RECORD OF TITLE
UNDER LAND TRANSFER ACT 2017
FREEHOLD
Search Copy

R 'W. Muir
gistrar-General
of Land

R

[

Identifier NA29A/231
Land Registration District North Auckland
Date Issued 26 March 1974

Prior References

NA670/136
Estate Fee Simple
Area 1011 square metres more or less

Legal Description Lot 22 Deposited Plan 19309

Registered Owners
Nola Holdings Limited

Interests

294903.1 CERTIFICATE UNDER SECTION 96 OF THE RATING ACT 1967 - 2.12:1974 AT'9.13 AM

C129749.1 CHARGING ORDER UNDER SECTION 158 OFTHE RATING POWERS ACT 1988 - 20.4.1990 AT 3.00
PM

Transaction 1d Search Copy Dated 14/08/20 9:28 am, Page 1 of 2
Client Reference 317-478 West Coast Rd Register Only
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Transaction Id: 61334166 Search Copy Dated 14/08/20 9:28 am, Page 2 of 2

Client Reference: 317-478 West Coast Rd 0‘@2& Only



RECORD OF TITLE
UNDER LAND TRANSFER ACT 2017
FREEHOLD
Search Copy

R 'W. Muir
gistrar-General
of Land

R

[

Identifier NA29A/232
Land Registration District North Auckland
Date Issued 26 March 1974

Prior References

NA670/136
Estate Fee Simple
Area 1011 square metres more or less

Legal Description Lot 23 Deposited Plan 19309

Registered Owners
Nola Holdings Limited

Interests

294903.1 CERTIFICATE UNDER SECTION 96 OF THE RATING ACT 1967 - 2.12:1974 AT'9.13 AM

C129749.1 CHARGING ORDER UNDER SECTION 158 OFTHE RATING POWERS ACT 1988 - 20.4.1990 AT 3.00
PM

Transaction 1d Search Copy Dated 14/08/20 9:28 am, Page 1 of 2
Client Reference 317-478 West Coast Rd Register Only
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Identifier NA29A/232
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Transaction Id: 61334166 Search Copy Dated 14/08/20 9:28 am, Page 2 of 2

Client Reference: 317-478 West Coast Rd 0‘@1‘4{& Only



RECORD OF TITLE
UNDER LAND TRANSFER ACT 2017
FREEHOLD
Search Copy

R 'W. Muir
gistrar-General
of Land

R

[

Identifier NA29A/233
Land Registration District North Auckland
Date Issued 26 March 1974

Prior References

NA670/136
Estate Fee Simple
Area 1011 square metres more or less

Legal Description Lot 24 Deposited Plan 19309

Registered Owners
Nola Holdings Limited

Interests

294903.1 CERTIFICATE UNDER SECTION 96 OF THE RATING ACT 1967 - 2.12:1974 AT'9.13 AM

C129749.1 CHARGING ORDER UNDER SECTION 158 OFTHE RATING POWERS ACT 1988 - 20.4.1990 AT 3.00
PM

Transaction 1d Search Copy Dated 14/08/20 9:27 am, Page 1 of 2
Client Reference 317-478 West Coast Rd Register Only
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Identifier NA29A/233
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Transaction Id: 61334166 Search Copy Dated 14/08/20 9:27 am, Page 2 of 2
Client Reference: 317-478 West Coast Rd 0‘@6& Only



RECORD OF TITLE
UNDER LAND TRANSFER ACT 2017

FREEHOLD
Search Copy
R 'W. Muir
Registrar-General
of Land
Identifier NA29A/234
Land Registration District North Auckland
Date Issued 26 March 1974
Prior References
NA670/136
Estate Fee Simple
Area 1011 square metres more or less

Legal Description Lot 25 Deposited Plan 19309

Registered Owners
Nola Holdings Limited

Interests

C129749.1 STATUTORY LAND CHARGE PURSUANT TO,SECTION 158 RATING POWERS ACT 1988 -
20.4.1990 AT 3.00 PM

Transaction 1d Search Copy Dated 14/08/20 9:26 am, Page 1 of 2
Client Reference 317-478 West Coast Rd Register Only
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Transaction Id: 61334166 Search Copy Dated 14/08/20 9:26 am, Page 2 of 2
Client Reference: 317-478 West Coast Rd 0‘@8& Only



RECORD OF TITLE
UNDER LAND TRANSFER ACT 2017

FREEHOLD
Search Copy
R.W. Muir
Registrar-General
of Land
Identifier NA29A/235
Land Registration District North Auckland
Date Issued 26 March 1974
Prior References
NA670/136
Estate Fee Simple
Area 986 square metres more or less

Legal Description Part Lot 26 Deposited Plan 19309

Registered Owners
Nola Holdings Limited

Interests

C129749.1 STATUTORY LAND CHARGE PURSUANT TO,SECTION 158 RATING POWERS ACT 1988 -
20.4.1990 AT 3.00 PM

Transaction Id Search Copy Dated 14/08/20 9:38 am, Page 1 of 2
Client Reference 317-478 West Coast Rd Register Only
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Transaction Id: 61334166 Search Copy Dated 14/08/20 9:38 am, Page 2 of 2

Client Reference: 317-478 West Coast Rd 0‘31g0€r Only
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UNDER LAND TRANSFER ACT 2017
FREEHOLD
Search Copy

R 'W. Muir
gistrar-General
of Land

R

[

Identifier NA29A/236

Land Registration District North Auckland
Date Issued 26 March 1974

Prior References
NA670/136

Estate Fee Simple
Area 1014 square metres more or less
Legal Description Part Lot 27 Deposited Plan 19309

Registered Owners
Nola Holdings Limited

Interests

B888573.1 CERTIFICATE PURSUANT TO SECTION 643(2) LOCAL GOVERNMENTACT 1974 (AFFECTS CT
NA29A/237) - 14.9.1988 AT 2.37 PM

C129749.1 STATUTORY LAND CHARGE PURSUANT/TO SECTION 158RATING POWERS ACT 1988 -
20.4.1990 AT 3.00 PM

Transaction Id Search Copy Dated 14/08/20 9:25 am, Page 1 of 2
Client Reference 317-478 West Coast Rd Register Only
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Transaction Id: 61334166 Search Copy Dated 14/08/20 9:25 am, Page 2 of 2
Client Reference: 317-478 West Coast Rd 0‘31g'2€r Only



RECORD OF TITLE
UNDER LAND TRANSFER ACT 2017
FREEHOLD
Search Copy

R 'W. Muir
gistrar-General
of Land

R

[

Identifier NA29A/ 237

Land Registration District North Auckland
Date Issued 26 March 1974

Prior References
NA686/23

Estate Fee Simple
Area 1039 square metres more or less
Legal Description Lot 28 Deposited Plan 19309

Registered Owners
Nola Holdings Limited

Interests

B888573.1 CERTIFICATE PURSUANT TO SECTION 643(2) LOCAL GOVERNMENTACT 1974 (AFFECTS CT
NA29A/236) - 14.9.1988 AT 2.37 PM

C129749.1 STATUTORY LAND CHARGE PURSUANT/TO SECTION 158RATING POWERS ACT 1988 -
20.4.1990 AT 3.00 PM

Transaction Id Search Copy Dated 14/08/20 9:38 am, Page 1 of 2
Client Reference 317-478 West Coast Rd Register Only
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Transaction Id: 61334166 Search Copy Dated 14/08/20 9:38 am, Page 2 of 2
Client Reference: 317-478 West Coast Rd 0‘31g1‘4€er Only



RECORD OF TITLE
UNDER LAND TRANSFER ACT 2017

FREEHOLD
Search Copy
R.W. Muir
Registrar-General
of Land
Identifier NA35A/1265
Land Registration District North Auckland
Date Issued 22 September 1977
Prior References
NA29A/238
Estate Fee Simple
Area 2023 square metres more or less

Legal Description Lot 30 Deposited Plan 19309

Registered Owners
Nola Holdings Limited

Interests

C129749.1 CHARGING ORDER PURSUANT TO SECTION 158 RATING POWERS ACT 1988 - 20.4.1990 AT 3.00
PM
Subject to a right of way over part marked B on Planyl 55993 created by Transfer C519977.2 - 24.9.1993 at 10.11 am

Transaction Id Search Copy Dated 14/08/20 9:22 am, Page 1 of 2
Client Reference 317-478 West Coast Rd Register Only
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Transaction Id: 61334166 Search Copy Dated 14/08/20 9:22 am, Page 2 of 2
Client Reference: 317-478 West Coast Rd O‘Qj-gger Only




RECORD OF TITLE
UNDER LAND TRANSFER ACT 2017

FREEHOLD
Search Copy
R 'W. Muir
Registrar-General
of Land
Identifier NA35A/1266
Land Registration District North Auckland
Date Issued 22 September 1977
Prior References
NA29A/239
Estate Fee Simple
Area 2023 square metres more or less

Legal Description Lot 31 Deposited Plan 19309

Registered Owners
Nola Holdings Limited

Interests

C129749.1 STATUTORY LAND CHARGE PURSUANT TO,SECTION 158 RATING POWERS ACT 1988 -
20.4.1990 AT 3.00 PM

Transaction Id Search Copy Dated 14/08/20 9:21 am, Page 1 of 2
Client Reference 317-478 West Coast Rd Register Only
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Identifier NA35A/1266
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Transaction Id: 61334166 Search Copy Dated 14/08/20 9:21 am, Page 2 of 2
Client Reference: 317-478 West Coast Rd O‘Qj-g'ger Only



RECORD OF TITLE
UNDER LAND TRANSFER ACT 2017

FREEHOLD
Search Copy
R 'W. Muir
Registrar-General
of Land
Identifier NA35A/1267
Land Registration District North Auckland
Date Issued 22 September 1977
Prior References
NA29A/240
Estate Fee Simple
Area 2023 square metres more or less

Legal Description Lot 32 Deposited Plan 19309

Registered Owners
Nola Holdings Limited

Interests

C129749.1 STATUTORY LAND CHARGE PURSUANT TO,SECTION 158 RATING POWERS ACT 1988 -
20.4.1990 AT 3.00 PM

Transaction Id Search Copy Dated 14/08/20 9:20 am, Page 1 of 2
Client Reference 317-478 West Coast Rd Register Only
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Transaction Id: 61334166 Search Copy Dated 14/08/20 9:20 am, Page 2 of 2
Client Reference: 317-478 West Coast Rd O‘?Ger Only




RECORD OF TITLE
UNDER LAND TRANSFER ACT 2017

FREEHOLD
Search Copy
R 'W. Muir
Registrar-General
of Land
Identifier NA35A/1268
Land Registration District North Auckland
Date Issued 22 September 1977
Prior References
NA29A/242
Estate Fee Simple
Area 2751 square metres more or less

Legal Description Lot 35 Deposited Plan 19309

Registered Owners
Nola Holdings Limited

Interests

C129749.1 STATUTORY LAND CHARGE PURSUANT TO,SECTION 158 RATING POWERS ACT 1988 -
20.4.1990 AT 3.00 PM

Transaction Id Search Copy Dated 14/08/20 9:29 am, Page 1 of 2
Client Reference 317-478 West Coast Rd Register Only
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Identifier NA35A/1268
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Transaction Id: 61334166 Search Copy Dated 14/08/20 9:29 am, Page 2 of 2
Client Reference: 317-478 West Coast Rd O‘?'Zer Only



RECORD OF TITLE
UNDER LAND TRANSFER ACT 2017

FREEHOLD
Search Copy
R 'W. Muir
Registrar-General
of Land
Identifier NA35A/1269
Land Registration District North Auckland
Date Issued 22 September 1977
Prior References
NA29A/243
Estate Fee Simple
Area 2549 square metres more or less

Legal Description Lot 36 Deposited Plan 19309

Registered Owners
Nola Holdings Limited

Interests

C129749.1 STATUTORY LAND CHARGE PURSUANT TO,SECTION 158 RATING POWERS ACT 1988 -
20.4.1990 AT 3.00 PM

Transaction Id Search Copy Dated 14/08/20 9:30 am, Page 1 of 2
Client Reference 317-478 West Coast Rd Register Only
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Identifier NA35A/1269
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Transaction Id: 61334166 Search Copy Dated 14/08/20 9:30 am, Page 2 of 2
Client Reference: 317-478 West Coast Rd 0‘?1‘4{& Only



RECORD OF TITLE
UNDER LAND TRANSFER ACT 2017

FREEHOLD
Search Copy
R 'W. Muir
Registrar-General
ol Land
Identifier NA3 5A/1270
Land Registration District North Auckland
Date Issued 22 September 1977
Prior References
NA29A/244
Estate Fee Simple
Area 4026 square metres more or less

Legal Description Lot 37 Deposited Plan 19309

Registered Owners
Nola Holdings Limited

Interests

C129749.1 STATUTORY LAND CHARGE PURSUANT TO,SECTION 158 RATING POWERS ACT 1988 -
20.4.1990 AT 3.00 PM

Transaction Id Search Copy Dated 14/08/20 9:31 am, Page 1 of 2
Client Reference 317-478 West Coast Rd Register Only
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Identifier NA35A/1270

Transaction Id: 61334166 Search Copy Dated 14/08/20 9:31 am, Page 2 of 2
Client Reference: 317-478 West Coast Rd 0‘?6& Only



RECORD OF TITLE
UNDER LAND TRANSFER ACT 2017

FREEHOLD
Search Copy
R 'W. Muir
Registrar-General
of Land
Identifier NA3 5A/1271
Land Registration District North Auckland
Date Issued 22 September 1977
Prior References
NA29A/245
Estate Fee Simple
Area 6287 square metres more or less

Legal Description Lot 38 Deposited Plan 19309

Registered Owners
Nola Holdings Limited

Interests

Subject to a drainage right created by Transfer 201773

C129749.1 STATUTORY LAND CHARGE PURSUANT TO'SECTION 158 RATING POWERS ACT 1988 -
20.4.1990 AT 3.00 PM

Transaction Id Search Copy Dated 14/08/20 9:33 am, Page 1 of 2
Client Reference 317-478 West Coast Rd Register Only
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Transaction Id: 61334166 Search Copy Dated 14/08/20 9:33 am, Page 2 of 2
Client Reference: 317-478 West Coast Rd 0‘?8& Only



RECORD OF TITLE
UNDER LAND TRANSFER ACT 2017

FREEHOLD
Search Copy
R 'W. Muir
Registrar-General
ol Land
Identifier NA3 SA/ 1272
Land Registration District North Auckland
Date Issued 22 September 1977
Prior References
NA29A/246
Estate Fee Simple
Area 6234 square metres more or less

Legal Description Lot 39 Deposited Plan 19309

Registered Owners
Nola Holdings Limited

Interests

C129749.1 STATUTORY LAND CHARGE PURSUANT TO,SECTION 158 RATING POWERS ACT 1988 -
20.4.1990 AT 3.00 PM

Transaction Id Search Copy Dated 14/08/20 9:33 am, Page 1 of 2
Client Reference 317-478 West Coast Rd Register Only
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Identifier NA35A/1272

Transaction Id: 61334166 Search Copy Dated 14/08/20 9:33 am, Page 2 of 2
Client Reference: 317-478 West Coast Rd O‘geer Only



RECORD OF TITLE
UNDER LAND TRANSFER ACT 2017

FREEHOLD
Search Copy
R 'W. Muir
Registrar-General
ol Land
Identifier NA3 SA/ 1273
Land Registration District North Auckland
Date Issued 22 September 1977
Prior References
NA29A/247
Estate Fee Simple
Area 5842 square metres more or less

Legal Description Lot 40 Deposited Plan 19309

Registered Owners
Nola Holdings Limited

Interests

C129749.1 CHARGING ORDER PURSUANT TO SECTION 158 RATING POWERS ACT 1988 - 20.4.1990 AT 3.00
PM

Transaction Id Search Copy Dated 14/08/20 9:37 am, Page 1 of 2
Client Reference 317-478 West Coast Rd Register Only
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Transaction Id: 61334166 Search Copy Dated 14/08/20 9:37 am, Page 2 of 2
Client Reference: 317-478 West Coast Rd 0‘?2& Only



RECORD OF TITLE
UNDER LAND TRANSFER ACT 2017

FREEHOLD
Search Copy
R.W. Muir
Registrar-General
of Land
Identifier NA93A/899
Land Registration District North Auckland
Date Issued 24 September 1993
Prior References
NA441/261
Estate Fee Simple
Area 529 square metres more or less

Legal Description Lot 1 Deposited Plan 155993

Registered Owners
Laxmanbhai Morarbhai Patel and Nileshkumari Laxmanbhai Patel

Interests

Fencing Agreement in Transfer 204379
Appurtenant hereto is a right of way created by Transfer C519977.2 - 24.9.1993%t 10.14 am
Appurtenant hereto is a scwage drainge right specified in:Eascment Certificatc €519977.4 - 24.9.1993 at 10.11 am

The easements specified in Easement Certificate C519977.4 are subject to Segtion 309 (1) (a) Local Government
Act 1974

Iencing Covenant in Transfer C561896.1 -27.1:1994 at 9.16 am
9285372.3 Mortgage to ASB Bank Limited - 24.1.2013 at 12¢17,pm

Transaction Id Search Copy Dated 14/08/20 9:23 am, Page 1 of 2
Client Reference 317-478 West Coast Rd Register Only
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Transaction 1d: 61334166 Search Copy Dated 14/08/20 9:23 am, Page 2 of 2

Client Reference: 317-478 West Coast Rd Gg'ﬁer Only



RECORD OF TITLE
UNDER LAND TRANSFER ACT 2017
FREEHOLD
Search Copy

R 'W. Muir
gistrar-General
of Land

R

[

Identifier NA93A/900
Land Registration District North Auckland
Date Issued 24 September 1993

Prior References

NA441/261
Estate Fee Simple
Area 1495 square metres more or less

Legal Description Lot 2 Deposited Plan 155993

Registered Owners
John Terence Burley as Executor

Interests

Fencing Agreement in Transfer 204379

Appurtenant hereto is a right of way created by Transfer C519977.2 - 24.9.1993%t 10.14 am

Subject to a sewage drainage right over part marked A on,DP 155993 specificdiin Easement Certificate C519977.4
-24.9.1993 at 10.11 am

The easements specified in Easement Certificate €519977.4 are subjeet toySection 309 (1) (a) Local Government
Act 1974

Transaction Id Search Copy Dated 14/08/20 9:23 am, Page 1 of 2
Client Reference 317-478 West Coast Rd Register Only
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038



039



(o nvaJ /
o
00@ %
% %
Y
O &
S, %,
2,2,
%, %
0 7
¢ &
7 0O
7,
Oy &
o, O
SN
S

040



(o nvaJ /
o
00@ %
% %
Y
O &
S, %,
2,2,
%, %
0 7
¢ &
7 0O
7,
Oy %
o, O
SN
S

041



(o nvaJ /
o
00@ %
% %
Y
O &
S, %,
2,2,
%, %
0 7
¢ &
7 0O
7,
Oy &
o, O
SN
S

042



(o nvaJ /
o
00@ %
% %
Y
O &
S, %,
2,2,
%, %
0 7
¢ &
7 0O
7,
Oy &
o, O
SN
S

043



(o nvaJ /
o
00@ %
% %
Y
O &
S, %,
2,2,
%, %
0 7
¢ &
7 0O
7,
Oy &
o, O
SN
S

044



(o nvaJ /
o
00@ %
% %
Y
O &
S, %,
2,2,
%, %
0 7
¢ &
7 0O
7,
Oy &
o, O
SN
S

045



046



(o nvaJ /
o
00@ %
% %
Y
O &
S, %,
2,2,
%, %
0 7
¢ &
7 0O
7,
Oy &
o, O
SN
S

047



048



049



050



(o nvaJ /
o
00@ %
% %
Y
O &
S, %,
2,2,
%, %
0 7
¢ &
7 0O
7,
Oy &
o, O
SN
S

051



(o nvaJ /
o
00@ %
% %
Y
O &
S, %,
2,2,
%, %
0 7
¢ &
7 0O
7,
Oy %
o, O
SN
S

052



053



(o nvaJ /
o
00@ %
% %
Y
O &
S, %,
2,2,
%, %
0 7
¢ &
7 0O
7,
Oy &
o, O
SN
S

054



055



056



(o nvaJ /
o
00@ %
% %
Y
O &
S, %,
2,2,
%, %
0 7
¢ &
7 0O
7,
Oy &
o, O
SN
S

057






059



060






c\O o}
%, b
K
S,
S, %,
2,2,
,\Q (Y
., 7
& 78
0
Y
6@ %
O,
@@
7

062



c\O o}
%, b
K
S,
S, %,
2,2,
,\Q (Y
., 7
& 78
0
Y
6@ %
O,
@@
7

063



c\O o}
%, b
K
S,
S, %,
2,2,
,\Q (Y
., 7
& 78
0
Y
6@ %
O,
@@
7

064



c\O o}
%, b
K
S,
S, %,
2,2,
,\Q (Y
., 7
& 78
0
Y
6@ %
O,
@@
7

065



c\O o}
%, b
K
S,
S, %,
2,2,
,\Q (Y
., 7
& 78
0
Y
6@ %
O,
@@
7

066



067



c\O o}
%, b
K
S,
S, %,
2,2,
,\Q (Y
., 7
& 78
0
Y
6@ %
O,
@@
7

068



c\O o}
%, b
K
S,
S, %,
2,2,
,\Q (Y
., 7
& 78
0
Y
6@ %
O,
@@
7

069



070



071



072



073



074



075



076



077



078



079



c\O o}
%, b
K
S,
S, %,
2,2,
,\Q (Y
., 7
& 78
0
Y
6@ %
O,
@@
7

080



c\O o}
%, b
K
S,
S, %,
2,2,
,\Q (Y
., 7
& 78
0
Y
6@ %
O,
@@
7

081



c\O o}
%, b
K
S,
S, %,
2,2,
,\Q (Y
., 7
& 78
0
Y
6@ %
O,
@@
7

082






c\O o}
%, b
K
S,
S, %,
2,2,
,\Q (Y
., 7
& 78
0
Y
6@ %
O,
@@
7

084



c\O o}
%, b
K
S,
S, %,
2,2,
,\Q (Y
., 7
& 78
0
Y
6@ %
O,
@@
7

085















KAURI

RESIDENCES

Artist's

impression

NFK

NFK

090



MEET
THE
TEAM

>

NFK & CO
FOUNDERS
Kieran Doe,
Nathan Treloar

& Francois Beziac

NFK

&CO.

