flows in the early years
(2028), but only slightly higher at full build-out
• The differences are sensitive to key assumptions, such as mode share
Because the network detail of the models was so different, flow difference plots between the two
models were not useful. Instead, predicted flows were compared at key locations on the network.
Note that the differences will not just be due to the different trip generation estimates, but also due to
differing assumptions about other projects in the wider network and differences in network and zonal
detail.

4

Drury West Review

The same approach used for Drury East was adopted for Drury West, albeit without a specific Plan
Change model to compare with.

4.1

Spatial Area and Full-Build Yield

The live-zoned Auranga A/B1 area and the two new PPCs fall within two MSM model zones as
follows:
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The three PPCs fall within two MSM model zones as follows:
• Aurunga A and B1 and PPC 51 (Aurunga B2) fall within MSM zone 561. There is a residual area
in zone 561 beside Jesmond Road not included in the plan changes
• PPC61 (Waipupuke) falls within MSM Zone 562, with residual areas north, west and south-east of
the PPC

Figure 4-1 MSM Zones and Plan Change Areas

The MSM zone system is indicated in Figure 4-1 and the three PPCs in Figure 2. The PPC Modelling
Report and associated ITAs indicate the following yields:
Table 4-1 Yields Indicated for Drury West Plan Change Areas
PPC

Dwellings

Centre GFA, m2

Auranga A/B1

2,650

Local only

Auranga B2

890

7,000

Waipupuke

1,400-2,800

Local only

Source
ITA for PC51
ITA for PC51
ITA and PC documents for PPC61
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Figure 4-2 MSM Spatial (Zone) System

SH1

SH22
SH1
Figure 4-3 Aurunga B2 Plan Changes (Source: PC Documents)
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Figure 4-4 Waipupuke Plan Changes (Source: PC Documents)

The trip generation review has been undertaken for the complete area comprising MSM Zones 561
and 562. This therefore requires an estimate of the yield outside the plan change areas.
For Zone 562, the following data and assumptions were used:
• The PPC 61 ITA indicates 1,400 dwellings, although the Economics report indicates a range up to
2,800
• It also indicates that the Waipupuke plan change comprises some 56 ha, comprising 21ha of MHU
residential zoning and 35ha of THAB
• The residual 175 ha of FUZ in that MSM zone area was suggested to have some 85ha of MHSU,
64ha of MHU and 24ha of THAB
• Net developable area was assumed at 50% of the gross area, and density rates (dwellings/net ha)
were assumed to be 16, 33 and 56 for MHSU, MHU and THAB respectively. These were
compared with rates used in the Structure Plan, which included rates of 28, 33 and 56 dwellings
per ha
• These density rates provided a range of 1330-1416 dwellings for the plan change area, matching
the 1,400 used in the ITA
• Using the same two sets of density rates for the residual area gives between 2,200 and 2,900
dwellings, from which an assumption of 2,600 was adopted
• The combined total for the MSM zone therefore had a range between 3,600 and 4,200, from which
an estimate of 4,000 was adopted for this assessment
• This is close to the total Structure Plan estimate of 3,990 dwellings
For Zone 561, the following data and assumptions were used:
• 168ha for Aurunga A/B1 and 33.6ha for Aurunga B2
• Some 2,650 dwellings for Aurunga A and B1 and 890 dwellings and a 7,000m2 Centre proposed
for Aurunga B2 based on the plan change ITA
• Approximately 80ha for the residual FUZ area adjacent to Jesmond Road
• Similar zoning type and area indicated in the Structure Plan for the residual area as in Aurunga B2
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• Hence similar assumptions were used for the residual FUZ area, giving a range between 10002200 dwellings and approximately a 5,000m2 centre
• This gives a total for MSM 561 of between 4,540 and 5,700 dwellings, which is significantly higher
than the estimate of 3,820 in the Structure Plan. As such, the lower level of 4540 dwellings was
adopted for this assessment, along with a combined total of a 12,000m2 Centre

4.2

Approach to Estimation of Trip Generation

The trip generation for Drury West (MSM Zones 561 and 562) was estimated using the same method
as used for Drury East. The planned Centre in Drury West is smaller in scale than that proposed in
Drury East, however for this assessment that area was assumed to be predominantly retail
development.
The MSM zones are sub-divided in the SATURN model, as shown in Figure 4-5. Because detailed
plan changes have not been completed for this area, the sub-zones were sub-divided based on likely
loading points to the network, rather than on specific spatial areas with fixed boundaries. Hence the
map shows the centroid location and assumed loading point, rather than zone boundaries.
The assumed build-out rate is shown in Table 4-2. Mode share assumptions were based on proximity
to the stations, as indicated in Table 4-3.
Note: It was noted that the SATURN model has transposed the loading of zones 561 and 562.The
yield and traffic generation remains correct for each zone, however the numbering is transposed. The
following figure and tables show the SATURN zone numbers as they should be to avoid confusion,
however they are transposed in the actual model.
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Figure 4-5 Drury West SATURN Model Zones
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Table 4-2 Drury West Build-Out Assumptions

Table 4-3 Drury West Mode Share Assumptions

4.3

Combined Trip Generation

The total vehicle trip generation for the Drury West area (MSM zones 561 and 562) was therefore
estimated as follows:
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Table 4-4 Drury West Target Trip Generation (Total Trips and Total External Trips)
2028

2038

Plan Change Area MSM Zone S3M Zone AM Trips IP Trips PM Trips

Daily

2048

AM Trips IP Trips PM Trips

Daily

2048+

AM Trips IP Trips PM Trips

Daily

AM Trips IP Trips PM Trips

Daily

Total Trips (Includes Internal Trips and with Pass-by discounts)
5621
5622
562

5623
5624
5625
Total
5611
5612

561

5613
5614
Total

Grand Total Trips

358
256
64
38
34
750
4
82
340
710
1,137
1,887

219
157
39
23
21
458
3
125
208
434
770
1,228

358
256
64
38
34
750
4
169
340
710
1,224
1,974

337
241
60
35
32
706
4
78
320
669
1,071
1,777

201
144
36
21
19
421
3
115
191
399
707
1,128

336
241
60
35
32
705
4
159
319
667
1,150
1,854

3,972
2,846
712
418
377
8,326
50
1,880
3,775
7,882
13,587
21,913

565
357
119
72
63
1,175
49
225
854
875
2,003
3,178

345
218
73
44
39
718
54
216
522
535
1,326
2,044

565
357
119
72
63
1,175
77
316
854
875
2,121
3,296

6,269
3,957
1,319
794
702
13,041
851
3,511
9,474
9,709
23,545
36,586

506
549
220
136
117
1,527
195
294
791
828
2,107
3,634

309
335
134
83
72
933
155
252
483
506
1,396
2,329

506
549
220
136
117
1,527
236
377
791
828
2,232
3,759

5,613
6,092
2,437
1,505
1,301
16,948
2,622
4,189
8,780
9,186
24,778
41,726

449
556
421
214
180
1,820
339
383
731
782
2,235
4,055

274
340
257
131
110
1,112
256
302
447
478
1,482
2,594

449
556
421
214
180
1,820
395
461
731
782
2,369
4,189

4,984
6,168
4,676
2,371
2,001
20,200
4,388
5,120
8,110
8,678
26,296
46,496

463
503
201
124
107
1,399
216
346
725
758
2,045
3,444

5,105
5,541
2,216
1,369
1,183
15,414
2,383
3,807
7,985
8,355
22,530
37,944

407
504
382
194
163
1,650
308
347
663
709
2,027
3,677

246
304
231
117
99
996
229
270
400
428
1,327
2,324

407
503
382
194
163
1,649
358
418
662
708
2,146
3,795

4,489
5,555
4,211
2,135
1,802
18,192
3,950
4,609
7,304
7,815
23,678
41,870

Total External Trips (Excludes Internal Trips and with Pass-by discounts)
5621
5622
562