Founders Nathan Treloar, Francois
Beziac and Kieran Doe partnered
to form NFK & Co, with a focus on
providing Auckland with solution-

driven property developments.

With a collective 60-year history of
successful property development projects

under their belts, and supported by

an experienced management team, e @

NFK & Co's core values are built

around long-term quality ou’rcoer

With 15 current project olu@gnore Q
than [ISB@BXDT, NFK & Go has th \
backing of the a \
highly diversi set Monog’ @
Inves‘rme®p of co or'é.\
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TOWNHOUSES

ORCHARD LANE
The sister development to
Woodglen Ridge. Located
eeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeee
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Henderson and Oratia.

Artist's impressions
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TOWNHOUSES

A recently launched boutique
eeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeee

in Glenfield. 85% already sold

Artist's impressions
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TOWNHOUSES

The sister development to

Camelot Terraces in Glenfield.

Artist's impressions
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APARTMENTS
& TOWNHOUSES

LA RESIDENCE

ooooooooooooooooooooo
bedroom townhouses in Orewa.

Construction completed.

IIIIIIIIIIIIIIIII

w] /;V MM/VV%j

106



APARTMENTS O&
~ &< N
% \04 O
N Qv
e ¢ . &
e D\ W\
e RS o &
S ¥ &
O «O
S
O\
R
S s\\Q\
O\
NFK

107



APARTMENTS i O&
@ . 6\ \q

Q X
RN
s \\9 N
- 6@* ((\(b

N @5 \\Q

e
SN
Q‘Q @O

NFK \"Q

Artist's impressions

108



APARTMENTS K\

LA RESIDENCE
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Queenstown. Construction
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KiwiBuild Unit
147 Lambton Quay
Wellington 6011
22 September 2020

Nathan Treloar O
NFK Limited
Auckland Q

Dear Nathan,

NFK LIMITED - KIWIBUILD \% \

This letter is to confirm that NFK has successfully engaged with KiwiBuild on twi jects in West Auckland,
being 105 Waimumu Road, Massey and 119 Bruce McLaren Road, Hendersor@Build has beeng ed

with these projects. &
KiwiBuild is currently assessing a third project from NFK at Nola Es d at West Coa oad and Glen

Garry Road, Glen Eden for delivery of further KiwiBuild homes.

If you have any queries, please don’t hesitate to contact us. @

Yours sincerely

%

Manager, KiwiBuild Underwrite

Vob: [1SS@IEN

TS &8
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Assessment (Design) - Nola Estate (A7527892)

D.Detailed review s\

1. NEIGHBOURHOOD CONTEXT - 3 possibly 4/5

The location of the development relative to meeting residents’ needs (eg, access to commun@

facilities such as leisure centres, health care, and schools.)

The site is located in Glen Eden, Auckland: OQ %
*

Kainga Ora — Homes and Communities 6
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Assessment (Design) - Nola Estate (A7527892)

2. SITE CONTEXT -3 TBC/5

Integration of the development into the existing and/or planned site and local context. This inc%
consideration of existing features (eg, heritage buildings, vegetation, land forms, and materi
environmental conditions (eg, sunlight, winds) and views (eg, open space, distant features). 6

The existing site: Q

Snapshots of surrounding 2as:

@ SITE

Kainga Ora — Homes and Communities 9
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assessment. The hazard risk assessment should describe the scale,
frequency, risk and entry / exit points that the hazard poses to the site
and surrounding environment. This information will heavily influence any
proposal, and how the flooding effects are managed and incorporated
into any proposal, e.g. the type of activity, placement and minimum floor
level of buildings, site layout, earthworks, etc. The proposal should not
exacerbate this hazard onto neighbouring properties or<theswider
surroundings.

Please note the flowpath / floodplain shown on Council’s, GIS Viewer is
only indicative, and specific site surveys and modelling'may be required.

Contamination (NES
only)

The subject site either is currently, has previously, or is more likely than
not to have been occupied by a potentially seil contaminating activity for
the following reason:

e Current horticultural use

Your proposal may involve,one (or more)of the following:
* removing or replacing a fuel storage’system,

» samplingthe'soll,
» disturbing,thesoil,
+ subdividing land, and

» changing the use of the piece of land.

Accordingly, it.is necessary to give consideration to the National
Environmental Standard for Assessing and Managing Contaminants in
Soil to Protect Human Health 2011. This provides a national
environmental standard for activities on pieces of land where soil may
be contaminated in such a way as to be a risk to human health. It is
recommended you engage a suitably qualified and experienced
practitioner to assist in preparing any preliminary and / or detailed site
investigations that may be required in this regard.

Contamination

Careful consideration is needed to address the effects of the discharge

(Regional) of contaminants from contaminated land into air, or into water, or onto or
into land, and to ensure those effects are managed to protect the
environment and human health and to enable land to be used for
suitable activities now and in the future. This takes into account all of
the following:
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Te Kaunihera o Tamaki Makaurau e e

« the direct discharges arising from investigation activities on land
containing elevated levels of contaminants;

» discharges associated with soil disturbance that may liberate
contaminants;

« longer term discharges occurring as a result of residual
contaminants, often known as passive discharges;

» legacy discharges associated with past incidents; and

» the assessment of risk around ongoing dischargess

Relevant matters

Fast-track Application | Njck Mattison explained that the Applicantthad lodged ‘an application with
concurrent with Pre- | the Ministry for the Environment for a Fast-Track process. This process is
appllca_tlon with expected to take approximately.8-9 weeks and will also require input or
Council feedback from the Council to assistthe Ministry. To this end, the Applicant
wishes to run a pre-application, process with the Council while awaiting the
Ministry’s decision on Whether or not to, accept the application for fast-
tracking.

If the applicants are accepted_into, theé Fast Track process then any
processing by Council for an RC or,Pre-app will stop immediately as there
cannot be dual processing.

Definition of IRD and | Kay panther'Knight gutlined\her view, supported by policy advice within
subsequent activity Councilyand consistently applied in other circumstances, that the proposal
status / acceptability | does'not represent@niintegrated Residential Development. Kay explained
In P_"'“C'Ple’ including her view hinged on the lack of integrated communal facilities for the
advice from Plans and | residentialqscheme, noting that the commercial block was clearly a
Places separate and\public / commercial enterprise in its own right, and that the
reserves appeared to be required a) for compliance (or attempting to
comply) with' Single House zone landscaped area standards, and b) for
overland flow path conveyance. Further, as supported by policy advice,
the reserves did not appear to provide a sufficient quantum of space, nor
were they clearly described in the information supplied to date or designed
in such a way as to form a communal facility beyond standard open spaces
associated with any residential development, i.e. not integrated or
differentiated in any way from a residential subdivision.

Brogan McQuoid outlined that Council would expect the Applicant to apply
all rules in the Single House zone, regardless of whether or not the
Applicant disagreed that the Integrated Residential Development definition
was applicable. To this end, the proposal as it stands comprises a non-
complying activity pursuant to H3.4.1(A6), as well as a discretionary
activity under H3.4.1(A9).

Kay outlined her opinion that the current proposal represented significant
over-development and a character of development wholly unlike the
anticipated character of the Single House zone. The proposal comprises
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two and three storey terraced house development that would be more
appropriate in a Mixed Housing Urban or Terraced Housing and Apartment
Building zone. The scheme is therefore not supported from a planning
perspective given its excessive intensity. The proposed reserves and
commercial space do not provide any sufficient mitigation.

Nick noted that the scheme complies with all coverage contrals in the
Single House zone. Kay noted this seemed unlikely and that there was no
information presented to confirm this either way. Michael Kibblewhite and
Melanie McKelvie provided their views from an urban design.perspective
regarding compliance with standards and the extent to which the “bare
minimum” would suffice in this instance, and this is further elaborated upon
in the minutes below under Heading 5.

Lance Hessell queried whether relocation of the commercial block more
centrally within the residential development would‘improve upon its
consideration as forming an integrated residential development. Kay
considered this approach but notedithat without any further detalil
regarding the function of that commercial block, the design and location of
it relative to the reserves and'the design andyfunction of the reserves
themselves, it is difficult,to provide any Confirmed advice. Kay suggests
considering presenting the site layout options noted by the Applicant’s
team and perhaps in"presentation tosthe Urban Design Panel, to provide
rationale and further explanation "of how the Applicant thinks the
commercial block.asfcurrently located,and designed, or elsewhere, can be
considered anintegrated component of this scheme.

Key outcomes / actions (if relevant)

Council will supply the policy advice received on the scheme and present
the questions«raised in that advice regarding what further information
would be necessarysto determine whether or not the scheme could be
defined as an integrated residential development.

Council, will.supply the legal advice received to date regarding both the
integrated residential development definition, its application, and the
Council approach to requiring consent under both H3.4.1(A6) and (A9).*

Post meeting advice

Kay provided Nick with the list of questions from Ciaran Power, Planner,
Plans & Places with regards to further clarities required to see whether the
proposal can meet the definition of an IRD.

A summary of the legal opinion was provided to the applicant’s planner
and legal representative (Mr Braggins). Mr Braggins sought further input
in relation to Council in relation to the summary response provided. Council
sought further feedback from their legal services and this response was
provided to Mr Braggins. (A summary of this can be found under the legal
advice section below).
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Traffic Matters,
including input from
Auckland Transport

Sam Shumane, for Council, and Mitra Prasad and Tessa Craig gave
feedback regarding the roading layout, including confirming there are
concerns regarding direct access from West Coast Road, and that AT’s
preference is for all residential traffic to access the site from Glengarry
Road, noting that further assessment needs to be undertaken in respect
of traffic generation and effects on queuing.

Todd Langwell confirmed surveys were being undertaken but thatithey
were delayed due to the recent Auckland Covid-19 lockdown., These
would be produced in due course, and consideration is being given to
signalizing the intersection of West Coast Road and Glengarfy Road.
Mitra raised concern regarding assuming a signalized.ntersection, noting
that may be out of character with the rural nature(of'the*hetwork further
west, and that consideration should be given texallioptions, particularly
considering the proximity of the roundabout/intersection of West'Coast
Road with Parrs Cross Road.

Concern was raised by Sam regarding the one-way component internal
to the site, noting that this gives rise to'safety and efficiency effects. The
road reserve appeared wide enough to accommeodate, two-way traffic and
the Applicant undertook o censider that.

Discussion was had regarding ensuring-apprepriate width within road
reserves for all serviCes.

Sam identified somefurther consideration needed to be given to
geometry ofithe,roads relativeto AT, standards, but that would follow in
further detailed design.

Visibility assessmentsiwould'need to form part of the transport
assessment being prepared.

Key outcomes [‘actions (if relevant)
Applicant to'ecomplete its surveys and transport assessment, and to
reconsider internal road layout, particularly the one-way component.

Auckland Transport
postimeeting
feedback
(TessalCraig)

Further to the input captured in the meeting (above);

Preliminary Comments
West Coast Road Vehicle Access
1. AT has concerns with an additional vehicle access onto West

Coast Road, due to the proximity of the new road to the
roundabout, sited where drivers on West Coast Road diverge to
form two lanes. When drivers queue on the kerbside lane,
visibility to the inner lane is obstructed. City bound drivers (west
bound to Great North Road) would favour the inner lane
(northernmost lane) so they can U-turn at the roundabout.

2. Additionally, misuse of the ‘Lane’ and new road off West Coast
Road is expected with vehicles cutting through to Glengarry
Road. Therefore, it would be best to eliminate vehicle access from
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the residential part of the development, through to West Coast
Road.

The proposal should provide a pedestrian and cycle link only from
the residential part of the development through to West Coast
Road. This would remove potentially significant effects that the
application could have on the existing environment, movement,
and safety of users which the applicant would have needito
mitigate to AT’s satisfaction.

In reference to the above point, appropriate connection to West
Coast Road for active modes are desired and encouraged.
Providing accessways (8m wide) with ample (passive surveillance
from neighbouring dwellings and appropriate,lighting and
landscaping should achieve this objective.

If vehicle access onto West Coast Rd is absolutely nécessary, it
will be required to be a left-in, left-out'access arrangement. This
will need to be sited further awayifrom the intersection, ideally
where the ‘Lane’ is proposed,‘which has a single approach lane.
An extended solid mediansislandwwould alsobe required to
prevent right turns.

Details of loading.for the,commercial premises alongside loading
for the existing dairy will be required.

Internal Roads

7.

10.

11.

All internalsroads should be vested as public roads. A 13-metre
roadsreserve is wide enough,to be a two-way operation and the
internal roads should all be two-way. If there is a high
inconyenience forresidents (those who travel the long way
around to exit the.development), drivers will flout proposed one-
way operation.

All internal roads should comply with the Transport Design
Manual in terms of provision of cycle facilities or safe mixed traffic
enyvironments. Internal roads require speed calming, 1.8m
footpaths and may require broken yellow lines along sections of
narrow carriageway.

The proposed public roads (particularly the longest straight
internal road connecting with the commercial area) should be
designed carefully to reduce speed and make it safe. Horizontal
traffic calming features/devices should be implemented (i.e.
minimum lane width and low maintenance low planting to visually
narrow down the carriageway without impeding visibility).

In terms of alignment, the sharp corners in the property boundary
may not achieve appropriate road corridor width to provide a
bend. The detailed design should include demonstration of the
turning and parking manoeuvres.

Provision for indented on-street parking is required. Consideration
of fewer, larger raingardens is required for stormwater
management.
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12.

13.

AT is supportive of rear access and access vial JOALS. We
suggest re-orientating some of the end dwellings to give better
street frontage orientation and natural surveillance.

A 30kph speed environment is required on the new internal road
network.

Existing Roads

14.

15.

If no improvements are proposed for the Glengarry Road/ West
Coast Road intersection, vehicles from the proposed development
will likely exit onto West Coast Road to negate.havingto right turn
out of Glengarry Road. AT therefore suggests.a‘foundabouter
signalisation at the Glengarry Road/WestCoast-Road
intersection.

Modelling is required to show the impact of the development on
the West Coast Road/Parrs Cross Road intersection‘and the
West Coast Road/Glengarry Road intersection and mitigation
should be proposed in line with the results of the'modelling. A
30kph speed environmentiis required along"West Coast Road and
Glengarry Road.

Active Modes

16.

17

18

19.

20.

There is coneern about the saféty ofithe roundabout at West
Coast Road/Parr Cross Road, especially for pedestrians and
cyclists. There is also concern,about the movement of people to
and from the bus stop.on Parrs Cross Road for service going
toward Henderson whichhave come from Glen Eden/New Lynn.
A pedestrian facility is required to the north of the West Coast
Road/Parrs Cross,Road roundabout.

Safe crossing points across Glengarry Road are required. The
pedestrian crossing points at intersections are unclear.
Clarification,is needed on the pedestrian movement across West
CoastiRoad and crossing on all arms are required.

The raised courtesy crossing on Glengarry Road (near the
intersection with West Coast Road) will require upgrading to
improve pedestrian and cyclist safety as the development will
increase their exposure to additional traffic.

Any proposed improvements on Glengarry Road need to tie in
with existing shared path on West Coast Road to the north of the
property boundary.

The existing shared path on the north of the site is located as per
the red line below. This stops part way along the site at a crossing
to Parrs Park, but this should be extended along the full length of
the site to provide safe and attractive access past the
convenience store in the draft plan and enable future connections
to the east (yellow).
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21.

22.

23.

Safe and attractive access should also be provided from the
entrances to the site on Glengarfy Road to.the existing facility.

Future drawings need tosShow the zebra crossing on West Coast
Road outside the propoesed ‘Commercial property and the
existing shared path'along the property-frontage.

A strong crossing feature shouldbe'provided between the reserve
and adjacent green space across/the currently proposed one-way
street:

Metro / Public'Transport

24,

25.

26.

Part VIII of the application references Policy 3(c)(i)1 of the
NPSUD and its‘application to this proposal. The local bus stops
are not.Rapid Transit Stops. The station on the western rail only
can be regarded as future Rapid Transit but does not currently
meet the Rapid Transit Definition.2 This location does not meet
thecriteria to be considered in walking distance of a Rapid Transit
Station. The application should be corrected and clearly state the
proposal is not within walking distance of a current or planned
Rapid Transit Stop / Station. A reasonable walking distance to a
Rapid Transit Stop / Station is ten minutes or 800 metres on
reasonably level ground.

There are bus routes on all the road frontages of this site; the 152
to the west on Glengarry Road, and the 151 and 154 on West
Coast Road. The services have their ‘inbound’ stops on both
frontage roads and share a common ‘outbound’ stop to the north
of the roundabout, on Parrs Cross Road. None of these routes
are part of the Frequent Transit Network.

Given the expected increase in patronage for the services
mentioned above the development should upgrade of all these
stops (especially stop: 5468 without a shelter) and improve the

1In relation to tier 1 urban environment, regional policy statements and district plans must enable: building heights of least 6 storeys
within at least a walkable catchment of the following: existing and planned rapid transit stops

2 Rapid Transit must have an exclusive corridor and a headway of at least 15 minutes from 7am to 7pm, 7 days a week and service
through to at least 11pm at night (midnight at 15 minutes headways for City Centre services).
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pedestrian crossings (particularly to the common stop to the
north).

Urban Design

Michael queried the Kiwibuild component, asking whether it would be
integrated with the open market housing. Nick confirmed that the
intention was it would be, and that the proportion shown on the
masterplan was indicative only, noting that the Applicant expected an
approximately 60% uptake by Kiwibuild for the scheme.

Post meeting advice:

The applicant’s planner was supplied with dates forthe*Urban Design
Panel, along with information requirements and.timeframes past meeting.
The preliminary date is set for 22 October.

Urban Design post
meeting feedback
(Michael Kibblewhite)

Integrated Residential Development (IRD):

Notwithstanding the comments\provided from a planning and policy
perspective on IRD, froman urban design perspective we would
expect any communalfacilities propoesediyto have the following
characteristics:

o Easily accessible to all residents;

o Sizeof the facilities to beproportionate to the scale of the
development;

0. 'Provide a high, level of amenity with appropriately sized,
furnished and'located formal and informal play spaces that
are suitable“for the intended housing mix and future
resident. demographics, particularly children. Noting the
proximity ‘of Parrs Park and the facilities provided there
(playgrounds, basketball court, walking paths, skate ramp
etc)vit is expected that the proposed communal facilities
would provide a different offering to that already provided at
Parrs Park;

0 Use both soft landscaping (trees, shrubs, grass, planted
beds etc) and hard landscaping (paving, furniture, fixtures
etc) to define areas;

0 Appropriately designed edges — offering good natural
surveillance (e.g. not the back of dwellings);

0 Have an appropriate management structure to ensure long
term maintenance.

It is understood that the proposed communal reserves are also an
overland flowpath (OLFP). Confirmation would be required that the
use and design of this space is not constrained by the OLFP and
could accommodate planting and structures to support its use as a
communal facility.

The narrow strip of reserve (marked as A in the diagram below)
between two terrace blocks appears to be more of a pedestrian
path serving those blocks rather than a usable reserve space for
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all residents and would essentially be privatised by the adjacent
units. This area would not be considered a communal space for the
wider development.

e Left over spaces around car parking areas are not considered to
be of a suitable size or shape to contribute to a communal space
and should instead be integrated into the adjacent lots“and
landscaped (e.g. areas marked B, C & D).

A

Single House Zone Character:

e Theproposed intensity:of development is significantly more intense
than the existing and/or anticipated built character within the Single
House Zone; and is not supported from an urban design
perspettive,, The applicant is encouraged to undertake an analysis
of the density of the surrounding neighbourhood (noting that the
legacy, district plan provisions allowed for lot sizes of 450m?, less
than the current 600m? lot size), to enable a more appropriate
response on the edges in particular, to this existing character, in
accordance with Policy H3.3(1).

e The applicant is strongly encouraged to increase lot sizes at the
periphery of the site to provide for a more appropriate transition to
the existing neighborhood character. This should include
standalone and duplex typologies to better reflect the existing
suburban built character.

Built Form:
¢ The Single House Zone is characterized by one to two storey high
buildings consistent with a suburban built character. Whilst IRD’s
are enabled, the zone objectives and policies provide an indication
of the anticipated built form outcome. As presented, the proposal
represents a significant departure from this character due to the
intensity and single typology proposed (terraces) with relatively
long block lengths. The applicant is strongly encouraged to provide
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a greater range of typologies including standalone and duplexes,
which will assist in integrating the development into the surrounding
neighborhood.

Noting that the Single House Zone contains little onsite amenity
controls due to the anticipated larger site size (e.g. no standards
relating to outdoor living space, outlook, daylight etc) the applicant
is encouraged to consider what development standards would
most appropriately be applied to the site (Mixed Housing'Suburban
is considered to be the most appropriate as a transition from the
Single House Zone).

There are some particularly long, unbroken blocks.t It is
recommended that more breaks in the built form areprovided to
ensure consistency with the anticipated character of.a‘spacious
setting.

Given the scale of the development;a range of cladding and colour
scheme palettes should be developed. The built form should also
allow for variation in fagade treatment,/ harizontal and vertical
articulation and roof forms. The end of.each,row of terraces should
also respond tojits'corner context'(i.e..not present a side elevation
to the street).

Street Network /. Site Layout:

The ‘proposed street network is logical from an urban design
perspective, notwithstanding-.comments from AT and development
engineering. However, the proposed one-way road is not
supported.

The proposed arrangement of terraces adjacent to the roundabout
presents a challenge in terms of amenity and privacy for future
residents.sThe applicant is encouraged to consider whether the
location of the commercial premises would be more appropriately
located on the corner, adjacent to the intersection. A commercial
use-could more easily mediate this difficult interface and provide a
landmark to the corner.

Further consideration will need to be given to the ‘back of house’
functions of the commercial facility and how this will interface with
adjacent residential uses/streets etc.

There is an historic paper road south of the site’s southern
boundary (315a Glengarry Rd) which has been rezoned to
residential and will be marketed for sale shortly. The applicant is
encouraged to discuss with Panuku (current owners) options
around incorporation of this property with the development.

Street/Reserve Interfaces

Those units fronting West Coast Road (a busy arterial road)
immediately adjoins a 3m shared pedestrian/cycle path, with no
grass berm or street tree planting. For those units fronting the
street, it is strongly recommended that additional depth and
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elevation above the street is provided to create separation and
privacy for users, in response to this context. A typical 4-5m
outdoor space depth is not considered sufficient to mediate this
interface.

¢ A minimum front yard setback of 3m should be provided to all
units in accordance with the Single House Zone standards.

e Several blocks have north-south orientation but providé outdoor
living spaces to the street. Where orientation allows;it,is
recommended that outdoor living spaces shouldsbe,located to the
rear of the dwellings and the dwellings pushed closer to the street
(as is proposed on the block fronting Glengarry,Rd, with outdoor
space to the rear) to provide for clear public fronts and,private
back yards.

e Two terrace blocks are proposed, €ither.side of the linear reserve.
It is not clear which is the front'er, back of these units:,As noted
previously, this linear reserve space is not considered to
contribute to a communalreserve.

Site Facilities:

e Site facilities such as washing lines, refuse bins, storage sheds,
detention tanks etc”should notsbetlocated within private outdoor
living spacesy, It is recommended that a service courtyard is
provided in between the«JOAL parking spaces to accommodate
thesé facllities, thereby, maintaining the usability of the private
outdoorCourts. The ADM Design Element: Site Amenities provides
further guidance on integration of these facilities into a
development
(http://eontent.aucklanddesignmanual.co.nz/requlations/design-
for-the-rules/Documents/Design Element R8-Site Amenities.pdf
)

o, Communal refuse enclosures are encouraged. The applicant is
directed to the ADM Design Element: Waste for further guidance in
this regard.
http://content.aucklanddesignmanual.co.nz/regulations/design-for-
the-rules/Documents/Design Element R7 Design for Waste.pdf

Rear Lanes:

e Rear lanes will be servicing a large number of dwellings so will
need to provide landscaping that will add to the amenity of the
development, lighting, waste storage and other site facilities such
as detention tanks.

Auckland Urban Design Panel
e The proposed development meets the criteria for the AUDP.
Currently available dates are: 8", 22", 29" October. Please
confirm with Michael Kibblewhite as soon as possible to secure a
panel date, noting that a draft panel pack would be required two
weeks prior to the panel date. Please refer to the panel
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information requirements here:
http://content.aucklanddesignmanual.co.nz/resources/design-
panels/Documents/Information%20Requirements%20Checklist%
202018.pdf
Plans & Places Policy
feedback
(Ciaran Power,
Planner, Plans &
Places)
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Development
engineering and
services

Ethan Fu=noted that a flood hazard assessment will be required to
understand the overland flow path conveyance and associated effects.

Ethan_noted insufficient information had been provided by the Applicant in
advance of this meeting to comment in any detail on other services or
development engineering matters.

Nick noted that earthworks calculations were being completed and would
be available in due course, as would a geotechnical report, and separately
as an aside, a detailed site investigation relative to the site’s previous HAIL
use.

Key outcomes/actions

Nick to send through updated link with latest specialist reports, including
geotech.

Legal advice

Councils position regarding the application in terms of legal advice is
summarised below:
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With respect to all rules applying:

Council’s legal advice was received in relation to an application at 2 & 2A
Tizard Road (dated 10 September 2019). The legal advice confirmed that
Council’s position was accurate and that it is clear the activity is for more
than one dwelling on a site. As neither rule (the IRD rule under (A9) in
Table H3.4.1 or the more than one dwelling under rule (A6) in Table
H3.4.1) excludes the application of the other, both rules apply. to the
application. Under rule (A6) the application is considered nen-complying.
Under the bundling principle, the activity should therefore 'be assessed.as
a non-complying activity.

This approach is considered consistent withi Council's assessment
requirements following the decisions of the<Environment Court in the
Auckland Council v Budden (Auckland Council v London Pacific Family
Trust NZEnvC 030 [2018]) declaration pfoceedings. Therelis often more
than one reason for resource consent.and application underall relevant
rules in a zone activity table will be required.

We will remain consistent with this approach unless the Environment Court
in the Sandspit proceedings«(30‘and 40 SandspitiRoad) declares elsewise.

With respect to assistance with defining. an integrated residential
development:

The aforementioned legal advicey, confirms that Council's current
interpretationof\'IRD' is accurate. This relates to a residential development
on a site.greater than 2,000m?, that has supporting communal facilities,
such as recreation and leisure facilities (i.e. a communal gym, pool, and
toilets)falls within the definition. It notes that while the communal facilities
will need’to be moreythan standard communal areas provided as part of
say an apartment complex, such as a lobby, shared access and garage
facilities, the Council'will need to make an assessment as to the status of
the activity as IRD or otherwise on a case by case basis. It also noted there
is nothing inithe definition of IRD that requires an element of on-site control
for a proposal to be considered an IRD. It found that the application for 2
and2A Tizard fell within the definition of an IRD. It is noted that in relation
to, that application it proposed the construction of a four-storey building
containing a total of ten residential dwellings (apartments) and associated
amenities (gym, pool, terrace area and shower, toilet, changing area). No
form of on-site management was proposed, either in the form of a
manager's office or apartment.

The legal view agreed with the Council's approach that facilities must be
genuinely communal, and extend beyond required shared spaces such a
lobbies, access and garage facilities associated with an apartment
complex. This would need to be considered in context on a case-by-case
basis. It found that there must be some reasonable limits to what can be
considered an IRD, so that the intention of the Plan is not simply subverted
by the inclusion of token 'communal facilities'. In making this finding it
referred to the; Auckland Unitary Plan Independent Hearings Panel,
Report to Auckland Council Hearing topics 059 - 063: Residential zones,
July 2016, at 7.2 which stated:
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The Panel has not provided for a particular class of activity called 'retirement
village' but has instead provided for 'integrated residential developments',
which would include a retirement village.

...the Panel does not support a definition of retirement villages being limited
to that in the Retirement Villages Act 2003. It is the Panel's view that a
retirement village is essentially a residential activity. While a range of other
complementary activities (such as recreation, social, community, cultural and
health) may be offered in an integrated manner, it is still essentiallyqart of a
residential activity. In the Panel's view any residential activity that offers a
range of other complementary activities (other than for rétirement
purposes) should be treated in the same way as a retirement village and vice
versa.

Accordingly a class of activity termed 'integrated residential development'

has been defined and could apply to a range of.activities such retirement
villages, campus-style student accommodation, community and cultural style
residential developments.

[emphasis added]

Additional information:

Please also note that a‘key ‘advantage of the alternative view that the non-
complying multiple dwelling rule does ‘net apply will disappear on 30™
September, when the RMA AmendmentiAct removes the non-notification
presumption for diseretionary residential activities. l.e. you will need to do
the full section 956A whether it be"onlysa Discretionary IRD, or a combined
IRD and Non-complying ‘More than‘one Dwelling’ consent.

Felicity, Wach, Council’s 'Senior Solicitor further confirmed the below:

1."The opinion was,prepared for an application foran IRD in the Single
House Zone on Tizard Road, Birkenhead. It was withheld in order
to maintain legal professional privilege under section 7(2)(g) of the
Local ‘Government Official Information and Meetings Act 1987
(LGOIMA). There were no other considerations which rendered it
in, the public interest to make the opinion available under section
7(1) of the LGOIMA.

2. Council provided a short summary of the opinion only, specifically
to avoid waiving privilege, whilst attempting to be helpful to the
applicant. It is considered that privilege has not been waived. Ms
Wach is satisfied that you will be able to advise your client
sufficiently without a copy of the opinion.

3. The activity status of IRDs in the Single House Zone is a live issue
in another application for an IRD at 30 and 40 Sandspit Road,
Cockle Bay. That application is subject to an Environment Court
appeal, ENV-2019-AKL-000176-Box Property Investment Ltd v
Auckland Council, which is currently on-hold while an application
for direct referral is made with an amended design. The direct
referral is expected to be notified in late September. It is likely that
the activity status will be determined by the Environment Court in
the Sandspit Road proceedings, unless they are settled prior to a
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hearing. The interpretation taken by Council is consistent between
applications, and will ultimately be determined by the Court in due
course on the Sandspit Road matter.

4. The other point that is worth noting is that because this application
will be lodged after the RMAA 2020, the activity status will not affect
the decision on notification or the rights to appeal, as it does=for
applications lodged prior to the RMA 2020 coming into/foree.

Preliminary view on outcome / process

Having regard to the foregoing and based on the information received from the applicant to date,
Council does not support the proposal nor its intended outcomes=This position is based on the
following:

e Council does not agree that the proposal representsan IRD'that provides any significant
and/or meaningful integrated communal facilities, @nd especially.not at a scale and
function that would appropriately support the'propesed density of residential development;

e Council does not agree that the reserves andicommercial activity are appropriately or
sufficiently integrated with the residential development so as to'render this proposal distinct
from any other standard residential subdivision, further,bolstering the interpretation above
that the proposal does not represent’an IRD; and

o At the intensity, character and layout proposeds the'scheme represents considerable over-
development of the site in the Single Housezoneand does not align with that zone’s
intended outcome for suburban built character in a manner that maintains or enhances the
amenity values of the established residential neighbourhood within which the site is
located.

Having regard to the likely notification assessment, based on the information to hand, Council
considers that themapplication would be likely to be publicly notified.

This is a preliminary view,only. A final determination on whether Council can support the consent
or not can_only be made upon,receipt of a formal application, site visit and review.

Resource Consent Strategy

Application A good quality application starts with a good quality proposal, one that
Documentation includes all relevant information and documentation required for us to
process your consent smoothly. This will help to reduce confusion, delay
and cost, as we do not accept applications which have missing
information.

We recommend you engage a professional (architect or consultant) to
prepare your application, as the requirements are technical.
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It is important that your application accurately identifies all of the reasons
that your project will require resource consent. This may also include
any Overlays, Precincts or other features such as flooding or instability,
there will be other rules that apply to your site and you will need to
demonstrate that you comply with these or state that you are applyingfor
consent.

Your consent application must include an Assessment of Environmental
Effects (AEE). An AEE is a written statement identifying the effects of
your proposed activity on the environment, and infermation on how yeu
might negate or modify these effects.

Specialist You may need to provide written specialist report(s) to support your
Assessments application, depending on the scale and-significance of your proposal.
As described above, in this€ase the following'is‘considered necessary:
o DSI/RAP
e Geotechnical'Report
¢ Flooding hazard assessment
o Infrastructure report
e Transport assessmentiincluding survey and visibility assessment
o 4 Refuse collection details
Important Note: The specialist assessments required above are
advised based onithe proposal provided for the pre-application meeting,
Should the nature and extent of proposal change, further specialist
assessments may be required.
Hazard Risk A hazardrisk assessment must be undertaken when subdivision, use or
Assessment development requiring resource consent is proposed to be undertaken on
land which may be subject to any one or more of the following:
e coastal erosion;
e coastal storm inundation 1 per cent annual exceedance
probability (AEP);
e coastal storm inundation 1 per cent annual exceedance
probability (AEP) plus 1m seal level rise;
e coastal hazards;
e the 1 per cent annual exceedance probability (AEP) floodplain;
e overland flow paths; or
e land instability.
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The level of information required to be provided should be proportionate
to the hazard risk, the nature of the hazard. It should also be appropriate
to the scale, nature and location of the development and reflective of the
scale of the activity proposed. For coastal hazards this should include @
consideration of the effects of climate change over at least a 100 year
timeframe.

The hazard risk assessment, which does not need to duplicate,.an“AEE,
that addresses all of the following:

a) the type, frequency and scale of the naturalhazard and whether
adverse effects on the development, will be temporary or
permanent;

b) the type of activity being undertaken and its_vulnerability to
natural hazard events;

c) the consequences of a natural-hazard event in relation to the
proposed activity and the people likely\'to ‘be involved in that
activity;

d) the potential effects on public safetysand.other property;

e) any exacerbation ofian existing.natural’hazard risks or creation of
a new naturalhazard risks;

f) whether @ny building, structure or activity located on land subject
to natural hazards nearthe coast can be relocated in the event of
severe=coastal erosion, coastal storm inundation or shoreline
retreat;

g) the ability to.use,of non-structural solutions, such as planting or
the retention or enhancement of natural landform buffers to avoid,
remedy orymitigate the hazard, rather than hard engineering
solutions or protection structures;

h) thedesign and construction of buildings and structures to mitigate
the effects of natural hazards;

i), _the effect of structures used to mitigate hazards on landscape
values and public access;

j) site layout and management to avoid or mitigate the adverse
effects of natural hazards, including access and exit during a
natural hazard event;

k) the duration of consent and how this may limit the exposure for
more or less vulnerable activities to the effects of natural hazards
including the effects of climate change; and

[) any measures and/ or plans proposed to mitigate the natural
hazard or the effects of the natural hazard.

Engaging with mana
whenua

Mana whenua have a special cultural and spiritual relationship with the
environment, which is a matter of national importance under the
Resource Management Act.
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This includes their relationship with their:

waahi tapu (sacred sites)
taonga (treasures)

water

ancestral lands.

Resource consent applicants are expected to consult withiiwi authorities
when developments affect mana whenua values.

The best way to identify these values and take'these into account is
through consultation with the relevant iwi authorities.

As part of the consent application process, new developments may need
to provide a Cultural Values Assessments (CVA), prepared by mana
whenua or their nominee. A GVA documents mana whenua's cultural
values, interests, and associations/with an area“ornatural resource.

Not all resource consent applications willkrequire a CVA. This needs to
be decided by the relevant iwi authorityy

To find out who the relevant iwi authorities are for a particular site or
location, email us, clearly stating the location's address.

If you need help on how torengage with different iwi authorities, contact
us.

We can advise and guide you on engaging with iwi to ensure the best
outcomessfor both you and mana whenua. We recommend you get this
advice,if you have not engaged with iwi before.

Alternatively, once an application is lodged, we can provide facilitators
who ‘can begin the engagement process for you. However, by this stage,
other aspects of your project may have progressed and could be
disrupted. Because of this, we recommend you engage before you lodge
the application.