5623
5624
5625
Total
5611
5612

561

5613
5614
Total

Grand Total External Trips

3,688
2,643
661
388
350
7,730
46
1,741
3,505
7,318
12,610
20,341

521
329
110
66
58
1,084
46
208
788
807
1,849
2,933

312
197
66
40
35
650
49
195
472
484
1,200
1,849

519
328
109
66
58
1,081
70
291
785
804
1,951
3,031

5,718
3,609
1,203
724
640
11,894
775
3,198
8,641
8,856
21,470
33,364

465
504
202
125
108
1,403
179
270
727
761
1,937
3,340
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279
303
121
75
65
843
140
227
436
457
1,260
2,103
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ANNEXURE B – DIFF PROJECT COSTS SCHEDULE
12 August 2021
To: Drury Developers
Subject: List of transport infrastructure projects and indicative cost estimates
The list of transport infrastructure projects and the indicative cost estimates should be read with
the following caveats, assumptions, and qualifications:
• These indicative cost estimates have been prepared to inform Auckland Council
consideration of funding and financing (F&F) options for the infrastructure and are considered
sufficient for this purpose.
• Project scope definitions used to inform the cost estimates are indicative only, and not based
on design.
• Accordingly, cost estimates are indicative only, based on judgement and simplified unit rates,
rather than from design and quantity measurements.
• The assumed scope and cost estimates are not considered sufficiently accurate to form the
basis of any commercial agreements.
• The nature of the cost estimates is high level and at an Indicative Business Case Estimate
level.
• The cost estimates are “as at a point in time” based on the best information available at the
time.
• The cost estimates are subject to change as more detailed work is undertaken towards
delivery.
• Columns Headers:
 Project No – Only a number assigned for purposes of identifying the projects on the map
below. It does not represent any priority sequence.
 Location – Refers to the geographical location where the majority of the project will be
constructed.
 Project – It is only an attempt to name the projects, to assist with the identification of the
projects.
 Project Stage – It is an indication of where projects could be developed in different
stages, with reference to the form and function of the project.
 Project Description – Represents a short description of the project to create some context
with regard to the form and function of the projects.
 Hierarchy – Represents an indication of the status of the project.
 Developers – Indicates solely the relevant developer(s) in the geographical area. It does
not indicate who should pay for the project (the beneficiaries) and is not intended to
identify the projects required for a particular PPC or PPCs.
 Indicative timing – refers to the indicative timing of when the project would be required.
These dates assume the plan changes are approved and development is intended to
start immediately. Assuming a delay in timing to when the first development actually
starts, considering the various regulatory and other processes, these dates would move
out accordingly.
 2022 - refers to these projects being needed at the outset of any development. The
intention is for these projects to precede any development.
 2026 – refers to within the first 5 years of development.
 2031 – refers to within the first 10 years of development.
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•

•
•
•

•
•
•

•

•
•

 2036 – refers to within the first 15 years of development.
 2041 – refers to within the first 20 years of development.
 2046 – refers to within the first 25 years of development.
 Indicative Cost Range ($) – Represents an indicative possible range where the costs
estimates might end up, as a snapshot in time. All the ranges are only indicative and
based on the best information available at the time and will most probably change.
The purpose of these transport connections is to enable and support growth in Drury and the
staging is based on the FULSS, with some consideration of the possible development staging
in the specific plan change areas.
These transport projects and cost estimates do not address any responsibility to any party.
All the cost estimates represent “an all-in total cost for the project”. They do not split costs
between different elements.
AT’s policy is that developers mitigate the impact of their developments including collectors,
upgrades to arterials etc as appropriate. This list does not commit AT or anyone else to
funding or delivering these upgrades, but the list is a view of the infrastructure staging and
sequencing and cost to support the urbanisation of Drury.
The staging and timing of the projects are only indicative and will be impacted by
dependencies and interdependencies of other projects.
The projects on the list below only include the projects identified and costed as part of the
Drury Infrastructure Funding and Financing programme.
The projects were arrived at with the purpose to identify the transport infrastructure required
to enable development in Drury over the full build-out period, hence information shared and
discussed as part of the specific plan change hearings might be different from these projects.
All the projects, the indicative cost estimates as well as the map with the indicative projects
are a “working draft” as at the time of producing them. It is based on the network assumed
through the structure plan land use assumptions, with some consideration of the proposed
network requirements as per the private plan changes.
All the cost estimates are unescalated costs based on June 2020 estimates.
The cost estimate information for the following projects was extracted from
https://www.nzta.govt.nz/assets/Roads-and-Rail/20-011/bri-2122-papakura-to-drury-southand-mill-road-project-updates-20210326.pdf
 Project 19-3,
 Project 35a and 35b
 Project 38a and 38b
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Project
No

Location

1a

DE

GSR improvements - Waihoehoe
Rd to Drury Interchange.

Interim

1b

DE

GSR improvements - Waihoehoe
Rd to Drury Interchange.

Ultimate

2a

DE

GSR improvements - From Drury
School to Waihoehoe Rd.

Interim

2b

DE

GSR improvements - From Drury
School to Waihoehoe Rd.

Ultimate

3

DW

4

DE

5

DE

6

DE

7

DE

8

DE

9a

DE

9b

DE

10a

DE

258

Project

Intersection upgrade on
GSR/Karaka Rd intersection
Waihoehoe Rd East upgradesfrom Fitzgerald Rd to before
Cossey Rd (development
boundary).

Project
Stage

Project Description
2-lane urban- with active modes on
both sides + local intersection
improvements (TDM)
4-lane urban- upgrade 2-lane urban
to 4-lane with active modes on both
sides, (TDM).
2-lane urban- with active modes on
both sides + intersection
improvements (TDM)
4-lane urban- upgrade 2-lane urban
to 4-lane with active modes on both
sides, (TDM).