How to.apply You are encouraged to apply online. This will save time and printing costs
and you can track the progress of your application.
Alternatively, you can post your application or come into one of our
service centres.
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Fees and deposit

You must include the relevant lodgement deposit with your resource
consent application, to cover initial application processing costs.

If the actual cost is less than the deposit amount, we will refund the
difference.

If the actual cost exceeds the deposit amount, which happens in. most
cases, we will invoice you for the additional costs.

The deposit calculator gives an estimate of the deposit required.

General Information

Auckland Design
Manual

The Auckland Design Manual (ADM).provides a resource.for'everyone
involved in design, building and development to either share their great
design stories with others, or to.seek inspiration, toels and best practice
advice from those who havecalready been, successful. Auckland's
planning rulebook, the Auckland Unitary Plan will articulate the rules for
the future growth, whilst'the 'ADM illustrates,how to achieve the quality
outcomes sought by'the AUP (OP).

The Auckland Design Manual provides advice on design elements such
as site layout, privacy, outdeor spaces and designing for the sun.

o Auckland Design Manual detached house guide
o AucKland Design Manual terraced housing guide

o Auckland Design Manual apartments guide

Development
Contributions

Developmént eontributions are the fees charged by the council for extra
community and network infrastructure needed as a result of development
projects. »You will pay development contributions for residential and
commertcial development such as new houses, and subdivisions. The
money collected from development contributions pays for the cost of
public infrastructure that is needed to meet the additional demand from
growth. This includes network infrastructure such as stormwater and
transport, open space reserves and community facilities. To get an
indication of the contribution please use the Development Contributions
Estimator.

Water supply and wastewater services are not included in the
Development Contribution. This is covered in the infrastructure growth
charge. This charge is administered by Watercare.
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Important Information

The purpose of a pre-application is to facilitate communication between applicants and the council
so that the applicant can make informed decisions about applying for consents, permits or licences.

The views expressed by council staff in or following a pre-application are those officers’ preliminary
views, made in good faith, on the applicant’s proposal. The council makes no warranty, express
or implied, nor assumes any legal liability or responsibility for the accuraey,\correctness,
completeness or use of any information or views communicated as part of the, pre-application
process.

The applicant is not required to amend their proposal to accommodatejthe views expressed by
council staff. Further, it remains the applicant’s responsibility to get their own professional advice
when making an application for consents, permits or licences,(and to rely solely ‘onsthat advice, in
making any application for consents, permits or licences.

To the extent permissible by law, the council expresslydiselaims any liability to the applicant (under
the theory of law including negligence) in relationto the pre-application process. The council
acknowledges that the confidential nature of pre-application meetingsris important to encourage
future applicants to engage with the council ‘and attend pre-application meetings. By attending a
pre-application meeting, both parties, expectsthat the meetings“are held in confidence and the
intention is that the associated information*that is providedto the council at these meetings, and
the meeting minutes, will remain«confidential. However,»under the Local Government Official
Information and Meetings Act 1987 any persgn may request any information that is held by the
council. There is a presumption that informationiis made available unless there is good reason for
withholding it, which is‘hot outweighed by the public interest in making the information available.
This is assessed on a case by case basis:

All consent applications become jpublic, information once lodged with council. Please note that
council compiles; on a weeklyqsbasis, summaries of lodged resource consent applications and
distributes (these summaries to all local boards and all mana whenua groups in the Auckland
region...oealboards and:mana-whenua groups then have an opportunity to seek further details of
applications and provide comment for council to take into account.

Prepared by:

Name; Kay Panther Knight
Title: Consultant Principal Planner
Signed:
S
Date: 23 September 2020
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2 October 2020

Rebecca Perrett

Senior Policy Analyst
Ministry for the Environment
Manatu Mo Te Taiao

For: Rebecca Perrett

Email:

Dear Rebecca

$9(2)(a)

LEGAL OPINION -
RESIDENTIAL SINGLE HOUSE ZONE AND THE/NOLA ESTATE PROJECT

INTEGRATED RESIDENTIAL S DEVELOPMENTS IN THE

1. INTRODUCTION

1.1 CPM 2019 Ltd ("CPM") has asked us to write t6 you regarding its proposed fast
tracking Project and somegissues which have béen raised by Auckland Council,
namely:

€Y

Whether CPM’'s Project for the Nola Estate project (“Project”) is an
integrated/(residential development (“IRD”) under the partly operative
Auckland, Unitary Plan (“the AUP").

(b) The Single House Zane rule in activity table H3.4.1 (A6) “more than one
dwelling per site” applies so that the Project is a non-complying activity.

1.2 In addressing the above, this letter is structured as follows:

@ Description of the site and Project (Section 3);

(b) Relevant AUP provisions (Section 4);

(© Auckland Council’s feedback on the Project (Section 5);

(d) Plan interpretation principles (Section 6);

(e) Analysis: Purpose of IRDs (Section 7);

) Analysis: Context and scheme of the plan (Section 8);

(9) Analysis: Regional Policy Statement (Section 9);

(h) Analysis: History of plan provisions (Section 10);

16584.8
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() Auckland Council’s application of IRDs (Section 11);
()] Analysis of Auckland Council’s concerns (Section 12);

k) Additional reason for consent — More than one dwelling in the Single House
Zone (Section 13); and

0] Conclusion (Section 14).
1.3 We provide a brief summary of our advice in Section 2 below.
2. SUMMARY

2.1 In summary, based on our assessment and for the reasons outlined, below, .our
conclusion is that the Project meets the definition of an IRD pursuant to the AUR:

(a) The commercial activities proposed are sufficiently small scale and
accessory to the residential component to be considered “accessory to,the
primary residential use” as the AUP definition requires:

O] The Rev 06 design has 500m? of commercial space (excluding the
café), which is only 2.5% of the residential GFA;* and

(i) The Rev 10 design has even less commereiali'space (excluding the
café) at 400m?, which'is only 2% ofdhe|residential GFA.

(b) The communal facilities, (including the commercial centre and café) are of
a scale appropriate to the development. / In this case for Rev 10 they
comprise a total area’oef 4,890m? (11+49% of the total site size).

(©) Even if the expert consenting ;panel (if the Project gets to that stage)
disagrees, theysare able to grant consent as the commercial component is
at worst asnon=complying activity,though the café is expressly enabled as
a discretionary activity and a.number of commercial activities in the Rev10
designs. would be _discretionary (e.g. healthcare, vet clinics and
restaurants). Accordingly the status of the commercial activities is far
from, being a critical,issue.

(d) The Council’s, suggestion that there needs to be an evaluative exercise
undertaken to determine whether the quality and quantum of communal
space is acceptable is incorrect. So long as the site size is sufficient and
there(fis some communal space, a development can be assessed as an IRD.

(e) Intanysevent and contrary to the council’s assertion that the size/quality
of the communal space in Rev 06 is inadequate, the Rev 10 design
compares favourably against other consented IRDs, see the detailed
assessment table at 11.1. and is supported by summary statements from:
O] lan Munro (Urban Design);

(i) Helen Mellsop (Landscape); and

(iii) Craig Jones (Recreational and leisure space consultant).

1 Residential GFA of Rev 06 is 20,376.28m?2.
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3.1

3.2

3.3

16584.8

()] The Council’s suggestion that the proposed development is too intensive
is not a relevant consideration in terms of evaluating whether it is an IRD.
In any event:

() The proposal is much less intensive than other IRDs which the
Council has granted consent for, again see 11.1.

(i) The proposal compares well against a conventional residential
development of the site, with less coverage, slightly greater GFA
but much greater residential capacity and a far greater component
of affordable housing. See the benchmarking exercise set out in

Annexure E.
() The Council’s endeavours to disregard the reserve spaceis mistaken as:
() The reserves will not be vested. They will be owned and operated

by the community.

(i) The landscaping rules of the zone aré not applicable to/IRD’s.

(iii) The overland flow path simply enables1:10 year ARl overflows to
be catered for. It does not impact:on the day to day utilisation of

the reserve.

(h) The Council have incorrectlysapplied Activitys(A6) (more than one dwelling
per site) as an additional reason for consent., (A6):xdoes not apply because:

O] The activities are provided for separately in the activity table of the
zone.

(i) The activities are defined distinctly in the definitions section of the
AUP;

(iii) The nesting tabledefinition of “Residential” identifies the activities
as distinct activities, not as sub-sets of one another; and

(iv) There will be associated subdivision and, consequently, there will
not beymore than one residential dwelling per site.

DESCRIPTION OF THE SITE AND PROJECT

The site

The Project isilocated at 460 to 478 West Coast Road (excluding 466 West Coast
Road) and 317 to 345 Glengarry Road, Glen Eden, with a combined area of

approximately 4.3ha.

The site is zoned Residential Single House Zone (“Single House Zone”) under the
AUP.

The site is located 2km from Glen Eden town centre and is opposite Parrs Park, a
24.18 ha public park with regional-scale recreation opportunities. Public transport
is located nearby, with bus stops accessible along West Coast Road and a train
station in Glen Eden.
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3.4

3.5

3.6

3.7

3.8

3=9

4.1

The site is subject to a control: Macroinvertebrate Community Index - Urban. This
control applies to the majority of sites within the AUP and addresses the quality
of freshwater (such as streams and rivers), by measuring the number of
macroinvertebrates present in the water source. For the purposes of this advice,
the overlay is irrelevant.

West Coast Road is an arterial road and consequently a vehicle access restriction
control applies to the boundary of the site adjoining West Coast Road.

The Project

The Project involves an integrated residential development ("IRD”), presently two
design formulations are actively being considered:

(a) Rev 06, which is a 249 unit Integrated Residential,Development (IRD)
including a 500m? local commercial centre and 100m? café, along with
1,705m? of reserve area; and

(b) Rev 10 which is a which is a 248 unit Integrated Residential Development
(IRD) including a 300m? local commercial centre and 100m?2 café, along
with a 100m? community centre and 2,886m? of communal open space
area (across eight areas). The main internal'reserve (1,698m?) will include
a pre-school/junior play area, shaded seating, barbeque and gathering
areas, a multi-use games area (MUGA), and open lawns for informal
recreation;

Whichever design is chosen there will be some formyof day-to-day supervision of
the communal facilities on the site by way of:

(a) a manager or supervisor engaged by theiresidents’ society (or similar legal
structure); and

(b) the various consultants andscontractors who will be engaged and report to
the manager,on a day to«day basis.

That is not to say that,the manager will be on-site every day, nor will they
necessarilyilive on site. The reality is though that there will need to be a point of
contact ‘available 24‘hours /7 days a week who is able to respond to issues and
emergencies as they.arise and maintain oversight of day-to-day operations during
normal‘business hours: We note that on-site management is not a requirement
of IRDs but is névertheless a point which may require clarification.

An IRD in_the Single House Zone of the AUP has a discretionary activity status.?
RELEVANT'AUP PROVISIONS
Activity table

In light of the Council’s concerns the following are the relevant activities and
activity status in the Single House Zone in the AUP:3

16584.8

AUP, H3 Residential — Single House Zone, H3.4.1 Activity table (A9).
AUP, H3 Residential — Single House Zone, H3.4.1 Activity table.
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Activity Activity | Standards to be
status complied with

Residential

(A6) | More than one dwelling per site NC
(other than the conversion of a
principal dwelling in Rule H3.4.1(A4)
or minor dwellings in Rule a
H3.4.1(A5)

(A9) | Integrated Residential Development D

4.2 Notably, the column to the right of Activity (A9) IRD, titled “Standards to be
complied with”, is empty. The Council has previously stated that this®means no
standards are strictly applicable, requiring the application 4o besassessed oniits
merits as a discretionary activity.*

Definition of dwelling

4.3 Dwelling is defined in the AUP as:®

"Dwelling

Living accommodation used or desighed to be used for - a
residential purpose as a single househeold residence contained
within one or more buildings, and/sérvedby a food préparation
facility/kitchen.

A food preparation facility/kitchen.includes all of the following:

e means for cooking foad, food rinsing, utensil washing and
waste water disposal; and

e space for foed\preparation (including, a suitable surface)
and food sterageyincluding a_refrigerator or a perishable
food storage area capable of being cooled.

This definitionis nested within the/Residential nesting table.”
Definition of IRD
4.4 IRDsis defined in the AUP as:®

“A residential{ development on sites greater than 2,000m?
which includes’ supporting communal facilities such as
recreation and leisure facilities, supported residential care,
welfarenand medical facilities (inclusive of hospital care), and
other “wnon-residential activities accessory to the primary
residential use. For the avoidance of doubt this would include a
retirement village.”

4.5 Therefore, for an activity to be an IRD it must satisfy all of the following criteria:
(a) A primarily residential development;

(b) On a site greater than 2,000m?; and

4 Hearing Report for LUC60009332 (Malibu Investments Ltd) dated 25 May 2017, page 16.
5 AUP, 11 Definitions, page 36.

& 1bid, page 63.
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©) Including:
() supporting communal facilities;
(i) supported residential care, welfare and medical facilities; or

(iii) other non-residential activities accessory to the primary residential
use.

5. AUCKLAND COUNCIL’S FEEDBACK ON THE PROJECT

5.1 On 14 September 2020 the Council’s processing planner, Kay. Panther-Knight
provided CPM with feedback on the Rev 06 Project (attached astAnnexure A)
At that time, the Project only included communal reserves and”“did not include a
community centre, cafe, playground and BBQ area.

5.2 There were a range of concerns relating to the design details of Rev 06 (e.g. one
way streets). Those aspects are not the focus of this opinion, whichgrelates to
whether the Project is an IRD and whether it should be assessed as a restricted
discretionary activity.

5.3 In summary, we understand that the concerns that-the Project is not.an IRD were:

(@) The commercial activity will_net be for the,exclusive use of the
development’s residents and,fallsyoutside of«the ambit of a non-residential
activity in the context of an IRD.

(b) The type / nature of communal facility is inadequate, in that:

O] An apparent’ misunderstanding that the reserve communal area
would be vested (which is'not the intention). If the reserves are to
be vested to the Council, then this would preclude them from being
considered a supporting.communal facility to the IRD because they
would not be integrated into the development; and

(D) the provision of ‘reserves without detail as to how they would
function as'a recreation and/or a leisure facility.

©) The supportingicommunal facility is not large enough relative to the
numben of residents it intends to serve.

(d) The reéserves are not a component which distinguishes the Project from a
regularresidential development and are needed in order to comply with
landscaping requirements or overland flow path requirements.

e If the roads are to be vested to the Council, then this would have the effect
of breaking up the subject site and the development into separated blocks
of residentially developed land. Consequently, the roads would not be
integrated into the development and the application would defer to being
a regular residential development.
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()] In light of the Budden’ declaration, an additional reason for consent was
applicable due to the rule at activity table H3.4.1 (A6) that more than one
dwelling is a non-complying activity.

The consequence of the Council’s view at 5.3(f) that there is an additional reason
for consent pursuant to Activity (A6) is that is that would render an application for
an IRD a non-complying activity status overall.®

"On the face of it, this proposal [Project] appears to be a
standard residential development that would be more
appropriately located within a Mixed Housing Zone where the
proposed density would be commensurate. Notwithstanding,
the lack of specificity around the definition of an IRD4is a
problem which may contribute to growing trend of (IRD
proposals in Single House zone coming through to resource

On 15 September 2020 Ms Panther-Knight provided Civix and Berry Simons with
further advice regarding the Council’s general interpretation of an IRD:°

"The aforementioned legal advice [in relation to“an application
at 2 & 2A Tizard Road (dated 10 September 2019)] confirms
that Council's current interpretation 'of'IRD' is accurate. This
relates to a residential development on a site greater than
2,000m2, that has supporting ‘communal facilities, \such as
recreation and leisure facilities (i.e.'a communal gym;ypool, and
toilets) falls within the definition. It notesmthat, while the
communal facilities willl,\need to be more /than standard
communal areas provided as)part of say antapartment complex,
such as a lobby, shared access and garage facilities, the Council
will need to make an,assessment as_to the status of the activity
as IRD or otherwise on a case by case basis. It also noted there
is nothing in the definition of IRD,that requires an element of
on-site cantrel for a proposal [Project] to be considered an IRD.
It found that the application fori2-and 2A Tizard fell within the
definition_ of an IRD. AtWis ‘hoted that in relation to that
application it proposed the construction of a four-storey
building containing “a total of ten residential dwellings
(apartments) ‘and associated amenities (gym, pool, terrace
area and shower,, toilet, changing area). No form of on-site
management was proposed, either in the form of a manager's

The legal view agreed with the Council's approach that facilities
must. be_genuinely communal, and extend beyond required
shared, spaces such a lobbies, access and garage facilities
associated with an apartment complex. This would need to be
considered in context on a case-by-case basis. It found that
there must be some reasonable limits to what can be
considered an IRD, so that the intention of the Plan is not
simply subverted by the inclusion of token ‘communal facilities'.
In making this finding it referred to the; Auckland Unitary Plan
Independent Hearings Panel, Report to Auckland Council

Auckland Council v Budden [2017] NZEnvC 209; Auckland Council v Budden (No 2) [2018]
NZEnvC 003; Auckland Council v Budden (No 3) [2018] NZEnvC 030.

5.4

5.5 The Council concluded that:
consents.”

5.6
office or apartment.

7

8 AUP, C General rules, C1.6(2).

9 Attached as Annexure B.
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Hearing topics 059 - 063: Residential zones, July 2016, at 7.2
which stated:

The Panel has not provided for a particular class of
activity called ‘'retirement village' but has instead
provided for ‘integrated residential developments’,
which would include a retirement village.

...the Panel does not support a definition of retirement
villages being limited to that in the Retirement Villages
Act 2003. It is the Panel's view that a retirement village
is essentially a residential activity. While a range of
other complementary activities (such as recreation,
social, community, cultural and health) may be offered
in an integrated manner, it is still essentially part of a
residential activity. In the Panel's view “any
residential activity that offers a range of other
complementary activities (other than for retirement
purposes) should be treated in the same_way as a
retirement village and vice versa.

Accordingly a class of activity termed ) 'integrated
residential development' has beenidefined and
could apply to a range of activities such retirement
villages, campus-style student accommodation,
community and cultural style residential
developments.”

[emphasis added]

57 In relation to the activity status feedback, on 21/September Ms McQuoid at the
Council further advised that:

"The activity status of IRDs in the Single House Zone is a live
issue in another application for an IRDat 30 and 40 Sandspit
Road, Cockle Bay. That applicationis subject to an Environment
Court appeal, ENV=2019-AKL-000176-Box Property
Investment Ltd v Auckland Coungcil, which is currently on-hold
while anapplication for direct referral is made with an amended
design. The direct referral is expected to be notified in late
September. It is likely»that the activity status will be
determined by the Environment Court in the Sandspit Road
proceedings, .unless they are settled prior to a hearing. The
interpretation staken by Council is consistent between
applicatiofis, and will ultimately be determined by the Court in
due course on the Sandspit Road matter.”

548 We consider that the Council are incorrectly applying a narrow definition of an IRD
without properly considering the context of the plan, specifically that the definition
of an“IRD, does not place controls on the quality or quantum of supporting
communal facilities or non-residential activities accessory to the primary
residential use, and that because IRDs are provided for in higher-intensity
residential zones consequently it is incorrect to solely look at the Single House
Zone provisions and controls when defining an IRD.