Hierarchy

Developers

Indicative
Timing

Indicative Cost
Range ($m)

Arterial

Cumulative Drury

2022

10

13

Arterial

cumulative Drury

2036

15

19

Arterial

Cumulative Drury East & local
developments

2026

10

12

Arterial

Cumulative All South (depending
on Mill Road & N/S Arterial)

2036

30

38

Ultimate

Ultimate intersection form

Strategic

Drury All South + Auranga +
Cumulative Southwest

2022

10

12

Ultimate

2-lane urban - upgrade with active
modes on both sides, 24m crosssection

Arterial

Fulton Hogan

2022

46

58

Drury Central Station

NZUP

NZUP delivered Rail Station

Rail

Drury Central Station Connection

NZUP

NZUP delivered rail station access
road

Collector

Ultimate

2-lane urban - upgrade with active
modes on both sides

Collector

Fulton Hogan + Kiwi Property

2022

9

11

Ultimate

2-lane urban - upgrade with active
modes on both sides

Collector

Fulton Hogan

2022

5

7

Arterial

Cumulative Drury East +
Auranga + Station Park & Ride

2022

10

13

Arterial

Cumulative Drury East

2036

17

21

Arterial

Oyster +Fulton Hogan

2022

7

9

Fitzgerald Rd upgrades (from
Waihoehoe Rd to First Stage
development boundary , north of
Brookefield).
Fielding Rd upgrades ( from
Waihoehoe Rd to development
boundary ).
Upgrade in GSR/Waihoehoe
intersection/Norrie Rd.
Additional Upgrade for Norrie
approach to tie in to Norrie FTN
upgrade.
New intersection on Waihoehoe
Rd/Fitzgerald Rd ( including
approach cross-sections).

Interim

Ultimate

Interim

Upgrade intersection with active
mode crossings and additional
approach capacity, tieing into
Waihoehoe Road upgrade and
bridge replacement.
multi-lane signalised intersection
with active mode crossings, SGA
design.
Earthwork and landform for 2-lane
roundabout but potential initial use

Cumulative Drury East +
Auranga
Cumulative Drury East +
Auranga

2022
2022

Project
No

Location

10b

DE

11

DE

12

DE

13a

DE

13b

DE

14

DE

15

DE

16a

DE/DW

16b

DE/DW

18a

DE

18b

DE

19-1

DE/DW
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Project

New intersection on Waihoehoe
Rd/Fitzgerald Rd ( including
approach cross-sections).
Intersection upgrade Waihoehoe
Rd/Fielding Rd/Appleby Rd
Interim walking, cycling and bus
connections to Drury Centre
(includes Bremner / Norrie / Firth
intersection upgrades, active
mode on Norrie) overlap with
project 36 and 46
N-S Opaheke Arterial across
development (up to Waihoehoe
Stream).
N-S Opaheke Arterial across
development (up to Waihoehoe
Stream).
Upgrade Brookefield Road from
Fitzgerald to Quarry Rd+ New
connection + Intersections on
Quarry & Fitzgerald.
New Collector road E-W from
Fitzgerald Rd (collector 1) +
Intersections.
2-Lane bridge over
Bremner/Waihoehoe Road
(included in NZUP project 19-1)
4-Lane bridge over
Bremner/Waihoehoe Rd
Mill Road : From Waihoehoe Rd
to Fitzgerald Road (depends on
Mill Road alignment)
Mill Road : From Waihoehoe Rd
to Fitzgerald Road (depends on
Mill Road alignment)
SH1 Upgrade to 3 lanes
including, including cycle
upgrades from Papkura to Drury.

Project
Stage

Project Description

Hierarchy

Developers

as single-lane intersection - with
active mode crossings from outset.

Indicative
Timing

Indicative Cost
Range ($m)

Ultimate

Upgrade to ultimate form

Arterial

Cumulative Drury East

2031

19

24

Ultimate

Roundabout as per SGA design

Arterial

Fulton Hogan

2022

9

11

Interim

Intersection improvements on
Bremner-Firth Rd, Norrie-Firth Rd,
GSR-Firth Rd, Active mode
facilities on both sides of Firth &
Norrie Rd

Collector

Fulton Hogan + Kiwi Property +
Oyster + Auranga

2022

14

18

Arterial

Oyster

2022

31

39

Arterial

Cumulative Drury East +
Opaheke

2046

10

13

Collector

Cumulative Drury East

2026

50

63

Collector

Kiwi Property (progress with
development staging)

2026

42

52

Arterial

Cumulative Drury (funded
through NZUP)

2022

Arterial

Cumulative Drury

2046

Strategic

Cumulative Drury East +
Cumulative all South

2036

Strategic

Cumulative Drury East +
Cumulative all South

2046

Strategic

NZUP

Under
construction

Interim

Ultimate

Ultimate

Ultimate

NZUP

NZUP

Interim

Ultimate

NZUP

2-lane urban- new 2-lane arterial
with active modes on both sides +
intersection improvements (TDM)
4-lane urban- upgrade 2-lane
arterial with SGA design +
intersection improvements (TDM).
2-lane urban upgrade with active
modes on both sides + intersection
improvements + new connection to
Quarry Rd
2-lane collector- new collector with
active mode on both sides +
intersection improvements (TDM)
2-Lane urban with active modes on
both sides (replacing existing
bridge as part of SH1 P2D NZUP)
4-Lane urban upgrade 2-lane urban
with active modes on both sides
(SGA design)
2-lane urban- new road layout with
active modes on both sides (TDM,
depends on Mill Road)
4-lane urban- with active modes on
both sides (TDM, depends on Mill
Road)
NZUP delivered upgrade to SH1

Project
No

Location

19-2

DE/DW

19-3

DE/DW

20

DE

Upgrade Fitzgerald Rd from
Brookfield to Ramarama Rd

Ultimate

21

DE

Fielding Rd upgrades for active
modes ( from Fitzgerald Rd to
development boundary).

Ultimate

22

DE/DW

23

DE

24

DE

25

DE

27a

DE

27b

DE

28

DE

29

DE

30-1

DE
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Project
SH1 / Drury interchange including
ramps
SH1 Upgrade to 3 lanes
including, including cycle
upgrades from Drury interchange
to Drury South.

Upgrade Intersection at Quarry/
GSR
Waihoehoe Rd West upgradesbetween GSR & Fitzgerald Rd,
including bridge replacement over
the rail corridor.
Upgrades on Waihoehoe Rd eastfrom project 4 to Drury Hills +
Drury Hills Intersection.
Upgrades on Drury Hills from
Waihoehoe Rd to Macwhinney
Dr.
Active mode facilities from Drury
Hills and Fitzgerald to Maketu
Road
Urban road with active mode
facilities from Drury Hills and
Fitzgerald to Maketu Road
New collector in N-S direction
parallel to Fitzgerald Rd
(Boulevard).
New collector in E-W direction
between Flanagan & Fitzgerald
Rd (collector 2).
2-lane internal collector between
Fitzgerald & Fielding Rd, E-W
direction

Project
Stage
NZUP

Ultimate

Project Description

Hierarchy

Developers

Indicative
Timing

Indicative Cost
Range ($m)

NZUP delivered upgrade to Drury
Interchange

Strategic

Depends on NZUP P2D rebaseling scope

2022

Papakura-Drury South Stage 2
(prev NZUP)

Strategic

Depends on NZUP P2D & Mill
Road re-baseling scope

2036

503

592

Collector

Fulton Hogan (progress with
development staging) +
Cumulative Drury East

2026

21

26

Collector

Fulton Hogan (progress with
development staging)

2026

8

9

2022

4

5

2022

50

60

2-lane urban- upgrade with active
modes on both sides + intersection
upgrades (TDM).
Active mode upgrades- existing
road layout with active modes on
both sides + intersection upgrades
for active mode crossing.
Upgrade intersection (roundabout)
with active modes facilities(TDM)

Collector

Cumulative Drury Easy + Drury
South
Cumulative Drury East and
Opaheke (depend on Mill Rd &
N/S Arterial & Brookefield Rd
and four-tracking)

Ultimate

4-Lane urban FTN -upgrade with
active modes on both sides, SGA
design.

Arterial

Ultimate

2-lane urban - upgrade with active
modes on both sides.

Arterial

Fulton Hogan (progress with
development staging)

2031

50

63

Collector

Fulton Hogan (progress with
development staging)

2036

8

10

Collector

Cumulative Drury East (progress
with development staging)

2026

16

20

Collector

Drury East FUZ (Southeast)

2036

Collector

Kiwi Property (progress with
Town Centre development
staging)

2026

51

64

Collector

Kiwi Property (progress with
development staging)

2026

43

54

Collector

Fulton Hogan (progress with
development staging)

2022

33

42

Ultimate

Interim

Ultimate

Ultimate

Ultimate

Ultimate

2-lane urban- upgrade to 2-lane
urban collector with active modes
on both sides.
Active mode upgrades - active
modes on both sides + intersection
upgrades for active mode crossing.
2-lane urban- upgrade to urban
collector with active modes on both
sides + intersection upgrades.
2-lane urban- new collector with
active mode on both sides +
intersection improvements (TDM)
2-lane urban- new collector with
active mode on both sides +
intersection improvements (TDM).
2-lane urban- new collector with
active mode on both sides +
intersection improvements (TDM).

Project
No

Location

30-2

DE

31

DE

32

DE

33

DE

Upgrade Fitzgerald Rd from
project 7 to Brookefield Rd.

Ultimate

34

DE

New Drury Interchange
connection to Kiwi development.

Ultimate

35a

DE

Project
2-lane internal collector between
Fielding Rd & Drury Hills Rd, E-W
direction
Upgrades on Cossey Rd between
Fitzgerald & Waihoehoe Rd.
(Depends on Mill Rd alignment)
New Intersection on Cossey
Rd/Waihoehoe Rd.

Mill Road : Drury South
connection from
Fitzgerald/Cossey intersection to
SH1 + interchange (north facing
ramps only)
Mill Road : Drury South
connection from
Fitzgerald/Cossey intersection to
SH1 + interchange (north and
south facing ramps)
Bremner-Norrie Road east of SH1
up to GSR (overlap with project
12).

Project
Stage
Ultimate

Ultimate
Ultimate

Interim

2-Lane new road layout with active
modes on both sides (depends on
Mill Road design and sequencing)

Developers

Indicative
Timing

Indicative Cost
Range ($m)

Collector

Fulton Hogan (progress with
development staging)

2031

69

86

Collector

Depends on Mill Rd alignment
and timing

2031

21

26

Arterial

Fulton Hogan (progress with
development staging)

2031

11

14

Collector

Fulton Hogan + Kiwi Property

2022

1

2

Collector

Kiwi Property (depends on pace
of centre development and
coordination with P2D)

2026

Strategic

Cumulative East + Strategic

2031
745

875

4-Lane new road layout with active
modes on both sides (depends on
Mill Road design and sequencing)

Strategic

Strategic

2041

Ultimate

4-lane urban- new road layout with
active modes on both sides

Arterial

Cumulative Drury

2036

96

120

2041

192

240

2046

41

51

655

780

DE

36

DE/DW

37a

DE

N-S Opaheke Arterial from Oyster
development to Ponga Rd

Interim

37b

DE

N-S Opaheke Arterial from Oyster
development to Ponga Rd

Ultimate

38a

DE

Mill Road : From Waihoehoe Rd
to Papkura

Interim

DE

Mill Road : From Waihoehoe Rd
to Papkura
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2-lane urban- new collector with
active mode on both sides +
intersection improvements (TDM).
2-lane urban - upgrade with active
modes on both sides (depends on
Mill Road design).
SGA design (depends on Mill Road
design).
2-lane urban- upgrade to 2-lane
urban with active modes on both
sides (TDM )
New direct access from SH1 into
Kiwi development, potentially
coordinated with reconstruction of
Drury Interchange.

Hierarchy

Ultimate

35b

38b

Project Description

Ultimate

2-lane urban- new road layout with
active modes on both sides (TDM,
depends on timing of #37)
4-lane urban- upgrade 2-lane urban
with active modes on both sides
(SGA design).
2-lane urban- new road layout with
active modes on both sides (TDM,
depends on timing of #37)
4-lane urban- new road layout with
active modes on both sides (TDM,
depends on Mill Road)

Arterial

Arterial

Cumulative Drury East &
Opaheke (timing depend on Mill
Road)
Cumulative Drury East &
Opaheke (timing depend on Mill
Road)

Strategic

Cumulative Drury East +
Cumulative all South

2036

Strategic

Cumulative Drury East +
Cumulative all South

2046

Project
No

Location

39a

DW

New Bremner Rd arterial from
SH1 to Auranga development.

Interim

39b

DW

New Bremner Rd arterial from
SH1 to Auranga development.

Ultimate

40a

DW

New intersection on
Jesmond/Bremner Rd.

Interim

40b

DW

Upgrade intersection on
Jesmond/Bremner Rd.

Ultimate

Ultimate intersection form

Arterial

41a

DW

Interim

2-lane urban - upgrade with active
modes on both sides (TDM)

Arterial

41b

DW

42a

DW

42b

DW

Jesmond Rd upgrades from
project 41 to New Bremner Rd.

Ultimate

42c

DW

Jesmond Rd upgrades from
project 41 to New Bremner Rd.

Ultimate

43a

DW

Intersection upgrade on SH22
Rd/Jesmond Rd.

Interim

43b

DW

Intersection upgrade on SH22
Rd/Jesmond Rd.

Ultimate

44

DW

45

DW

Project

Jesmond Rd upgrades from SH22
to (and including) Waipupuke
development boundary.
Jesmond Rd from SH22 to
Waipupuke development
boundary.
Jesmond Rd upgrades from
project 41 to New Bremner Rd.

Intersection at SH22/Burberry Rd
(likely to close entirely).
Upgrade intersection at
SH22/Victoria Rd.