5.9 We have sought a copy of the legal advice that the Council relies on for their
position, but they are unwilling to provide it to us. On that basis, we are unclear
as to how or why they have reached such a narrow interpretation of the definition
of an IRD.
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PLAN INTERPRETATION PRINCIPLES

In Commerce Commission v Fonterra Co-operative Group Ltd, the Supreme Court
has emphasised the important role of a statute’s purpose in statutory
interpretation, even where the meaning may appear clear in isolation.°

To similar effect is the decision of Chambers J in Beach Road Preservation Society.
Incorporated v Whangarei District Council, where the High Court held:**

"I also note s 76 of the Resource Management Act...Subsection
(2) provides that every such rule is to have the force and effect
of a regulation in force under the Act. The effect of subs. (2) is
to make the Interpretation Act 1999 applicable to the
interpretation of rules included in a district plan...Section 5(1)
of the Interpretation Act requires the meaning of an enactment,
which includes a rule by virtue of s 76(2) of the Resoutce
Management Act and the definition of ‘enactment’in s 29 of.the
Interpretation Act, to 'be ascertained from its text andin the
light of its purpose’. That provision clearly requires the

While it is appropriate to have regard to.the plain, meaning“ef a plan provision,
this exercise should not be undertaken in& yacuum and regard must be had to
the immediate context in which thestextrarises. Further,itowill not always be
appropriate to require rigid adherence to the wording«f'a particular rule. In Powell
v Dunedin City Council, the Court of,Appeal held (referring to the earlier decision
of the same Court in J Rattray.& Son Limited v Christchurch City Council)*? that:*®

“While we accept.it is appropriate to seek the plain meaning of
a rule from the_words_themselves, (it is, not appropriate to
undertake that exercise in a vacuum. ‘As this Court made clear
in Rattray, regardumust be had to the immediate context...and,
where any‘obscurity or ambiguity arises, it may be necessary
to refer toitheiother sections’ofithe /plan and the objectives and
policies, of |the plan itself.JInterpreting a rule by a rigid
adherencerto the wording ofithe particular rule itself would not,
imour view, be consistent with a judgement of this Court in
Rattray or with the requirements of the Interpretation Act.”

Having regard to theé above cases, the relevant factors to consider in interpretation
of#a district or gqregional (or unitary) plan prepared under the Act have been
summarised bysthe Environment Court as follows:*

(a) The text of the relevant provision in the plan and its immediate context;

Commerce Commission v Fonterra Co-operative Group Ltd [2007] 3 NZLR 767 (SC), [2007] NZSC

Section 5(1) Interpretation Act 1999; Beach Road Preservation Society Incorporated v Whangarei
District Council CP27/00 [2001] NZRMA 176 (HC), at [34].

J Rattray & Son Limited v Christchurch City Council CA29/84 (1984) 10 NZTPA 59 (CA).

Powell v Dunedin City Council [2004] 3 NZLR 721 (CA), at [35].

Brownlee v Christchurch City Council [2001] NZRMA 539 (EC), at [25]; Landco Mt Wellington
Limited v Auckland City Council EnvC Auckland A101/05 23 June 2005, at [19]; Wakatipu Cleanfill
Limited v Queenstown-Lakes District Council EnvC Christchurch C130/08, 27 November 2008, at
[30]; NZ Building and Projects Limited and Anor v Auckland Council [2017] NZEnvC 175 (EC), at

6.
6.1
6.2
‘purpose’ to be looked at.”
(Emphasis added)
6.3
6.4
10
36 at [22].
11
12
13
14
[9]-[11].
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(b) The purpose of the provision;
©) The context and scheme of the plan and other indications in it;
(d) The history of the plan;

(e) The purpose and scheme of the Act being the statute under which the plan
is prepared and under which it operates; and

) Any other permissible guides to meaning (including the common law
principles or presumptions of statutory interpretation).

6.5 Finally, an interpretation that avoids absurdity and anomalous outecomes is to be
preferred.®

6.6 Accordingly, the issue is whether the definition of an IRD applies to the Project
after having considered the matters listed in (b) through™(f),above.

7. ANALYSIS: PURPOSE OF IRDS

7.1 The purpose of an IRD is to allow a more flexible consenting regime than that of
a pure residential activity in order to facilitate”the efficient (more intense)
development of larger sites and provide additional ‘housing,choice.

7.2 We reach this conclusion on the basis forthe following reasons:

(@) The AUP specifically enableswlRDs as a._separate activity to that of a
residential activity along with a separate activity status (i.e. the activity of
more than one dwellingyin the Single House Zone is a non-complying
activity while an,IRD is'a discretionary activity).

(b) IRDs are net ‘subject to any. of ‘the usual compliance limits set by
development controls; suchasimaximum height, and height in relation to
boundaryy, building coverage and impervious surfaces; accordingly, there
is a reasonable expectation that IRDs will not comply with these
development controls.

©) In, the notified, proposed AUP (2013), the plan did not contain an activity
of “integrated, residential development”. Rather, in the residential zones
there was the activity of retirement villages (either discretionary or non-
complying) asswell as a Special Purpose Retirement Village Zone.

(d) Followingsubsequent consultation with the public and a decision to remove
the, Special Purpose Retirement Village Zone and include specific
retirement village provisions in the business and residential zones, the
Independent Hearings Panel (“"the IHP"”) recommended the introduction of
a new activity, the IRD.

(e) The purpose of the IHP’s recommendation was to “enable a more flexible
consenting regime for multi-dwelling/unit developments and integrated
residential developments”® and to delete specific provisions for retirement

15 Nanden v Wellington City Council CP89/00 [2000] NZRMA 562 (HC), at [48].
16 Notwithstanding that the IHP subsequently recommended the activity of an IRD in the Single
House Zone as a restricted discretionary activity.

16584.8

10
182



villages and incorporate that form of development under the category of
integrated residential developments.?’

) The IHP considered that an IRD encompassed not only retirement villages
but other communal-type living arrangements:18

"In the Panel's view any residential activity that offers
a range of other complementary activities (other than
for retirement purposes) should be treated in the same
way as a retirement village and vice versa.

Accordingly a class of activity termed ‘integrated
residential development' has been defined and could
apply to a range of activities such retirement villages,
campus-style student accommodation, community and
cultural style residential developments.”

(9) The IHP recommended the activity status forwintegrated residential
developments as restricted discretionary in the main residential ‘zones
(Single House Zone, Mixed Housing Suburban, Mixed Housing Urban and
the Terrace Housing and Apartment Buildings).

7.3 The Council adopted the recommendation, but with‘the exception that an IRD was
a discretionary activity in Single House Z6he. In the mediations undertaken as
part of the IHP hearings, the Council advised that retirement villages were not a
good fit in the Single House Zone froem aybulk and scalé perspective.1®

8. ANALYSIS: CONTEXT AND SCHEME OF THE PLAN
Definition

8.1 The AUP provides only asbroad definition, of IRD without a specific definition of
"supporting communalifacilities” but does provide further information as to what
that might mean by\the drafting, in that the sentence concludes “such as
recreation and leisure facilities?# “What those might be has to be inferred from
other related‘definitions, includingy,"Communal facilities”, “Entertainment facility”,
“Informal, recreation”, Recreation, facility”, and “Sport and recreation structure”
(set out'in"/Annexure D).

8.2 Informal recreation.includes “A pastime, leisure, sport or exercise activity”. A
pastime is a hobbyand so could include activities such as cooking, painting,
knitting, woodworking; pottery, music, and board or video games. A recreation
facility is a facility.where the primary purpose is to provide for sport and recreation
activities. . Therefore, a recreation facility is a facility able to support any of those
example activities, along with any type of sport. For example, cycling, running,
football;\cricket and basketball. In short, the definition of a recreation facility is
extremely broad.

8.3 Consequently, it appears that there is a broad range of communal facilities which
can form part of a development in order to meet the definition of IRD.

q Auckland Unitary Plan Independent Hearings Panel, Report to Auckland Council Hearing topics
059 - 063: Residential zones, July 2016, at 1.3(ii)-(iii).

18 Auckland Unitary Plan Independent Hearings Panel, Report to Auckland Council Hearing topics
059 - 063: Residential zones, July 2016, at 7.2.

19 Auckland Unitary Plan Independent Hearings Panel, Mediation joint statement for hearing topic

061 Retirement Villages And Housing Affordability, May 2015, page 7.
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8.4 Additionally, the definition of IRD includes "and other non-residential activities
accessory to the primary residential use”. This indicates that commercial activities
are appropriate within an IRD. "“Accessory activities” is defined in the AUP as
activities "“incidental to, and serves a supportive function of the primary activity”
and includes carparking.2° Incidental indicates that any accessory activities would
be minor and ancillary, i.e. small and supportive. Nowhere in the definition of an
IRD or accessory activity does it state that there must be exclusivity for residents
of the IRD.

Use of the definition in context
8.5 IRDs as an activity are found in multiple zones of the AUP:

(a) Residential - Single House zone as a discretionaryactivity (and, no
development standards apply);

(b) Residential - Mixed Housing Suburban, Mixed Housing Urban and Terrace
Housing and Apartment Buildings zone as a restricted discretionary activity
(with certain development controls applying*to, height, bulk and lotation,
but not coverage);

©) Business City Centre zone, where TablesH8.6.11.1 Bonus floor area
provides bonus floor area for IRDs; and

(d) Business - Metropolitan Centre and the Business Mixed Use zones, where
IRDs are provided for as ‘a restricted, discretionary activity where
undertaken as part of a building conversion‘and permitted as a stand alone
activity.

8.6 Focusing on the objectivesfand policies of the,most closely related zones, the
residential zones:

() Single Housezone policy” H3.3(8) states to provide for integrated
residential developmention larger sites.

(b) Mixed Housing Suburbanizone:

@ PolicyyH4.3(1) is to enable a variety of housing types including
integrated residential development such as retirement villages.

(ii) Palicy, .H4.3(8) is to enable more efficient use of larger sites by
praviding for integrated residential development.

©) Mixed'Housing Urban zone:
(i) Policy H5.3(1) is to enable a variety of housing types at higher

densities, including low-rise apartments and integrated residential
development such as retirement villages.

R We note that the definition of “accessory activities” under the AUP limits accessory activities to
those on the same site as the primary activity. Due to the associated subdivision, the non-
residential accessory activities in the proposal will be located in separate certificates of title and
therefore are not consistent with the definition of site. Consequently, the non-residential activities
proposed do not strictly meet the definition of accessory activity under the AUP. The definition
of accessory activity is still useful however to indicate the hierarchy of activities.
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(i) Policy H5.3(9) Enable more efficient use of larger sites by providing
for integrated residential development.

(d) Terrace Housing and Apartment Buildings Zone:

() Policy H6.4(1) is to enable a variety of housing types at high
densities including terrace housing and apartments and integrated
residential development such as retirement villages.

8.7 Aside from the classification of IRDs as a discretionary activity within the'Single
House Zone, it is difficult to discern any material difference across the zones. The
word “provide for” is used in the Single House Zone in contrast to “enable” in
some of the others, but “provide for” is widely used. There is no express reference
to enabling the efficient use of larger sites in the Single House Zone, but this
seems unlikely to be significant as:

(@) That was part of the reason for the panel enablingulRDs;

(b) The absence of the reference does not neceSsarily, mean that it was not a
reason; just that it was not the sole or necessarily prime ‘reason;

©) The Regional Policy Statement provisions=0f the AUP identify a regional
need to optimise the efficient development of the urban area and these
provisions apply to the Single House zone.

(d) Utilising a larger site is a pré-requisite of the definition, so is implicit in the
Single House zone policies invany event; and

(e) The efficient development of sites is ascorollary of the absence of applicable
development controls for bulk, location and coverage and so is implicit in
the rules of the Single House Zone.

9. ANALYSIS: HIGHER, LEVEL ,POLICYH»PROVISION - REGIONAL POLICY
STATEMENT

9.1 The provisions of'the AUR have toygive effect to the regional policy statement (“the
RPS"). (The,RPS chapter on urban growth and form has a focus on:

(a) Optimising the efficient use of the existing urban area;?!

) Accommodating growth within the existing (2016) urban area;??

(©) Providing/housing choice;?3

(d) Avoiding intensification in areas where there are scheduled natural or

physical resource constraints, natural hazards or infrastructure
constraints; and.?*

(e) A quality compact urban form.
21 B2.1(3), B2.3.1(1)(d)
22 B2.2.1(2) and B2.2.2(4)
23 B2.3.1(1)(c), B2.3.2(3) and B2.4.1(4)
24 B2.3.1(1)(a0, B2.4.2(4), (5) and (6)
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9.2 Against this context, particularly where the Single House Zone is typically used as
the underlying zone in areas subject to environmental protection overlays (e.g.
heritage or character) and natural hazards, it is understandable why IRDs in the
Single House Zone are classified as a full discretionary activity.

9.3 Importantly though, none of these provisions signal an intent that the question of
whether a Project is (or is not) an IRD should be different across the zones.

9.4 While it may be that the size and intensity of an IRD in one zone might be
acceptable but not in another zone (for example, an IRD that is over 15m high
might be acceptable in the THAB, but not in the Single House Zone), that'is a
matter of evaluation not definition.

10. ANALYSIS: HISTORY OF THE PLAN PROVISIONS

10.1  With regards to the implementation of the Single House Zone under the proposed
AUP, the IHP quoted the Council:2®

“"The purpose of this zone provides for low density,suburban
housing to:

- provide for development that complements identified
natural and built heritage values within identified
areas; or

- recognise the limited ability of areas with significant
environmental or infrastructure constraifnts to support
more intensive development; and

- recognise the limited ability of areas"whichsare not in
close proximity toythe City Centre, Metropelitan, Town
or Local Centres, the public transport ‘network or large
urban facilities, to support ‘more intensive
development.

10.2 However, the IHP recognised that the 'Single House Zone was not so constrained,
saying:2®

“The Panel's view ds that the zone does not only provide for
“lowndensity suburban.housing” and the zone is not only applied
to areas "not in cloese proximity to the City Centre,
Metropolitan, Town or Local Centres, the public transport
network or large urban facilities” as was set out in the notified
Plan. The zone is/applied to:

I. some inner city suburbs, albeit with the special
character overlay;

ii. some coastal settlements (e.g. Kawakawa Bay); and

iii. other established suburban areas with established
neighbourhoods (e.g. parts of Howick, Cockle Bay,
Pukekohe and Warkworth).”

(Emphasis added)

25 IHP report to AC Topic 059 Residential zones 2016-07-22, page 13.
26 Ibid, page 14.
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10.3

In this case, the site does not have identified natural or built heritage values, nor

does it contain any areas of significant ecological value and its location is only
2km from the local town centre of Glen Eden and is close to public transport.

11. HISTORY OF AUCKLAND COUNCIL’S APPLICATION OF IRDS

11.1  While we do not know all of the IRDs that Auckland Council has consented under
the AUP, the following section provides a comparison between the Nola Estate and
a small subsection of IRDs (where consent was granted) that we are aware of;.
Inevitably, there will be more examples of granted IRDs across Aucklands¢
Consent Nola Estate R/LUC/2015/1280, | BUN20427979 LUC60070192 Summerset Villages
R/REG/2015/1281 (St Johng) Limited
(Rev 10) and v Auckland Council
R/REG/2015/1282 [2019] NZEnvC 173
Date N/A 12 January 2016 16 October 19 ‘Aprilh2018 1 November 2019
granted 2017
Consent N/A The BeGroup New | Malibu Coastal Summerset Villages
holder Zealand Limited Investments'Ltd, | Properties Ltd (St Johns) Limited
Site 460 to 478 West 14 Rangitoto Ave, 387 and 389 23-35 Annalise 188 St Johns Road,
address Coast Road Remuera Hibiscus Coast Place and'488 Auckland
(excluding 466 Highway, Orewa | and 495C
West Coast Road) Hibiscus Coast
and 317 to 345 Highway, Orewa
Glengarry Road,
Glen Eden
Site size 43,000 6,052 3,851 11,523 26,000
(m?)
Building 10,350 3,820 1,666.27 5,025.6 10,350
coverage
(m?)
Building 24.1 63.2 43.3 43.6 39.8
coverage
(%0)
GFA 20,476 107141 4,209.12 15,538 25,655.46
GFA 500 731 NIL 726.94 1,324.9
communal
space
internal
(m?)
GFA 2,330 226 595 1,105 (Bowling 6,279
communal/| (reserve areas) (external lawn (accessible green and (external grounds
space plus 1504 area) landscaped accessible and paths), plus
external (surrounding the area) outdoor 513 (bowling
(m?) commercial and landscape area green)
community plus decks)
spaces) and 557
(six»additional
grassed areas)
Maximum 9.5m 11.26m 14.2m 17.9m 20.95m
height
Maximum | Single House Single House Single House Mixed Housing Mixed Housing
height of Zone: 8m + 1m Zone: 8m + 1m Zone: 8m + 1m | Urban Zone: Suburban Zone:
zone roof roof roof 11m + 1m roof 8m + 1m roof

Mixed Housing
Suburban Zone:
8m + 1m roof

Mixed Housing
Suburban Zone:
8m + 1m roof
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11.2 It can be seen from the above that:

(a) The size of the Site is extremely large, it is 4-10 times larger the other
examples, excluding St Johns.

(b) The average building coverage for the above granted consents is 47.48%.
In contrast, the Project’s building coverage is only 24.1%; a much less
intensive IRD than the comparison examples;

©) In terms of GFA, the Project sits at just under half of the site size area
whereas for the consented developments, the GFA is the same as or
exceeds that of the site size (due to multiple storey develgpment) and
again highlights that this is a less intensive development than the
comparison examples;

(d) The GFA of the communal space proposed is a total of.4,890m?, comprising
24.48% of the amount of residential GFA. In comparison:

() The other examples sit at 9.43%, 14.15%, 11.79% and 31.64%
respectively.

(i) The Project therefore provides mare communal GFA than most of
the examples, the 31%figure ‘comes Afrom the St John’s
development which has a lot of communal. ground floor area, which
it is able to achieve, by ‘having a maximum height of twice the
permitted height, whereas the Project,largely complies with max
height (only a few buildings will exceed 9m).

(iii) Averaged, the, communal GEA (©f/the consented development
examples i$16.75%, whichsthe GFA of the Project exceeds;

(e) Regarding maximum height, ‘eachwof the example IRDs exceeded the
maximumyheight of the,underlying zone standard (though not applicable
to the IRD inythe Single'House Zone as a discretionary activity), by 25.1%,
57.8%, and 49.2% and 132.8% respectively. In contrast, the Project
includes"a maximum building height of 9.5m, an infringement of 5.5%.
While the maximum height standard is not applicable to an IRD in the
Single House‘Zone, should it be taken into consideration, the infringement
is much less_than that of the consented examples.

12. ANALYSIS OF THE COUNCIL'S CONCERNS
Other matters
Commercialactivities

12.1  There is a clear intent for commercial activities (as non-residential activities) to
be included within an IRD, as discussed above at 8.4.

12.2¢ The applicant has an agreement with the prior owner of the land that it will
endeavour to include within the development a food market called “*Nola’s” selling
local produce, in acknowledgment of the site’s prior history. The applicant would
like to achieve this.
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12.3 To the extent that there is a proposed commercial activity within the IRD, it is a
subservient, accessory activity because of its small size in comparison to the entire
development:

(a) In relation to Rev06, the design has 500m? of commercial space, which is
only 2.5% of the residential GFA;?” and

(b) In relation to Rev 10 the GFA of residential activities is 19,976m? while
the GFA for the commercial activity is 4x100m? (including a café). This'is
about 2% of the residential GFA.

12.4 Nowhere in the definition of an IRD or accessory activity does it state that there
must be exclusivity for residents of the IRD. Therefore, while thej,commercial
activity will be available for the use of the public, this does not preclude it from
being included within an IRD, nor is its inclusion inconsistent with the definitioniof
an IRD itself. Indeed, so long as the scale of the commercial activity is
appropriate, having facilities which are also available forsthe wider public to use
will tend to make the commercial activities more attractive and resilient _and
enhance the ability of people within the wider neighbourhood to obtain goods or
services within a walkable catchment.