Project
Stage

Ultimate
Interim

Ultimate
Interim

Project Description
2-lane urban- new road layout with
active modes on both sides (Under
construction)
4-lane urban FTN- upgrade 2-lane
urban with active modes on both
sides (TDM).
Single-lane controlled intersection
(new intersection with active mode
crossings)

4-lane urban FTN- upgrade 2-lane
urban to 4-lane with active modes
on both sides, (TDM)
Interim active modes e.g. shared
path on one side
2-lane urban- upgrade existing road
with active mode facility on both
sides (TDM)
4-lane urban FTN- upgrade 2-lane
urban to 4-lane with active modes
on both sides, (TDM)
2-lane Roundabout (active mode
crossings) via NZUP Station
access
Ultimate intersection form (for fully
urbanised corridor)
Auranga development proposes
intersection is closed.
Signals to be installed as part of
Papakura-Drury Project

Hierarchy

Developers

Indicative
Timing

Indicative Cost
Range ($m)

Arterial

Drury Precinct

Under
construction

Arterial

Cumulative Drury

2046

9

12

2026

31

39

2036

9

11

Waipupuke

2022

11

14

Arterial

Cumulative Drury West

2046

18

23

Arterial

Waipupuke

2022

4

5

Arterial

Drury West FUZ

2031

19

23

Arterial

Cumulative Drury

2046

30

38

Strategic

NZUP Cumulative Drury West +
station [see footnote 1]

2022

10

12

Strategic

Cumulative Drury West + subject
to SH22 improvements and
station timings

2031

22

27

Strategic

Auranga B1

2022

4

5

Strategic

Auranga B1

Under
construction

4

5

Arterial

Cumulative Drury West
(depends on surrounding growth
and timing of project 65)
Cumulative Drury + Future
Growth (depends on
surrounding growth and timing of
project 65)

Status of project 43a (interim upgrade to intersection of SH22/Jesmond Rd) has changed to “funded through NZUP as part of the Drury West Station access development”, hence the
costs for this project have been removed from the investment required.
1
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Project
No

Location

46

DW

47

DW

17

DW

48

DW

49

DW

SH22 improvements from GSR
Intersection to Jesmond Rd.

Ultimate

50a

DW

SH22 improvements from
Jesmond Rd to Oira Rd- active
mode upgrades.

Interim

50b

DW

SH22 improvements from
Jesmond Rd to Oira Rd.

Ultimate

DW

SH22 improvements from Oira Rd
to Oira Creek - subject to design,
could be incorporated with project
60.

Interim

52

DW

Intersection upgrade- on SH22/
McPherson Rd/Karaka Rd
(Auranga B1).

53

DW

54

DW

55

DW

New E-W collector to Jesmond
Rd.

Ultimate

56

DW

Burberry Rd north connection to
Auranga Precinct.

Ultimate

51
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Project
Upgrades in GSR/Firth Rd
intersection (overlap with project
12).
Old Bremner Road Upgrade from
Jesmond Road to Auranga
Precinct.
Jesmond Road to Oira Road
collector
Collector road south of New
Bremner/ Old Bremner
intersection.

New intersection east of Jesmond
Rd (Auranga B1 main street).
New N-S collectors internal to
Auranga B1 (2 links) +
Intersections.

Project
Stage
Interim

Ultimate
Ultimate
Ultimate

Ultimate

Ultimate
Ultimate

Project Description
Possible signals for active mode
crossings, depending on Station
access signals.
2-lane urban- new road layout with
active modes on both sides (Under
construction)
2-lane urban- new road layout with
active modes on both sides.
2-lane urban- new road layout with
active modes on both sides (Under
construction)
4-lane urban- upgrade 2-lane urban
to 4-lane with active modes on both
sides
2-lane urban - upgrade with active
modes and urban frontage on north
side only
4-lane urban- upgrade 2-lane urban
to 4-lane with active modes and
urban frontage on both sides
Upgrade road layout to future urban
boundary + active modes and
urban frontage on both sides
Ultimate intersection form (note that
McPherson bridge under rail likely
to close to vehicles with rail four
tracking.
Ultimate intersection form (left-in
left-out)
2-lane urban- new collector with
active mode on both sides +
intersection improvements (TDM)
2-lane urban- new collector with
active mode on both sides +
intersection improvements (TDM)
2-lane urban- new collector with
active mode on both sides +
intersection improvements (TDM)

Hierarchy

Developers

Indicative
Timing

Indicative Cost
Range ($m)

Arterial

Fulton Hogan + Kiwi Property +
Oyster + Auranga

2022

4

5

Collector

Auranga

Under
construction

43

54

Collector

Drury West FUZ

2036

30

37

Collector

Auranga

Under
construction

19

24

Strategic

Waipupuke + Auranga + Drury
West FUZ + Cumulative
Southwest

2022

90

113

Strategic

Waipupuke

2022

2

2

Strategic

Drury West FUZ + Cumulative
South/West

2031

28

34

Strategic

Drury West FUZ + Cumulative
South/West

2036

26

32

Strategic

Auranga

2022

4

5

Strategic

Auranga

2022

4

5

Strategic

Auranga

2022

52

64

Collector

Drury West FUZ

2031

19

24

Collector

Auranga

Under
construction

28

35

Project
No

Location

57

DW

Drury West Station + New access
road

NZUP

58

DW

Oira Rd upgrades from SH22 to
Waipupuke development
boundary.

Ultimate

59

DW

New Intersection on Jesmond
Rd/collector (PC61).

Ultimate

60a

DW

60b

DW

63

DW

65a

DW

65b

DW

66

DW

67

DW/DE

68

DW

69

DW/DE

70

DW/DE

Project

SH22 Intersection upgrade - Oira
Rd (3 leg).
SH22 Intersection upgrade - Oira
Rd (4 leg).
New collectors internal to
Waipupuke PC61 (3 links )+
Intersections.
New Bremner Rd arterial from
Auranga development to
Jesmond Rd.
New Bremner Rd arterial from
Auranga development to
Jesmond Rd.
SH22 improvements - west of
SH1 interchange to GSR.
Active mode corridor from Drury
East Town Centre to GSR
Active mode corridor from GSR to
Drury West Town Centre / Station
Quarry Road walking cycling
bridge
GSR walking cycling bridge
Total

Project
Stage

Project Description
2-Lane urban road layout with
active modes on both sides for
access to the station.
2-lane urban- upgrade existing road
layout with active modes on both
sides + intersection improvements
(TDM)
2/4-lane intersection (new
intersection + active mode
crossings)

Hierarchy

Developers

Indicative
Timing

Indicative Cost
Range ($m)

Arterial

Cumulative Drury West

2026

Collector

Waipupuke

2022

32

41

Arterial

Waipupuke

2022

5

7

Interim

Interim Roundabout

Strategic

Waipupuke

2022

10

12

Ultimate

Ultimate intersection form

Strategic

Drury West FUZ

2036

8

9

Ultimate

2-lane urban - new collector with
active mode on both sides +
intersection improvements (TDM)

Collector

Waipupuke

2022

27

34

Interim

2-lane urban- new road layout with
active modes on both sides (TDM)

Arterial

Cumulative Drury West

2036

49

61

Arterial

Cumulative Drury

2046

10

12

2022

29

37

2026

28

35

2031

28

36
5

Ultimate

Ultimate
Ultimate
Ultimate

4-lane urban FTN - upgrade 2-lane
urban to 4-lane with active modes
on both sides, (TDM).
4-lane urban- upgrade 2-lane urban
to 4-lane with active modes on both
sides, (TDM)
Segregated active-modes corridor
beside rail corridor
Segregated active-modes corridor
beside rail corridor

Strategic
Strategic
Strategic

Waipupuke + Auranga + Drury
West FUZ + Cumulative
South/West
Cumulative Drury + Cumulative
South/West
Cumulative Drury + Cumulative
South/West

Interim

Active modes facility over SH1

Collector

Cumulative Drury

2026

4

Interim

Active modes facility over rail
corridor

Arterial

Cumulative Drury

2026

4

5

3706
3716
2

4502
4514

Status of project 43a (interim upgrade to intersection of SH22/Jesmond Rd) has changed to “funded through NZUP as part of the Drury West Station access development”, hence the
costs for this project have been removed from the investment required.
2
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ANNEXURE C – PROJECTED COMMUNITY PROVISION REQUIREMENTS TO MEET THE
NEEDS OF GROWTH FOR DRURY
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Projected community provision requirements to meet the needs of
growth for Drury
Prepared by Auckland Council, August 2021
This paper sets out the projected provision and related budget requirements to meet the community
infrastructure needs of new and future residents in the Drury growth area.
The projections are based on a range of assumptions regarding:
•
•
•

Quantum, timing and distribution of development and population growth
Level of provision of open space and community facilities
Cost of land acquisition and open space/community facilities development.

Refer “Notes and Assumptions” section at the end of this paper for future information.

Drury Context
Over the next 30 years Drury will develop to accommodate 22,000 dwellings and 12,000 new jobs, the
anticipated population will be comparable to the size of Napier. Presently, Drury is not densely
populated and accommodates a small population and industrial businesses surrounded by farmland.
Several new areas are developing in Drury (Auranga and Drury South) bringing further housing and
industrial employment to the area.
As Drury develops, we have the vision of it becoming a sustainable, liveable, compact, and accessible
urban area with successful local centres. To achieve this vision and support the long-term outcomes of
Auckland, a large investment in infrastructure is required.
Infrastructure included for Drury

As a new urban area is planned and developed, the infrastructure that is needed to support it is
scoped and understood. At this time, some, but not all the infrastructure to support the vision for
Drury is scoped, understood and costs estimated.
Our vision for Drury and associated infrastructure is set out in the Drury – Opaheke structure plan
which can be viewed at this link: https://www.aucklandcouncil.govt.nz/plans-projects-policies-reportsbylaws/our-plans-strategies/place-based-plans/drurystructureplandocument/drury-opahekestructure-plan.pdf.
Our infrastructure plans have developed since the structure plan was developed. Over time, further
detail about the infrastructure required to achieve the vision in Drury will become available.
Open Space and Community Facilities are important components of the vision for Drury.

Projected provision requirements – Drury
Open space
•

Projected development up to 2050 is anticipated to lead to demand for acquisition and
development of new open space as follows:
1
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•

o 36 neighbourhood parks
o 6 suburb parks
o 2 civic spaces.
In addition to the anticipated open space acquisition and development described above, open
space development will also be required for:
o 5 recently acquired neighbourhood parks and 1 existing neighbourhood park
o 1 recently acquired suburb park
o Esplanade and riparian open space vested at no acquisition cost.

Community facilities
•

•
•

Projected population growth up to 2050 is anticipated to lead to demand for additional
provision of community facility space to service the Drury catchment as follows:
o community space – approximately 1,300m2 built space
o library space – approximately 1,800m2 built space
o aquatic – approximately 3,500m2 built space
o leisure – approximately 2,700m2 built space.
How the projected demand will be met has not been determined (i.e. location and/or co
location of services, delivery mechanism etc).
Timing of investment has not been determined, although it is anticipated that population
driven demand would support investment timing as follows:
o community space – after 2030
o library space – after 2040
o aquatic space – after 2040
o leisure space – after 2040.

Projected programme budget requirements
It is recommended that future budget requirements for community investment in these areas is
provided for through four programme budgets, relating to:
•
•
•
•

Acquisition of land for open space
Development of land for open space
Acquisition of land for community facilities
Development of community facilities.

These proposed programme budgets have been generated based on the range of assumptions set out
in the “Notes and assumptions” section of this paper.
Allocation of programme budget to specific projects can be made as and when subsequent decisions
are made by council regarding how, where and when investment will be made to meet future
demand.
Programme
Drury
Open space land acquisition
Open space development
Community facilities land acquisition
Community facilities development

Projected budget requirement ($,000)
2022 – 2031
$155,500
$118,900

2032 – 2041
$107,400
$131,500
$1,400
$4,900

2042 - 2051

$22,300
$73,800
2
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Existing budget provision 2022-2031
Open space
Auckland Councils 10-year budget 2021 – 2031 (Long-term Plan) includes total programme budgets for
open space acquisition and development as follows:
•
•

Open space land acquisition:
Open space development

$822,838,902
$730,591,506.

These programme budgets are allocated to specific projects to support the needs of new and future
residents across the region through the annual approval of a rolling three-year programme. This
approach enables council to remain flexible and adaptable in the allocation of specific budget in
response to actual development and demand (rather than projected or anticipated development and
demand).
The projected budget requirements for open space acquisition and development in Drury in the 2021
to 2031 period could potentially be accommodated within the available budgets, noting that:
•
•

•

•

the projected budget requirements for Drury would require a circa 18% of the available
budget for the region
the phasing of available budgets across financial years is not well aligned with the projected
development phasing of the Drury area – extensive development in the Drury area in the first
half of the LTP period would be at a time of constrained acquisition and development budget
the scale and timing of other open space acquisition and development demands across the
region is unknown in detail, but it is anticipated that demands in the northwest growth area
(i.e. Westgate/Whenuapai/Redhills) as well as baseline growth across the region will
‘compete’ with the budget requirements for Drury, particularly in the short and medium term
constrained budget availability would lead to either missing opportunities for acquisition of
land at an appropriate time or having to acquire land for larger open space areas later in the
development cycle, and therefore at a higher than modelled cost.

Community facilities
There is no budget provision for community facilities in the Drury area in Auckland Councils 10-year
budget 2021 – 2031, and the projected budget requirements anticipate new budget required for
community facilities beyond 2032. Such budget provision would be subject to decisions in future Longterm Plan processes.

3
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Notes and assumptions
1.
2.
3.

4.

5.

6.
7.
8.

Population growth (quantum and timing) for the relevant areas is as per Land-use scenario i11v6
(for the 30-year Infrastructure Strategy to be adopted as part of LTP 2021-2031).
Extent of the “Drury” general catchment area based on relevant MSM zones outlined in the
Drury Opaheke Structure Plan, MSM zones: 550, 551, 554, 555, 556 (Drury South), 557, 558,
559, 560, 561, 562.
Provision requirements based on Auckland Councils:
• Open Space Provision Policy 2016
• Community Facilities Network Plan 2015.
Quantum of projected budget requirements based on the following:
• Land acquisition costs reflect average 2020 land values in relevant area
• Open space development costs based on typical 2020 costs for development of relevant
open space typology (e.g. neighbourhood park etc)
• Building costs based on recent historic costs for development of similar facilities.
Timing of projected budget requirements are based on:
• Rate of population growth as per i11v6
• Assumed phasing of open space network acquisition and development in relation to
development sequencing
• Assumed demand ‘trigger’ points for community facility build in relation to population
growth.
Delivery mechanisms for future community facilities will meet all legal requirements for
allocation of development contribution funding but may not necessarily be through council
owned and/or operated facilities.
Projected budget requirements have been rounded up to the nearest $100,000.
All projected budget requirements are uninflated.
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ANNEXURE D – FINANCING & FUNDING TOOLS

Financing & Funding Tools
1.