12.5 Even if the expert consenting panel disagrees with<us in this respect:

(a) The commercial activities do notsrender the develepment a prohibited
activity. At worst, the activity status would, be/ non-complying which is a
status that the expert consenting panel is still‘able to grant consent to
under the fast-tracking legislation.

(b) The commercial areasyare discrete and,independent of the wider residential
development and sofcould be unbundled,and consented separately to the
remainder of the development;

© The café ¢an he consentedras,a‘discretionary activity, because café’s in
the zonéjare expressly provided for as a discretionary activity;

(d) The othercommercial spaces in Rev 10 can cater for a range of activities
whieh are expressly provided for as discretionary activities in the zone
(though CPMidoes want the buildings to be able to be used for a wide
range of activities). For example:
(i) dairies;
(D) restaurants; and
(iii) healthcare or veterinary clinics.

Quality’ and quantum of communal facilities

12.6 > The Council have raised concerns with the quality and quantum of the facilities to
be provided. Nowhere in the AUP or the RPS does it specify the quality and

quantum of supporting communal facilities or other non-residential activities
accessory to the primary residential use to be provided in an IRD.

27 Residential GFA of Rev 06 is 20,376.28m?2.
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12.7 We agree that facilities such as individually owned car parks and lobbies cannot
be taken into account as “communal facilities” as they are either private or
facilities for access. We do not accept that additional uncertain restrictions should
be read into the definition, so that:

(a) the activity needs to distinguish itself from other apartment type
developments; and

(b) the definition itself becomes an evaluative exercise.
12.8 Our reasons for this view are that:

(a) The primary determining factor is that the site is over 2,000m?2 and the
additional flexibility which should be enabled on larger’sites,in order to
facilitate intensification.

(b) There are plenty of sites less than 2,000m? whichware capable ofihosting
apartment buildings and so the site size alone will distinguish, IRD
applications from ordinary apartment developments.

©) There is no obligation for apartment buildings on sites 2,000m? or larger
to have communal space.

(d) Even if, hypothetically, all sites\larger than 2,000m? "across Auckland
sought to develop into IRDS, so long asyeach development proposal
contained some supporting communal facilitates; the proposal would
comply with the definition ofd)lRD in the AUPy, The Council cannot seek to
make IRDs a scarce kind of development by reading in restrictions which
require an elementyof, exceptionalism or even mandatory unusual
elements. In otherwords, a typical apartment complex with a communal
pool and bbqgsarea on a site over 2,000m? would be an IRD; just as
Auckland Council decided in the Malibu decision.

(e) It seemsilikely that manyrdevelopments on sites over 2,000m? will end up
having, communal facilities because the site size lends itself to the
provision”of such facilities and the optimising of development intensity
(particularly givenithejadditional development flexibility obtained by the
exclusion of bulk, location and coverage development controls).

) If there is{ asconcern that the definition is too broad, this should be
remediediby aplan change.

(9) IT there,is/a concern about the quality of the IRD development, that should
be,done by way of an evaluation against the relevant plan provisions, not
a re-imagination of a definition.

12.9 It follows that we disagree with the Council’s concerns that the quality and
quantum of reserve area is insufficient.

12.10 JIn any event, even if quality and quantum are relevant, it is clear that the Nola
Project (Rev 10) substantially increases the area of communal reserve and
community facilities in this regard:

(@ The design includes a 100m? community centre;

16584.8
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(b) There is 2,329.87m? of reserve area comprising grass open space, two
barbeque areas, a playground and a multi-purpose games area; and

© There is an additional 5567m? (over six areas, the largest being 177m?) of
additional grassed areas on the site which the residents can make use of,
for example local communal vegetable gardens.

Vesting of reserves and roads

12.11 The suggestion that the vesting of reserves and roads prevents a development
from being an IRD is absurd. None of the plan provisions we have identified relate
to the vesting of roads nor suggest that the vesting of roads is/fatal to the
establishment of an IRD.

12.12 So long as the legal relationship between all of the units and the'common property
is addressed in the resource consent conditions, so that:

(a) the unit owners will have rights to participate, in deciding=how . the
communal facilities will be used; and

(b) the unit occupants and visitors can use the communal facilities
the IRD will comply with what is requiredsbysrthe Unitary Plan.

12.13 The alternative is to require that all'lRDstbecome gated communities. That would
be an absurd outcome and one which has no clearilinkito'the relevant RPS or zone
provisions.

Landscaping within the IRD

12.14 The Council has raised a concern is thatthe communal reserve land is needed in
order to comply_with /landscaping  requirements or overland flow path
requirements.

12.15 As stated above at4.2, the standards column to the right of the activity of an IRD
within the Single HouseqZone isyempty. Consequently, there are no standards
that apply te an IRD, reflecting,its dictionary status; a position recognised by the
Coupeil “in /the hearing report for the Malibu Investments Limited consent
(LUC60009332).

12.16,_ That the Councilthas.referred to the landscaping standards of the Single House
Zone highlights their misunderstanding and misinterpretation of the definition of
an IRD.( For. example, in an IRD it may be appropriate to have a reduced amount
of privately owned landscaped areas to facilitate larger communal spaces that are
usedymore often and by a greater range of reactional activities.

12.17 Regarding the Council’s concerns around the reserve being necessary to comply
with"overland flowpath requirements, while there is an overland flowpath through
the site it is to support stormwater overflows in a one-in-ten-year event (i.e.
exceptionally rarely). The flowpath enables the overland flow, but it doesn’t
restrict use of the site i.e. that the flowpath must be incorporated within a reserve.
For comparison, roads are often used to covey overland flow paths, but that
doesn’t detract from their primary role as a road.

16584.8
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Density of development within IRD in Single House Zone

12.18 At a broader level, the Council considers that the density of the proposed IRD is
commensurate with that of the Mixed Housing zones; higher density zones than
the Single House Zone. In doing so, the Council is implying that an IRD in the
Single House Zone cannot exceed the density and development controls of the
Single House Zone and to do so would render it incompatible with the definition
of an IRD.

12.19 Whilst we disagree with the concern that the proposed development is toogdntense,
particularly in light of the benchmarking exercise attached as Annexure E,’the
most relevant points are that:

(a) IRDs are provided for in each of the relevant residential’ zones and that
they are a full discretionary activity in the Single House zone.

(b) IRDs are not directly subject to any development controls relating to
intensity, bulk, location or coverage. Thus determining whether,orynot a
Project is an IRD on the basis of its intensity is the antithesis of the purpose
and function of IRDs.

©) Concerns about the environmental effects of an IRD and, its resultant
consistency with the plan’s objectives and policies are assessed under
s104(1)(a) and (1)(b) of the RMA;sthey do not go. tojissues of definition.

(d) The ‘intensity’ of an IRD should not be compared to the intensity of a
regular development in another zone, it is'a false equivalence. This is
particularly the case«if the intensity of consented IRD’s in the Mixed
Housing Suburbangsare “considered, .where, Summerset were granted a
consent for buildings’up to 20m high'against a permitted height of 8m+1m
for roof slope.

13. CONSENT FOR MORE THAN ONE DWELLING PER SITE IN SINGLE HOUSE
ZONE

13.1 The Council have advised that:

“In light of the '‘Budden’ Declaration, the applicant will also
need to apply for, an additional reason for resource consent
under the Single House Zone activity table H3.4.1 (A6) More
than one dwelling per site being a non-complying activity.”

13.2/ We disagree ‘that a consent is required for Activity (A6) because the activity of
‘dwellings” and the activity of an IRD are distinct and do not overlap.

13.3 The reasons for our view are that:

(&) The activities are provided for separately in the activity table of the zone
(as set out at 4.1 above);

(b) The activities are defined distinctly in the definitions section of the AUP (as
set out in Appendix B); and

) The nesting table definition of “Residential” identifies the activities as
distinct activities, not as sub-sets of one another.
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13.4 The relevant nesting table is as follows:

13.5

13.6

13.7

16584.8

nesting table.

Rules J1.1.1 and J1.1.2 of the AUP explain how nesting tables, work:

J1.1.1. Using Nesting Tables

There are five nesting tables which gather spegific land use
activities into general groups: Commerce;" Community,
Industry, Residential and Rural. Within each table, activities are
listed with the more general on the left and the Imore specific
on the right. For example, in the Commerce nesting table, retail
is the more general activity which includes food and beverage;
large format retail and trade suppliers as more_specific
activities. Those more specificscomponents may, also include
more specific activities.

Where an activity table for, an overlay, zone, Auckland=wide or
precinct lists a general activity in a nesting table; that general
activity includes all .ofuthe, nested spegific (activities unless
otherwise specified in _that activity table.

J1.1.2. Application of Nesting Tables

(&) WHhere an activitysis included in a nesting table, the
classor activity status, of that activity in any activity
table also applies.to the nested activities set out to the
right of that activity in the nesting table, unless an
activity table ‘expressly provides otherwise for a
particular overlay, zone, Auckland-wide or precinct.

@ Where, a“specific activity is nested under a general
activity, then:

@) any standard in an overlay, zone, Auckland-
wide or precinct for that specific activity will
apply despite the class or activity status of the
general activity; and

(b) any standard for the general activity will also
apply to the specific activity where there is no
corresponding standard for the specific
activity.

Importantly, dwellings and IRDs are each listed on the left hand column of the
If IRD were listed in the right-hand column, then it would be a
subset of another activity. That is not the case. An IRD is its own activity.

Consequently, H3.4.1 Activity table in the Single House Zone correctly addresses
them as separate activities. For this reason, H3.4.1(A6) does not apply to IRDs;
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13.8

13.9

13.10

13.11

13.12

in the same way that retirement villages are not dwellings. By contrast, student
accommodation is a subset of a boarding house.

In further support of our view is the way in which the nesting table of rural
activities is treated:

This nesting table shows that “farming” and Yintensive farming”are both farming
but they are addressed by different rules ‘because, of /their inclusion in the left-
hand column (and one is not the subset of the other; by comparison “horticulture”
is a subset of “farming”).

If this distinction betweensthe)left-hand column /activities and the right-hand
column of subset of activitieS were not the'case, the AUP would make no sense.
Should both the left-hand\,column and the right-hand column be treated the same,
this would result in IRDs being a non-complying activity in the Single House Zone,
even though theylareyexpressly provided, for as a discretionary activity; likewise
every time farming.was classified as a permitted activity, that would mean so too
was intensiveyfarming (which is net the case).

Notablysother definitions within the plan refer to IRDs separately to dwellings, for
example,the definition of “activities sensitive to noise”.

This‘approach is aligned the Environment Court’s decision in Kumeu Property Ltd
vAuckland Coungil [2018] NZEnvC 27 where it undertook an interpretive exercise
ofi‘the use ofsthe nesting tables.?®

28

16584.8

Kumeu Property Ltd v Auckland Council [2018] NZEnvC 27 at [38]-[40], attached as Annexure
F.
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14. CONCLUSION

14.1 We trust the above is clear and sufficient for present purposes. We are happy to
discuss any aspect of this advice with you further, if that would assist.

Yours sincerely :&
Andrew Braggins | Tamsin Gorman Q

e L 2
Partner | Solicitor q

DDI:
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Does the proposal comprise an “integrated residential development”?

The AUP defines an integrated residential development as:

Integrated residential development

A residential development on sites greater than 2,000m? which includes supporting communal
facilities such as recreation and leisure facilities, supported residential care, welfare and medical
facilities (inclusive of hospital care), and other non-residential activities accessory to the.primary
residential use. For the avoidance of doubt this would include a retirement villagée.

My analysis focuses on assessing the development against of this definition to conclude whether it'can'be
classed as an “integrated residential development”. Therefore, there are essentially two criteria‘to
consider:

1.

Is the proposal a residential activity on a site greater than 2000m??

The IRD is proposed over 18 parcels of land comprising of approximately 43,000m2."The proposal
therefore meets the first criteria for an IRD; it is a residential development on a group.of‘contiguous
sites that have a combined total area greater than 2000m?2.

Are there supporting communal facilities and other non-residential activities accessory to the primary
residential use, proposed?

Mr. Lance Hessell, Senior Planner at Civix supplied'a‘document that sets out the proposal and its
regulatory framework. It is called: The Nola Estate: ‘Application, Details Relating to an Application under
the COVID-19 Recovery (Fast Track Consenting)Act 2020.

The proposal is described on page 3 as:

The proposal involves a 249 unit Integrated Residential,Development and a commercial centre
with associated subdivision in'the,Residential Single'House Zone (RSHZ) under the Auckland
Unitary Plan Operative in Part (AUPOIP).

Non-Residential Activity

A commercial centre,is not'a’supporting communal facility however it is technically a non-residential
activity. Notwithstanding, the intent behind, this provision in the definition of an integrated residential
development (IRD) is.that any non -residential activity should be ancillary and supporting to the
primary activity.

The information provided in the application details document does not detail any further information as
to what'the eommercial activity will be. Appendix D which is the masterplan of the proposal shows two
possible buildingsrinreditothe north east of the development. The larger of the two buildings is
propesed to be separated from the residential component of the development by proposed a proposed
crossroad intersection.

Therefore, it cansbe assumed that the commercial activity will not be for the exclusive use of the
development’s residents, but it will be a commercial activity for both the development’s residents and
the general public to interact with.
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Considering the above, the commercial activity falls outside of thexambit of a_.non-residential activity in
the context of an IRD. This is not a supporting communal activity. Therefore, this'eomponent of the
development should be considered as a separate activity to.the IRD activity and not be considered as
a component of the IRD.

Referring to the commerce section (A16 - A20)0f the Single House Zone H3.4.1 Activity table, Dairies,
Restaurants and Cafes up to 100m?, along with Service stations en“arterial roads are provided for by
way of a resource consent with activity statuses ranging from, a restricted discretionary to
discretionary. If the proposed commercial activity falls outside of these types of commercial activities,
then the activity is not provided for. and.aniadditional reason for consent may need to be applied for
under (A1) Activities not providedsforn—noncomplying activity.

Roads and reserves

It is not clear in the application documents:if.the.roads and reserves are to be public or private. The
application documents refer.1o the green spaces as reserves and being supporting communal
facilities. Furthermarejthe roads appearthat they are to be constructed to a public AT standard.

If the reserves and are to be vested to council, then this would preclude them from being considered a
supporting eemmunal facility to the IRD because they would not be integrated into the development.
This would 'mean that the prepasal would not have any supporting communal facilities and will defer to
being a regular residential development.

Furthermore, if the roadsiare to be vested, then this would have the effect of breaking up the subject
site. and the development, into separated blocks of residentially developed land. As above the roads
would not be integrated into the development and would defer to being a regular residential
development.

Supporting Communal Facilities

Supporting communal facilities are interpreted to be non-residential facilities accessory to the primary
residential use, and that are available for communal use by residents within the IRD.

An IRD is required to include supporting communal facilities and | don’t think the supporting communal
facilities are clearly identified in the application. For example, under the Regulatory Framework section
on page 6, Mr. Hessell states:

The application approach as directed by the AUPOIP RSHZ is therefore to design a proposal
which...Provides supporting communal facilities (such as recreation and leisure facilities — i.e.
reserves as proposed).
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This is the only mention of any supporting communal facilities in the proposal. Following is the extent
of its provision within the development. There are no other communal facilities proposed.

| identify-three issues with the proposed supporting communal facility.

o, Scalewof provision of the supporting communal facility:
The amount of area proposed to be set aside as supporting communal facility, which in this case is
just the reserve areas, does not appear to be enough relative to the number of residents it is

intended to serve. Also, it is not clear from the documentation as to how these reserves are
intending to function as supporting communal facilities.

The reserves (supporting communal facilities) don’t appear to have been given much consideration
in the design. The supporting communal facility of an IRD is a component that should be integrated
into the development. the proposed reserves to the east appear to have been an afterthought
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where leftover spaces which could not accommodate a residential dwelling were made to be a
reserve. These reserves are to be the distinguishing components that make up the IRD.

e The type of communal facility:
The only identified supporting communal facility proposed are reserves. There is no detail in the
design of the reserves to indicate that it would either be a recreation and/or a leisure facility. There
are no components such as a seating area, outdoor barbeque areas that could be an jindicators
that a recreational activity could take place or an inviting space for residents to commune:

As discussed earlier, the proposed commercial components are unlikely to be considered as being
part of the supporting communal facilities of the IRD.

e H3.6.11. Landscaped area standard
With little detail supplied in the documentation, it appears that the reserves make upfa large of
component of the standard landscaped area requirements under the Single House Zone H3.6.11.
Landscaped area standard (minimum of 40% of the site to be covered with landseaping). This
standard would have to be complied with regardless of this dévelopment being-proposed as an
IRD. Therefore, the reserves wouldn’t necessarily be a component that distinguishes the IRD as
being different to a regular residential development.

Further Information Required

1.
2.
3.

4
5
6.
7
8
9

10.
11,
12

What is the area of the proposed reserves (supporting communal facilities) and
How many actual residents is the IRD proposingio accommaedate?

How are the reserves, which are identified as being the only supporting communal facilities in this IRD,
going to be distinguishably different from,the regular landscaping requirements of standard residential
development?

. Are the proposed roads to be for the exclusive use of the residents?

or are they proposed to be‘ested to AT after'completion?
Are these to be constructed.to AT standards??

What is the intention with regards to the, management of the reserve’s?

. Are the proposed reserves intefded\to be vested to council?

How will.the reserves be used recreationally?
Arethere.any other components of the IRD that are intended to be supporting communal facilities?
Whatpercentage ofitheitotal subject site is covered in landscaping and

What percentage do the reserves makes up of the subject site (areas proposed to be set aside as
supporting communal facility)?

There is theqquestion of how the developments reserves (supporting communal facilities) and roads (if not
to be vested) are to be managed. Will there be a body corporate put in place? However, this is technically
a matterithat outside of what council can look at.

Objectives of Single House Zone

The objectives and policies in the Single House Zone are the anchors that this proposal needs to be
assess against:

H3.2. | Objectives Comment
(1) Development maintains and is in This development does not appear to be maintaining,
keeping with the amenity values of nor in keeping with the amenity values of established
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established residential
neighbourhoods including those
based on special character informed
by the past, spacious sites with some
large trees, a coastal setting or other
factors such as established
neighbourhood character.

residential neighbourhood. There is not much
vegetation proposed which is a characteristic of the
surround neighbourhood. The density is much higher
than the zone anticipates and higher than the
surrounding properties in the Single House Zone.

(2)

Development is in keeping with the
neighbourhood'’s existing or planned
suburban built character of
predominantly one to two storeys
buildings

The development is not in keeping with the
neighbourhood’s existing or planned suburban built
character. This is a high-density development with
blocks of terraced housing which/s not reflective of.the
planned built character of the Single House Zone

3)

Development provides quality on-site
residential amenity for residents and
for adjoining sites and the street.

This zone enables more_ spacious:sites for,housing. All
of the sites proposed are hot spacious but compact,
therefore providing the opposite of what the zone is

seeking

All Rules Apply

The density of the proposed development indicates that there will be more than 1'dwelling per site over
the base parcels. In light of the ‘Budden’ Declaration, the applicant will also need to apply for an additional
reason for resource consent under the Single House"Zone-activity table H3.4.1 (A6) More than one
dwelling per site being a non-complying activity.

Conclusions

On the face of it, this proposal appears to.be a,standard residential’development that would be more
appropriately located within a Mixed HousingiZone where.the\proposed density would be commensurate.
Notwithstanding, the lack of specificity around the definition‘ef an IRD is a problem which may contribute
to growing trend of IRD proposals.in Single House zéhe coming through to resource consents.