The current status of the funding gap for the Drury Fast Track Applications and the
urbanisation of Drury is outlined in the table below:
Summary of the Funding Gap for the urbanisation of Drury (as estimated
through the PPCs 48,49,50,51 and 61)

Funding Gap
Low

High

Drury area transport network: 2021 to 2050

$3.4b

$4.1b

Drury area transport network: 2021 to 2031 (10 years)

$1.6b

$2b

Required by 2031 to support the proposed development
(see assumption in text re use of RLTP $243m)

$0.1b

$0.1b

Required in the first four years to mitigate the direct transport effects

$0.1b

$0.1b

Funding Gap for Fast Track Waihoehoe Precinct projects : first 10 years

$0.2b

$0.2b

Funding Gap for Fast Track Waihoehoe Precinct projects : first 10 years

Infrastructure financing and funding solution for the transport funding gap within 10
years
1.1

As noted, currently there is no infrastructure financing and funding solution for this
funding gap over the next 10 year period of the LTP / RLTP. I have assessed possible
options for bridging the funding gap in the table below:

Funding Tool
Developer
mitigation

Comment
▪
▪

▪
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No commercial agreements have been signed or are
in negotiation.
These will be complex to negotiate. If combined
funding is needed for any project (developer pays
some, Council or Waka Kotahi pays some) these will
be hindered by the lack of available funding from
Council or Waka Kotahi in the next 10 years.
These will be complex to negotiate if more than one
developer is required for a project (likely).

Likelihood of
providing a funding
solution
Possible for some of
funding gap,
but considerable
complexity.

Funding Tool

Comment

RLTP & Waka
Kotahi Funding

▪

Infrastructure
Acceleration
Funding
Infrastructure
Financing &
Funding Act

Not available for Drury.

The diagram overleaf explains this in the context of
ATAP and the scale of the challenge with the
funding required at this scale

May be able to contribute modest amounts. It can be
part of the solution but is not the whole solution. Any IFF
solution requires more certainty as to other funding
commitments and clarity around how land use (zoning)
and infrastructure investment will be integrated over
time.
NZUP
There is an amount of funding within the NZUP bucket
additional
that is currently unallocated. This unallocated amount is
funding
$874m
Annexure E, “NZUP South Auckland funding
arrangements – Mill Road / Drury package” outlines the
Ministerial direction to allocate this float to projects in
the southern Auckland region, with a preference for a
smaller scale project in the north between Flatbush and
Alfriston Road and some targeted safety upgrade in the
same northern parts of Mill Road. This document
indicates some $90m of the float has already been
committed to property acquisition and professional
services. Based on previous cost estimates it seems most
of the remaining $784m will be spent on the projects
preferred in the ministerial direction.
▪ Based on an analysis of the information available,
little confidence at this stage can be given to how
much could be available for local road
improvements. It will be considerably less than
$874m. It could be $0m.
There is also no clarity on what any available
funding could be used for.
Total Infrastructure Financing & Funding solution within 10 years

1.2
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Likelihood of
providing a funding
solution
Low.

Low.

Possible for some of
funding gap.
Will not work in
isolation of a broader
solution.
Possible for some of
funding gap. But
could be $0m.
Will not work in
isolation of a full
solution.

Low possibility of
achieving a solution
the Drury Fast Track
or for the broader
network.

The diagram below explains the funding available via ATAP, the areas where funding
is allocated and how this compares to the Drury requirement for the next 10 years. It
puts into perspective how significant the Drury requirement is.

The Auckland Transport Alignment Project (ATAP)
Brings together central government and Auckland Council to strategically
align transport objectives and investment priorities for Auckland. An
important part of the work is to agree a ten-year investment package that
guides the Auckland Regional Land Transport Plan and the National Land
Transport Programme
$31.4b Funding is made up of:
•
•
•
•

$16.3b from the National Land Transport Fund (NLTF)
$10b from Auckland Council (includes $1.3b for the City Rail Link)
$1.6 Crown funding for the City Rail Link
$3.4b from the New Zealand Upgrade Programme

Projects & programmes
$2.2b

Drury &
Paerata growth
area
$243m
Years 7 to 10

Committed Projects
$12.3b
Key Programmes & Projects
$16.9b
(Maintenance, opex,
renewals, key programmes)

ATAP 2021 to 2031 = $31.4b

•
•
•
•
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10 Year Non NZUP transport required for Drury
$1.9b to $2.3b
Current allocation for Drury & Paerata in ATAP is $243m
The amount considered required for the urbanisation of Drury over
the next 10 years is equal to or more than the amount allocated for all
of projects and programmes from 2021 to 2031 for all of Auckland
There is a very low likelihood that this required amount of approx. $2b
for Drury could be made available in the next 10 years
From 2032, with similar ATAP metrics, it is also unlikely that Drury
could achieve the required amount in a short period of time, it would
more likely take decades.

1.3

Based on the diagram above, it would be difficult to envisage that the full funding gap
for the urbanisation of Drury could be achieved within 10 years. Beyond 10 years it is
unclear at what pace this funding gap could be bridged. If $243m was provided in each
10 year period, this would require many decades to bridge the funding gap. If from
2032 further funding was available, delivering any infrastructure with the funding
available would take at least 4 years and it is unlikely to be available until the mid2030s.
Other infrastructure projects, costs, infrastructure financing & funding
implications and funding gaps
Full Build Out

1.4
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An estimate for the full build out costs for the other infrastructure for the Drury Opaheke
Structure Plan area is set out below, along with a discussion about the status of the
infrastructure financing and funding solution.
Infrastructure

Infrastructure Cost ($b) *

Financing & Funding
Solution

Gap

Stormwater

Unknown – Cumulative
impact not understood
for the Drury East &
Opaheke area

Not available as cost
unknown.

Very likely significant
gap. Estimate is still
being investigated

Water

Not quantified. Initial
costs understood to start
development. Additional
costs not quantified.

Solution up to certain
DUE caps

Unknown

Wastewater

Not quantified. Initial
costs understood to start
development. Additional
costs not quantified.

Solution up to certain
DUE caps

Unknown

Open Space

Uninflated cost estimated
at $500m+ (see Annexure
C)

Detailed solution not
available.

May be available in later
years of the LTP and into
future years but there is
significant pent up
demand across the City
for limited financing and
funding. This is further
discussed in the table
below.

Community
Facilities and/or
Services

Uninflated cost estimated
at $100m+ (Annexure C)

No current solution.

Very likely significant
gap.