The lack of specificity around the definition of an IRD.means the AUP does not provide any indication as
to what the scale the supporting communal fageility. provision should be.

Furthermore, the AUP{does,not proyide a definition of ‘supporting communal facilities’ and the examples

provided in the IRD"definition refer to'facilities usually associated with retirement villages. As this is not a

retirement village, there is no othef information in the AUP which indicates what type of communal facility
would be appraopriate to support a residential development.

Therefore, it‘cannot beargued that the provision of the supporting communal facility, which in this
instance.is the reserves, is inadequate for the plan provides no metric.

Neither'can it be argued that a reserve is not appropriate to be considered as a supporting communal
facility for the plan provided no indication of what would be appropriate for this form of IRD.

However, if the reserves are intended to be vested to council upon completion of the development, then
these stated.components of the IRD will be separated onto their own titles and managed by the territorial
authority, quite separate from how the IRD may be managed. This will mean that the proposed IRD won’t
be classed as an'IRD anymore. This is not a desirable outcome. .

However, a supporting communal facility should be a component in an IRD which distinguishes it from a
regular residential development. It is because of this, that | don’t think the reserves are a feature that will
distinguish this development from a regular residential development.
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The brief assessment against the objectives of the Single House Zone alone indicates that the proposal
in its current form would be hard to support.

Notwithstanding, an IRD is possible to be accommodated on the subject site, but | suggest that it would
need to be redesigned with smaller number of residential units commensurate with the anticipated
density and the bulk would need to be at a scale that is in keeping with the planned built character,of
predominantly one to two storey dwellings within a generally spacious setting. The terraced housing
typology is not a typology one associated with being found on generally spacious settings because they
are by their very nature, attached dwellings which imply that their respective associated outdoor spaces
are squashed together, which is not suggestive of a spacious environment.
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assessment. The hazard risk assessment should describe the scale,
frequency, risk and entry / exit points that the hazard poses to the site
and surrounding environment. This information will heavily influence any
proposal, and how the flooding effects are managed and incorporated
into any proposal, e.g. the type of activity, placement and minimum floor
level of buildings, site layout, earthworks, etc. The proposal should not
exacerbate this hazard onto neighbouring properties or<theswider
surroundings.

Please note the flowpath / floodplain shown on Council’s, GIS Viewer is
only indicative, and specific site surveys and modelling'may be required.

Contamination (NES
only)

The subject site either is currently, has previously, or is more likely than
not to have been occupied by a potentially seil contaminating activity for
the following reason:

e Current horticultural use

Your proposal may involve,one (or more)of the following:
* removing or replacing a fuel storage’system,

» samplingthe'soll,
» disturbing,thesoil,
+ subdividing land, and

» changing the use of the piece of land.

Accordingly, it.is necessary to give consideration to the National
Environmental Standard for Assessing and Managing Contaminants in
Soil to Protect Human Health 2011. This provides a national
environmental standard for activities on pieces of land where soil may
be contaminated in such a way as to be a risk to human health. It is
recommended you engage a suitably qualified and experienced
practitioner to assist in preparing any preliminary and / or detailed site
investigations that may be required in this regard.

Contamination

Careful consideration is needed to address the effects of the discharge

(Regional) of contaminants from contaminated land into air, or into water, or onto or
into land, and to ensure those effects are managed to protect the
environment and human health and to enable land to be used for
suitable activities now and in the future. This takes into account all of
the following:

Page 4 of 28 April 2020 RC 6.18.04 (V2)

210



Auckland
Council ?\%

; ] —
Te Kaunihera o Tamaki Makaurau e e

« the direct discharges arising from investigation activities on land
containing elevated levels of contaminants;

» discharges associated with soil disturbance that may liberate
contaminants;

« longer term discharges occurring as a result of residual
contaminants, often known as passive discharges;

» legacy discharges associated with past incidents; and

» the assessment of risk around ongoing dischargess

Relevant matters

Fast-track Application | Njck Mattison explained that the Applicantthad lodged ‘an application with
concurrent with Pre- | the Ministry for the Environment for a Fast-Track process. This process is
appllca_tlon with expected to take approximately.8-9 weeks and will also require input or
Council feedback from the Council to assistthe Ministry. To this end, the Applicant
wishes to run a pre-application, process with the Council while awaiting the
Ministry’s decision on Whether or not to, accept the application for fast-
tracking.

If the applicants are accepted_into, theé Fast Track process then any
processing by Council for an RC or,Pre-app will stop immediately as there
cannot be dual processing.

Definition of IRD and | Kay panther'Knight gutlined\her view, supported by policy advice within
subsequent activity Councilyand consistently applied in other circumstances, that the proposal
status / acceptability | does'not represent@niintegrated Residential Development. Kay explained
In P_"'“C'Ple’ including her view hinged on the lack of integrated communal facilities for the
advice from Plans and | residentialqscheme, noting that the commercial block was clearly a
Places separate and\public / commercial enterprise in its own right, and that the
reserves appeared to be required a) for compliance (or attempting to
comply) with' Single House zone landscaped area standards, and b) for
overland flow path conveyance. Further, as supported by policy advice,
the reserves did not appear to provide a sufficient quantum of space, nor
were they clearly described in the information supplied to date or designed
in such a way as to form a communal facility beyond standard open spaces
associated with any residential development, i.e. not integrated or
differentiated in any way from a residential subdivision.

Brogan McQuoid outlined that Council would expect the Applicant to apply
all rules in the Single House zone, regardless of whether or not the
Applicant disagreed that the Integrated Residential Development definition
was applicable. To this end, the proposal as it stands comprises a non-
complying activity pursuant to H3.4.1(A6), as well as a discretionary
activity under H3.4.1(A9).

Kay outlined her opinion that the current proposal represented significant
over-development and a character of development wholly unlike the
anticipated character of the Single House zone. The proposal comprises
Page 5 of 28 April 2020 RC 6.18.04 (V2)
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two and three storey terraced house development that would be more
appropriate in a Mixed Housing Urban or Terraced Housing and Apartment
Building zone. The scheme is therefore not supported from a planning
perspective given its excessive intensity. The proposed reserves and
commercial space do not provide any sufficient mitigation.

Nick noted that the scheme complies with all coverage contrals in the
Single House zone. Kay noted this seemed unlikely and that there was no
information presented to confirm this either way. Michael Kibblewhite and
Melanie McKelvie provided their views from an urban design.perspective
regarding compliance with standards and the extent to which the “bare
minimum” would suffice in this instance, and this is further elaborated upon
in the minutes below under Heading 5.

Lance Hessell queried whether relocation of the commercial block more
centrally within the residential development would‘improve upon its
consideration as forming an integrated residential development. Kay
considered this approach but notedithat without any further detalil
regarding the function of that commercial block, the design and location of
it relative to the reserves and'the design andyfunction of the reserves
themselves, it is difficult,to provide any Confirmed advice. Kay suggests
considering presenting the site layout options noted by the Applicant’s
team and perhaps in"presentation tosthe Urban Design Panel, to provide
rationale and further explanation "of how the Applicant thinks the
commercial block.asfcurrently located,and designed, or elsewhere, can be
considered anintegrated component of this scheme.

Key outcomes / actions (if relevant)

Council will supply the policy advice received on the scheme and present
the questions«raised in that advice regarding what further information
would be necessarysto determine whether or not the scheme could be
defined as an integrated residential development.

Council, will.supply the legal advice received to date regarding both the
integrated residential development definition, its application, and the
Council approach to requiring consent under both H3.4.1(A6) and (A9).*

Post meeting advice

Kay provided Nick with the list of questions from Ciaran Power, Planner,
Plans & Places with regards to further clarities required to see whether the
proposal can meet the definition of an IRD.

A summary of the legal opinion was provided to the applicant’s planner
and legal representative (Mr Braggins). Mr Braggins sought further input
in relation to Council in relation to the summary response provided. Council
sought further feedback from their legal services and this response was
provided to Mr Braggins. (A summary of this can be found under the legal
advice section below).
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Traffic Matters,
including input from
Auckland Transport

Sam Shumane, for Council, and Mitra Prasad and Tessa Craig gave
feedback regarding the roading layout, including confirming there are
concerns regarding direct access from West Coast Road, and that AT’s
preference is for all residential traffic to access the site from Glengarry
Road, noting that further assessment needs to be undertaken in respect
of traffic generation and effects on queuing.

Todd Langwell confirmed surveys were being undertaken but thatithey
were delayed due to the recent Auckland Covid-19 lockdown., These
would be produced in due course, and consideration is being given to
signalizing the intersection of West Coast Road and Glengarfy Road.
Mitra raised concern regarding assuming a signalized.ntersection, noting
that may be out of character with the rural nature(of'the*hetwork further
west, and that consideration should be given texallioptions, particularly
considering the proximity of the roundabout/intersection of West'Coast
Road with Parrs Cross Road.

Concern was raised by Sam regarding the one-way component internal
to the site, noting that this gives rise to'safety and efficiency effects. The
road reserve appeared wide enough to accommeodate, two-way traffic and
the Applicant undertook o censider that.

Discussion was had regarding ensuring-apprepriate width within road
reserves for all serviCes.

Sam identified somefurther consideration needed to be given to
geometry ofithe,roads relativeto AT, standards, but that would follow in
further detailed design.

Visibility assessmentsiwould'need to form part of the transport
assessment being prepared.

Key outcomes [‘actions (if relevant)
Applicant to'ecomplete its surveys and transport assessment, and to
reconsider internal road layout, particularly the one-way component.

Auckland Transport
postimeeting
feedback
(TessalCraig)

Further to the input captured in the meeting (above);

Preliminary Comments
West Coast Road Vehicle Access
1. AT has concerns with an additional vehicle access onto West

Coast Road, due to the proximity of the new road to the
roundabout, sited where drivers on West Coast Road diverge to
form two lanes. When drivers queue on the kerbside lane,
visibility to the inner lane is obstructed. City bound drivers (west
bound to Great North Road) would favour the inner lane
(northernmost lane) so they can U-turn at the roundabout.

2. Additionally, misuse of the ‘Lane’ and new road off West Coast
Road is expected with vehicles cutting through to Glengarry
Road. Therefore, it would be best to eliminate vehicle access from
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the residential part of the development, through to West Coast
Road.

The proposal should provide a pedestrian and cycle link only from
the residential part of the development through to West Coast
Road. This would remove potentially significant effects that the
application could have on the existing environment, movement,
and safety of users which the applicant would have needito
mitigate to AT’s satisfaction.

In reference to the above point, appropriate connection to West
Coast Road for active modes are desired and encouraged.
Providing accessways (8m wide) with ample (passive surveillance
from neighbouring dwellings and appropriate,lighting and
landscaping should achieve this objective.

If vehicle access onto West Coast Rd is absolutely nécessary, it
will be required to be a left-in, left-out'access arrangement. This
will need to be sited further awayifrom the intersection, ideally
where the ‘Lane’ is proposed,‘which has a single approach lane.
An extended solid mediansislandwwould alsobe required to
prevent right turns.

Details of loading.for the,commercial premises alongside loading
for the existing dairy will be required.

Internal Roads

7.

10.

11.

All internalsroads should be vested as public roads. A 13-metre
roadsreserve is wide enough,to be a two-way operation and the
internal roads should all be two-way. If there is a high
inconyenience forresidents (those who travel the long way
around to exit the.development), drivers will flout proposed one-
way operation.

All internal roads should comply with the Transport Design
Manual in terms of provision of cycle facilities or safe mixed traffic
enyvironments. Internal roads require speed calming, 1.8m
footpaths and may require broken yellow lines along sections of
narrow carriageway.

The proposed public roads (particularly the longest straight
internal road connecting with the commercial area) should be
designed carefully to reduce speed and make it safe. Horizontal
traffic calming features/devices should be implemented (i.e.
minimum lane width and low maintenance low planting to visually
narrow down the carriageway without impeding visibility).

In terms of alignment, the sharp corners in the property boundary
may not achieve appropriate road corridor width to provide a
bend. The detailed design should include demonstration of the
turning and parking manoeuvres.

Provision for indented on-street parking is required. Consideration
of fewer, larger raingardens is required for stormwater
management.
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12.

13.

AT is supportive of rear access and access vial JOALS. We
suggest re-orientating some of the end dwellings to give better
street frontage orientation and natural surveillance.

A 30kph speed environment is required on the new internal road
network.

Existing Roads

14.

15.

If no improvements are proposed for the Glengarry Road/ West
Coast Road intersection, vehicles from the proposed development
will likely exit onto West Coast Road to negate.havingto right turn
out of Glengarry Road. AT therefore suggests.a‘foundabouter
signalisation at the Glengarry Road/WestCoast-Road
intersection.

Modelling is required to show the impact of the development on
the West Coast Road/Parrs Cross Road intersection‘and the
West Coast Road/Glengarry Road intersection and mitigation
should be proposed in line with the results of the'modelling. A
30kph speed environmentiis required along"West Coast Road and
Glengarry Road.

Active Modes

16.

17

18

19.

20.

There is coneern about the saféty ofithe roundabout at West
Coast Road/Parr Cross Road, especially for pedestrians and
cyclists. There is also concern,about the movement of people to
and from the bus stop.on Parrs Cross Road for service going
toward Henderson whichhave come from Glen Eden/New Lynn.
A pedestrian facility is required to the north of the West Coast
Road/Parrs Cross,Road roundabout.

Safe crossing points across Glengarry Road are required. The
pedestrian crossing points at intersections are unclear.
Clarification,is needed on the pedestrian movement across West
CoastiRoad and crossing on all arms are required.

The raised courtesy crossing on Glengarry Road (near the
intersection with West Coast Road) will require upgrading to
improve pedestrian and cyclist safety as the development will
increase their exposure to additional traffic.

Any proposed improvements on Glengarry Road need to tie in
with existing shared path on West Coast Road to the north of the
property boundary.

The existing shared path on the north of the site is located as per
the red line below. This stops part way along the site at a crossing
to Parrs Park, but this should be extended along the full length of
the site to provide safe and attractive access past the
convenience store in the draft plan and enable future connections
to the east (yellow).
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21.

22.

23.

Safe and attractive access should also be provided from the
entrances to the site on Glengarfy Road to.the existing facility.

Future drawings need tosShow the zebra crossing on West Coast
Road outside the propoesed ‘Commercial property and the
existing shared path'along the property-frontage.

A strong crossing feature should be'provided between the reserve
and adjacent green space across/the currently proposed one-way
street:

Metro / Public'Transport

24,

25.

26.

Part VIl of the application references Policy 3(c)(i)1 of the
NPSUD and its‘application to this proposal. The local bus stops
are not.Rapid Transit Stops. The station on the western rail only
can be regarded as future Rapid Transit but does not currently
meet the Rapid Transit Definition.2 This location does not meet
thecriteria to be considered in walking distance of a Rapid Transit
Station. The application should be corrected and clearly state the
proposal is not within walking distance of a current or planned
Rapid Transit Stop / Station. A reasonable walking distance to a
Rapid Transit Stop / Station is ten minutes or 800 metres on
reasonably level ground.

There are bus routes on all the road frontages of this site; the 152
to the west on Glengarry Road, and the 151 and 154 on West
Coast Road. The services have their ‘inbound’ stops on both
frontage roads and share a common ‘outbound’ stop to the north
of the roundabout, on Parrs Cross Road. None of these routes
are part of the Frequent Transit Network.

Given the expected increase in patronage for the services
mentioned above the development should upgrade of all these
stops (especially stop: 5468 without a shelter) and improve the

1In relation to tier 1 urban environment, regional policy statements and district plans must enable: building heights of least 6 storeys
within at least a walkable catchment of the following: existing and planned rapid transit stops

2 Rapid Transit must have an exclusive corridor and a headway of at least 15 minutes from 7am to 7pm, 7 days a week and service
through to at least 11pm at night (midnight at 15 minutes headways for City Centre services).
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pedestrian crossings (particularly to the common stop to the
north).

Urban Design

Michael queried the Kiwibuild component, asking whether it would be
integrated with the open market housing. Nick confirmed that the
intention was it would be, and that the proportion shown on the
masterplan was indicative only, noting that the Applicant expected an
approximately 60% uptake by Kiwibuild for the scheme.

Post meeting advice:

The applicant’s planner was supplied with dates forthe*Urban Design
Panel, along with information requirements and.timeframes past meeting.
The preliminary date is set for 22 October.

Urban Design post
meeting feedback
(Michael Kibblewhite)

Integrated Residential Development (IRD):

Notwithstanding the comments\provided from a planning and policy
perspective on IRD, froman urban design perspective we would
expect any communalfacilities propoesediyto have the following
characteristics:

o Easily accessible to all residents;

o Sizeof the facilities to beproportionate to the scale of the
development;

0. 'Provide a high, level of amenity with appropriately sized,
furnished and'located formal and informal play spaces that
are suitable“for the intended housing mix and future
resident. demographics, particularly children. Noting the
proximity ‘of Parrs Park and the facilities provided there
(playgrounds, basketball court, walking paths, skate ramp
etc)vit is expected that the proposed communal facilities
would provide a different offering to that already provided at
Parrs Park;

0 Use both soft landscaping (trees, shrubs, grass, planted
beds etc) and hard landscaping (paving, furniture, fixtures
etc) to define areas;

0 Appropriately designed edges — offering good natural
surveillance (e.g. not the back of dwellings);

0 Have an appropriate management structure to ensure long
term maintenance.

It is understood that the proposed communal reserves are also an
overland flowpath (OLFP). Confirmation would be required that the
use and design of this space is not constrained by the OLFP and
could accommodate planting and structures to support its use as a
communal facility.

The narrow strip of reserve (marked as A in the diagram below)
between two terrace blocks appears to be more of a pedestrian
path serving those blocks rather than a usable reserve space for
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all residents and would essentially be privatised by the adjacent
units. This area would not be considered a communal space for the
wider development.

e Left over spaces around car parking areas are not considered to
be of a suitable size or shape to contribute to a communal space
and should instead be integrated into the adjacent lots“and
landscaped (e.g. areas marked B, C & D).

A

Single House Zone Character:

e Theproposed intensity:of development is significantly more intense
than the existing and/or anticipated built character within the Single
House Zone; and is not supported from an urban design
perspettive,, The applicant is encouraged to undertake an analysis
of the density of the surrounding neighbourhood (noting that the
legacy, district plan provisions allowed for lot sizes of 450m?, less
than the current 600m? lot size), to enable a more appropriate
response on the edges in particular, to this existing character, in
accordance with Policy H3.3(1).

e The applicant is strongly encouraged to increase lot sizes at the
periphery of the site to provide for a more appropriate transition to
the existing neighborhood character. This should include
standalone and duplex typologies to better reflect the existing
suburban built character.

Built Form:
¢ The Single House Zone is characterized by one to two storey high
buildings consistent with a suburban built character. Whilst IRD’s
are enabled, the zone objectives and policies provide an indication
of the anticipated built form outcome. As presented, the proposal
represents a significant departure from this character due to the
intensity and single typology proposed (terraces) with relatively
long block lengths. The applicant is strongly encouraged to provide
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a greater range of typologies including standalone and duplexes,
which will assist in integrating the development into the surrounding
neighborhood.

Noting that the Single House Zone contains little onsite amenity
controls due to the anticipated larger site size (e.g. no standards
relating to outdoor living space, outlook, daylight etc) the applicant
is encouraged to consider what development standards would
most appropriately be applied to the site (Mixed Housing'Suburban
is considered to be the most appropriate as a transition from the
Single House Zone).