10 Year Infrastructure
1.5
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An estimate for the 10 year costs for the infrastructure in Drury for the urbanisation in
Drury is set out below, along with a discussion about the status of the infrastructure
financing and funding solution. This Drury Fast Track Application will be impacting the
cumulative needs for various elements of this infrastructure and it is important to
understand the financing and funding implications and gaps that this application will
impact. The 10 year time period is chosen to link to the 10 year LTP / RLTP period.
Infrastructure

Infrastructure Cost
($m)

Financing &
Funding Solution

Gap

Stormwater

Unknown –
Cumulative impact
not understood for
the Drury East &
Opaheke area

Not available as
cost unknown for
Drury East &
Opaheke

Very likely significant gap for Drury
East & Opaheke. Estimate is still
being investigated

Water

There is an
understanding of
the infrastructure
required.

Some WSL funded.
Some developer
funded.

Some WSL funded. Some developer
funded.

Wastewater

There is an
understanding of
the infrastructure
required.

Some WSL funded.
Some developer
funded.

Some WSL funded. Some developer
funded.

Open Space

Uninflated cost
estimated at $275m
(see Annexure C)

$8.5 million in LTP
for Drury in 20212031
Detailed solution
not available.

Total programme budgets for open
space acquisition and development
are included in the LTP. These
programme budgets are allocated
to specific projects to support the
needs of new and future residents
across the region through the
annual approval of a rolling threeyear programme. This approach
enables council to remain flexible
and adaptable in the allocation of
specific budget in response to
actual development and demand
(rather than projected or
anticipated development and
demand).
While the projected budget
requirements for open space
acquisition and development in
Drury could be accommodated
within the available budgets, noting
that

Infrastructure

Infrastructure Cost
($m)

Financing &
Funding Solution

Gap
•

•

•

•

Community
Facilities
and/or
Services

1.6
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Current estimate of
$0m (Annexure C)

N/A.

the projected budget
requirements for Drury would
require a circa 18% of the
available budget for the region
the phasing of available
budgets across financial years
is not well aligned with the
projected development
phasing of the Drury area –
extensive development in the
Drury area in the first half of
the LTP period would be at a
time of constrained acquisition
and development budget
the scale and timing of other
open space acquisition and
development demands across
the region is unknown in detail,
but it is anticipated that
demands in the northwest
growth area (i.e.
Westgate/Whenuapai/Redhills)
as well as baseline growth
across the region will
‘compete’ with the budget
requirements for Drury,
particularly in the short and
medium term
constrained budget availability
would lead to either missing
opportunities for acquisition of
land at an appropriate time or
having to acquire land for larger
open space areas later in the
development
cycle,
and
therefore at a higher than
modelled cost.

N/A

Currently there is particular uncertainty for the infrastructure financing and funding
solution for the unknown stormwater cost. There is no infrastructure financing and
funding solution for these unknown costs in Drury over the next 10 years. It is noted

that this is focused particularly on the Drury East and Opaheke areas. If Council
funding is required, there is no funding availability from the Council in the current LTP.
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23 August 2021

Memorandum to Ian Kloppers,
Development Programme Office, Auckland Council

Level 5, AMP Centre
29 Customs Street West
Private Bag 106602
Auckland 1010
New Zealand
T 64 9 969 9800
F 64 9 969 9813
www.nzta.govt.nz

NZUP South Auckland funding arrangements –
Mill Road/ Drury package
Dear Ian,

Purpose
This memorandum summarises the funding arrangements for the NZUP South Auckland package and
the specific funding assumptions made regarding the Mill Road/ Drury package.
Background
In June 2021, the New Zealand Government announced the re-baselining of the New Zealand
Upgrade Package. This included a revised option for South Auckland, including:
1. A reduced scale version of the Mill Rd corridor with local investment in Drury to support
release of additional housing ($874m 1)
2. Rail electrification between Papakura and Pukekohe ($375m P95)
3. Three new rail stations - two in Drury plus Paerata ($495m P95), and
4. Upgrades to SH1 – only between Papakura and Drury ($655m P50 2).
Funding was reallocated between projects in this package, whilst remaining “within the original [NZUP]
Establishment Report funding allocation for the package” 3.
Item 1 (Mill Road/ Drury package) is a revised scope of works for Mill Road than previously included in
NZUP. The joint Ministers’ preferred option for Mill Road is
“a smaller scale project in the north between Flat Bush and Alfriston [Mill Road Manukau],
comprising an upgraded two-lane facility connecting into the existing urban section near
Manukau and with the same targeted safety upgrades between Alfriston and Papakura [Mill
Road Takaanini]. Only conceptual consideration of this option has been undertaken but
indicated potential opportunity for savings that could be used for investment in local upgrades to
support releasing additional housing in Drury.” 3
As such, the project is not as advanced as the original Mill Road scope of works and carries risk
around engineering feasibility and cost certainty.
Funding arrangements
The following is understood regarding the funding in the revised NZUP South Auckland package:
• No cross-subsidisation between packages is permitted, e.g., if the Rail electrification between
Papakura and Pukekohe costs more than expected, that money cannot be taken from the
other South Auckland projects. The $874m for the revised Mill Road/ Drury package is
therefore assumed to be ringfenced.
• Of the $874m, approximately $90m has already been spent on properties in Manukau, Waka
Kotahi managed costs, and professional services. $784m is therefore the remaining budget.
• The $784m is a capped allocation from which all costs must be covered, including
contingency, risk, Waka Kotahi managed costs, professional services, property, preimplementation, and implementation. No further funding is available from any source.

$874m is an agreed allocation rather than a P50 or P95 estimate.
No allocation is made in the Cabinet paper for P95.
3
Offices of the Minister of Transport and Finance (2021) The New Zealand Upgrade Programme - an update on programme
options. Accessed on 23 August 2021, at: https://www.nzta.govt.nz/assets/Roads-and-Rail/20-011/nz-upgrade-programme-anupdate-on-programme-options-20210531.pdf
1
2
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•

•

•

The investment priority is the reduced scale version of Mill Road addressing the primary safety
objective in the north. If there is residual funding, this can be used to support local upgrades in
Drury.
Previous concept design and costing indicated a P50 cost of approximately $700m for the
implementation of the four-lane Mill Road Manukau section. A reduced scale two-lane version
of this option may result in savings of the order of 20-30%, but this needs to be confirmed
through more detailed investigations. In addition to this, safety improvements in Takaanini
may cost in the region of $50-100m, but this also requires detailed investigations before this
cost can be confirmed.
Risk, Waka Kotahi managed costs, property, and professional services also need to be funded
from the allocation.

Next steps
A detailed investigation is underway to confirm the engineering feasibility and costs of the revised
scope for the Mill Road/Drury project. This is taking the form of a Detailed Business Case (DBC)
currently being prepared by Waka Kotahi. This investigation will firstly confirm the cost of the Mill Road
north elements, which in turn will enable an understanding of how much funding is available for Drury.
Note any approval is by the Joint Ministers.
The current key dates in the programme are:
• August 2021 – develop and confirm methodology, assumptions, and business case approach
• September 2021 – develop and assess options and confirm the technically preferred option
• October 2021 – DBC write up and submission to NZUP governance at month end, and
• November/ December 2021 – review and approvals.
Yours sincerely,

Paul Glucina
Paul Glucina
Chief Transport Planner
Transport Services, Waka Kotahi.
paul.glucina@nzta.govt.nz
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