There are some particularly long, unbroken blocks.t It is
recommended that more breaks in the built form areprovided to
ensure consistency with the anticipated character of.a‘spacious
setting.

Given the scale of the development;a range of cladding and colour
scheme palettes should be developed. The built form should also
allow for variation in fagade treatment,/ harizontal and vertical
articulation and roof forms. The end of.each,row of terraces should
also respond tojits'corner context'(i.e..not present a side elevation
to the street).

Street Network /. Site Layout:

The ‘proposed street network is logical from an urban design
perspective, notwithstanding-.comments from AT and development
engineering. However, the proposed one-way road is not
supported.

The proposed arrangement of terraces adjacent to the roundabout
presents a challenge in terms of amenity and privacy for future
residents.sThe applicant is encouraged to consider whether the
location of the commercial premises would be more appropriately
located on the corner, adjacent to the intersection. A commercial
use-could more easily mediate this difficult interface and provide a
landmark to the corner.

Further consideration will need to be given to the ‘back of house’
functions of the commercial facility and how this will interface with
adjacent residential uses/streets etc.

There is an historic paper road south of the site’s southern
boundary (315a Glengarry Rd) which has been rezoned to
residential and will be marketed for sale shortly. The applicant is
encouraged to discuss with Panuku (current owners) options
around incorporation of this property with the development.

Street/Reserve Interfaces

Those units fronting West Coast Road (a busy arterial road)
immediately adjoins a 3m shared pedestrian/cycle path, with no
grass berm or street tree planting. For those units fronting the
street, it is strongly recommended that additional depth and
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elevation above the street is provided to create separation and
privacy for users, in response to this context. A typical 4-5m
outdoor space depth is not considered sufficient to mediate this
interface.

¢ A minimum front yard setback of 3m should be provided to all
units in accordance with the Single House Zone standards.

e Several blocks have north-south orientation but providé outdoor
living spaces to the street. Where orientation allows;it,is
recommended that outdoor living spaces shouldsbe,located to the
rear of the dwellings and the dwellings pushed closer to the street
(as is proposed on the block fronting Glengarry,Rd, with outdoor
space to the rear) to provide for clear public fronts and,private
back yards.

e Two terrace blocks are proposed, €ither.side of the linear reserve.
It is not clear which is the front'er, back of these units:,As noted
previously, this linear reserve space is not considered to
contribute to a communalreserve.

Site Facilities:

e Site facilities such as washing lines, refuse bins, storage sheds,
detention tanks etc”should notsbetlocated within private outdoor
living spacesy, It is recommended that a service courtyard is
provided in between the«JOAL parking spaces to accommodate
thesé facllities, thereby, maintaining the usability of the private
outdoorCourts. The ADM Design Element: Site Amenities provides
further guidance on integration of these facilities into a
development
(http://eontent.aucklanddesignmanual.co.nz/requlations/design-
for-the-rules/Documents/Design Element R8-Site Amenities.pdf
)

o, Communal refuse enclosures are encouraged. The applicant is
directed to the ADM Design Element: Waste for further guidance in
this regard.
http://content.aucklanddesignmanual.co.nz/regulations/design-for-
the-rules/Documents/Design Element R7 Design for Waste.pdf

Rear Lanes:

e Rear lanes will be servicing a large number of dwellings so will
need to provide landscaping that will add to the amenity of the
development, lighting, waste storage and other site facilities such
as detention tanks.

Auckland Urban Design Panel
e The proposed development meets the criteria for the AUDP.
Currently available dates are: 8", 22", 29" October. Please
confirm with Michael Kibblewhite as soon as possible to secure a
panel date, noting that a draft panel pack would be required two
weeks prior to the panel date. Please refer to the panel
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information requirements here:
http://content.aucklanddesignmanual.co.nz/resources/design-
panels/Documents/Information%20Requirements%20Checklist%
202018.pdf
Plans & Places Policy
feedback
(Ciaran Power,
Planner, Plans &
Places)
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Development
engineering and
services

Ethan Fu=noted that a flood hazard assessment will be required to
understand the overland flow path conveyance and associated effects.

Ethan_noted insufficient information had been provided by the Applicant in
advance of this meeting to comment in any detail on other services or
development engineering matters.

Nick noted that earthworks calculations were being completed and would
be available in due course, as would a geotechnical report, and separately
as an aside, a detailed site investigation relative to the site’s previous HAIL
use.

Key outcomes/actions

Nick to send through updated link with latest specialist reports, including
geotech.

Legal advice

Councils position regarding the application in terms of legal advice is
summarised below:
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With respect to all rules applying:

Council’s legal advice was received in relation to an application at 2 & 2A
Tizard Road (dated 10 September 2019). The legal advice confirmed that
Council’s position was accurate and that it is clear the activity is for more
than one dwelling on a site. As neither rule (the IRD rule under (A9) in
Table H3.4.1 or the more than one dwelling under rule (A6) in Table
H3.4.1) excludes the application of the other, both rules apply. to the
application. Under rule (A6) the application is considered nen-complying.
Under the bundling principle, the activity should therefore 'be assessed.as
a non-complying activity.

This approach is considered consistent withi Council's assessment
requirements following the decisions of the<Environment Court in the
Auckland Council v Budden (Auckland Council v London Pacific Family
Trust NZEnvC 030 [2018]) declaration pfoceedings. Therelis often more
than one reason for resource consent.and application underall relevant
rules in a zone activity table will be required.

We will remain consistent with this approach unless the Environment Court
in the Sandspit proceedings«(30‘and 40 SandspitiRoad) declares elsewise.

With respect to assistance with defining. an integrated residential
development:

The aforementioned legal advicey, confirms that Council's current
interpretationof\'IRD' is accurate. This relates to a residential development
on a site.greater than 2,000m?, that has supporting communal facilities,
such as recreation and leisure facilities (i.e. a communal gym, pool, and
toilets)falls within the definition. It notes that while the communal facilities
will need’to be moreythan standard communal areas provided as part of
say an apartment complex, such as a lobby, shared access and garage
facilities, the Council'will need to make an assessment as to the status of
the activity as IRD or otherwise on a case by case basis. It also noted there
is nothing inithe definition of IRD that requires an element of on-site control
for a proposal to be considered an IRD. It found that the application for 2
and2A Tizard fell within the definition of an IRD. It is noted that in relation
to, that application it proposed the construction of a four-storey building
containing a total of ten residential dwellings (apartments) and associated
amenities (gym, pool, terrace area and shower, toilet, changing area). No
form of on-site management was proposed, either in the form of a
manager's office or apartment.

The legal view agreed with the Council's approach that facilities must be
genuinely communal, and extend beyond required shared spaces such a
lobbies, access and garage facilities associated with an apartment
complex. This would need to be considered in context on a case-by-case
basis. It found that there must be some reasonable limits to what can be
considered an IRD, so that the intention of the Plan is not simply subverted
by the inclusion of token 'communal facilities'. In making this finding it
referred to the; Auckland Unitary Plan Independent Hearings Panel,
Report to Auckland Council Hearing topics 059 - 063: Residential zones,
July 2016, at 7.2 which stated:

Page 20 of 28

April 2020 RC 6.18.04 (V2)

226




The Panel has not provided for a particular class of activity called 'retirement
village' but has instead provided for 'integrated residential developments',
which would include a retirement village.

...the Panel does not support a definition of retirement villages being limited
to that in the Retirement Villages Act 2003. It is the Panel's view that a
retirement village is essentially a residential activity. While a range of other
complementary activities (such as recreation, social, community, cultural and
health) may be offered in an integrated manner, it is still essentiallyqart of a
residential activity. In the Panel's view any residential activity that offers a
range of other complementary activities (other than for rétirement
purposes) should be treated in the same way as a retirement village and vice
versa.

Accordingly a class of activity termed 'integrated residential development'

has been defined and could apply to a range of.activities such retirement
villages, campus-style student accommodation, community and cultural style
residential developments.

[emphasis added]

Additional information:

Please also note that a‘key ‘advantage of the alternative view that the non-
complying multiple dwelling rule does ‘net apply will disappear on 30™
September, when the RMA AmendmentiAct removes the non-notification
presumption for diseretionary residential activities. l.e. you will need to do
the full section 956A whether it be"onlysa Discretionary IRD, or a combined
IRD and Non-complying ‘More than‘one Dwelling’ consent.

Felicity, Wach, Council’s 'Senior Solicitor further confirmed the below:

1."The opinion was,prepared for an application foran IRD in the Single
House Zone on Tizard Road, Birkenhead. It was withheld in order
to maintain legal professional privilege under section 7(2)(g) of the
Local ‘Government Official Information and Meetings Act 1987
(LGOIMA). There were no other considerations which rendered it
in, the public interest to make the opinion available under section
7(1) of the LGOIMA.

2. Council provided a short summary of the opinion only, specifically
to avoid waiving privilege, whilst attempting to be helpful to the
applicant. It is considered that privilege has not been waived. Ms
Wach is satisfied that you will be able to advise your client
sufficiently without a copy of the opinion.

3. The activity status of IRDs in the Single House Zone is a live issue
in another application for an IRD at 30 and 40 Sandspit Road,
Cockle Bay. That application is subject to an Environment Court
appeal, ENV-2019-AKL-000176-Box Property Investment Ltd v
Auckland Council, which is currently on-hold while an application
for direct referral is made with an amended design. The direct
referral is expected to be notified in late September. It is likely that
the activity status will be determined by the Environment Court in
the Sandspit Road proceedings, unless they are settled prior to a
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hearing. The interpretation taken by Council is consistent between
applications, and will ultimately be determined by the Court in due
course on the Sandspit Road matter.

4. The other point that is worth noting is that because this application
will be lodged after the RMAA 2020, the activity status will not affect
the decision on notification or the rights to appeal, as it does=for
applications lodged prior to the RMA 2020 coming into/foree.

Preliminary view on outcome / process

Having regard to the foregoing and based on the information received from the applicant to date,
Council does not support the proposal nor its intended outcomes=This position is based on the
following:

e Council does not agree that the proposal representsan IRD'that provides any significant
and/or meaningful integrated communal facilities, @nd especially.not at a scale and
function that would appropriately support the'propesed density of residential development;

e Council does not agree that the reserves andicommercial activity are appropriately or
sufficiently integrated with the residential development so as to'render this proposal distinct
from any other standard residential subdivision, further,bolstering the interpretation above
that the proposal does not represent’an IRD; and

o At the intensity, character and layout proposeds the'scheme represents considerable over-
development of the site in the Single Housezoneand does not align with that zone’s
intended outcome for suburban built character in a manner that maintains or enhances the
amenity values of the established residential neighbourhood within which the site is
located.

Having regard to the likely notification assessment, based on the information to hand, Council
considers that themapplication would be likely to be publicly notified.

This is a preliminary view,only. A final determination on whether Council can support the consent
or not can_only be made upon,receipt of a formal application, site visit and review.

Resource Consent Strategy

Application A good quality application starts with a good quality proposal, one that
Documentation includes all relevant information and documentation required for us to
process your consent smoothly. This will help to reduce confusion, delay
and cost, as we do not accept applications which have missing
information.

We recommend you engage a professional (architect or consultant) to
prepare your application, as the requirements are technical.
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It is important that your application accurately identifies all of the reasons
that your project will require resource consent. This may also include
any Overlays, Precincts or other features such as flooding or instability,
there will be other rules that apply to your site and you will need to
demonstrate that you comply with these or state that you are applyingfor
consent.

Your consent application must include an Assessment of Environmental
Effects (AEE). An AEE is a written statement identifying the effects of
your proposed activity on the environment, and infermation on how yeu
might negate or modify these effects.

Specialist You may need to provide written specialist report(s) to support your
Assessments application, depending on the scale and-significance of your proposal.
As described above, in this€ase the following'is‘considered necessary:
o DSI/RAP
e Geotechnical'Report
¢ Flooding hazard assessment
o Infrastructure report
e Transport assessmentiincluding survey and visibility assessment
o 4 Refuse collection details
Important Note: The specialist assessments required above are
advised based onithe proposal provided for the pre-application meeting,
Should the nature and extent of proposal change, further specialist
assessments may be required.
Hazard Risk A hazardrisk assessment must be undertaken when subdivision, use or
Assessment development requiring resource consent is proposed to be undertaken on
land which may be subject to any one or more of the following:
e coastal erosion;
e coastal storm inundation 1 per cent annual exceedance
probability (AEP);
e coastal storm inundation 1 per cent annual exceedance
probability (AEP) plus 1m seal level rise;
e coastal hazards;
e the 1 per cent annual exceedance probability (AEP) floodplain;
e overland flow paths; or
e land instability.
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The level of information required to be provided should be proportionate
to the hazard risk, the nature of the hazard. It should also be appropriate
to the scale, nature and location of the development and reflective of the
scale of the activity proposed. For coastal hazards this should include @
consideration of the effects of climate change over at least a 100 year
timeframe.

The hazard risk assessment, which does not need to duplicate,.an“AEE,
that addresses all of the following:

a) the type, frequency and scale of the naturalhazard and whether
adverse effects on the development, will be temporary or
permanent;

b) the type of activity being undertaken and its_vulnerability to
natural hazard events;

c) the consequences of a natural-hazard event in relation to the
proposed activity and the people likely\'to ‘be involved in that
activity;

d) the potential effects on public safetysand.other property;

e) any exacerbation ofian existing.natural’hazard risks or creation of
a new naturalhazard risks;

f) whether @ny building, structure or activity located on land subject
to natural hazards nearthe coast can be relocated in the event of
severe=coastal erosion, coastal storm inundation or shoreline
retreat;

g) the ability to.use,of non-structural solutions, such as planting or
the retention or enhancement of natural landform buffers to avoid,
remedy orymitigate the hazard, rather than hard engineering
solutions or protection structures;

h) thedesign and construction of buildings and structures to mitigate
the effects of natural hazards;

i), _the effect of structures used to mitigate hazards on landscape
values and public access;

j) site layout and management to avoid or mitigate the adverse
effects of natural hazards, including access and exit during a
natural hazard event;

k) the duration of consent and how this may limit the exposure for
more or less vulnerable activities to the effects of natural hazards
including the effects of climate change; and

[) any measures and/ or plans proposed to mitigate the natural
hazard or the effects of the natural hazard.

Engaging with mana
whenua

Mana whenua have a special cultural and spiritual relationship with the
environment, which is a matter of national importance under the
Resource Management Act.
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This includes their relationship with their:

waahi tapu (sacred sites)
taonga (treasures)

water

ancestral lands.

Resource consent applicants are expected to consult withiiwi authorities
when developments affect mana whenua values.

The best way to identify these values and take'these into account is
through consultation with the relevant iwi authorities.

As part of the consent application process, new developments may need
to provide a Cultural Values Assessments (CVA), prepared by mana
whenua or their nominee. A GVA documents mana whenua's cultural
values, interests, and associations/with an area“ornatural resource.

Not all resource consent applications willkrequire a CVA. This needs to
be decided by the relevant iwi authorityy

To find out who the relevant iwi authorities are for a particular site or
location, email us, clearly stating the location's address.

If you need help on how torengage with different iwi authorities, contact
us.

We can advise and guide you on engaging with iwi to ensure the best
outcomessfor both you and mana whenua. We recommend you get this
advice,if you have not engaged with iwi before.

Alternatively, once an application is lodged, we can provide facilitators
who ‘can begin the engagement process for you. However, by this stage,
other aspects of your project may have progressed and could be
disrupted. Because of this, we recommend you engage before you lodge
the application.

How to.apply You are encouraged to apply online. This will save time and printing costs
and you can track the progress of your application.
Alternatively, you can post your application or come into one of our
service centres.
Page 25 of 28 April 2020 RC 6.18.04 (V2)
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Fees and deposit

You must include the relevant lodgement deposit with your resource
consent application, to cover initial application processing costs.

If the actual cost is less than the deposit amount, we will refund the
difference.

If the actual cost exceeds the deposit amount, which happens in. most
cases, we will invoice you for the additional costs.

The deposit calculator gives an estimate of the deposit required.

General Information

Auckland Design
Manual

The Auckland Design Manual (ADM).provides a resource.for'everyone
involved in design, building and development to either share their great
design stories with others, or to.seek inspiration, toels and best practice
advice from those who havecalready been, successful. Auckland's
planning rulebook, the Auckland Unitary Plan will articulate the rules for
the future growth, whilst'the 'ADM illustrates,how to achieve the quality
outcomes sought by'the AUP (OP).

The Auckland Design Manual provides advice on design elements such
as site layout, privacy, outdeor spaces and designing for the sun.

o Auckland Design Manual detached house guide
o Auckland Pesign Manual terraced housing quide
o Auckland Design Manual apartments quide

Development
Contributions

Developmént eontributions are the fees charged by the council for extra
community and network infrastructure needed as a result of development
projects. »You will pay development contributions for residential and
commertcial development such as new houses, and subdivisions. The
money collected from development contributions pays for the cost of
public infrastructure that is needed to meet the additional demand from
growth. This includes network infrastructure such as stormwater and
transport, open space reserves and community facilities. To get an
indication of the contribution please use the Development Contributions
Estimator.

Water supply and wastewater services are not included in the
Development Contribution. This is covered in the infrastructure growth
charge. This charge is administered by Watercare.
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Important Information

The purpose of a pre-application is to facilitate communication between applicants and the council
so that the applicant can make informed decisions about applying for consents, permits or licences.

The views expressed by council staff in or following a pre-application are those officers’ preliminary
views, made in good faith, on the applicant’s proposal. The council makes no warranty, express
or implied, nor assumes any legal liability or responsibility for the accuraey,\correctness,
completeness or use of any information or views communicated as part of the, pre-application
process.

The applicant is not required to amend their proposal to accommodatejthe views expressed by
council staff. Further, it remains the applicant’s responsibility to get their own professional advice
when making an application for consents, permits or licences,(and to rely solely ‘onsthat advice, in
making any application for consents, permits or licences.

To the extent permissible by law, the council expresslydiselaims any liability to the applicant (under
the theory of law including negligence) in relationto the pre-application process. The council
acknowledges that the confidential nature of pre-application meetingsris important to encourage
future applicants to engage with the council ‘and attend pre-application meetings. By attending a
pre-application meeting, both parties, expectsthat the meetings“are held in confidence and the
intention is that the associated information*that is providedto the council at these meetings, and
the meeting minutes, will remain«confidential. However,»under the Local Government Official
Information and Meetings Act 1987 any persgn may request any information that is held by the
council. There is a presumption that informationiis made available unless there is good reason for
withholding it, which is‘hot outweighed by the public interest in making the information available.
This is assessed on a case by case basis:

All consent applications become jpublic, information once lodged with council. Please note that
council compiles; on a weeklyqsbasis, summaries of lodged resource consent applications and
distributes (these summaries to all local boards and all mana whenua groups in the Auckland
region...oealboards and:mana-whenua groups then have an opportunity to seek further details of
applications and provide comment for council to take into account.

Prepared by:

Name; Kay Panther Knight
Title: Consultant Principal Planner
Signed:
S
Date: 23 September 2020
Page 27 of 28 April 2020 RC 6.18.04 (V2)
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Annexure D: Additional AUP definitions

14.2  Further to the definition of IRD and communal facilities, we note the following
potentially relevant definitions from the AUP:?°
Accessory activities
Activities located on the same site as the primary activity,
where the activity is incidental to, and serves a supportive
function of the primary activity.
Includes:
e permitted or required car parking
Activities sensitive to noise
Any dwelling, visitor accommodation, boarding house, marae,
papakainga, integrated residential development, retirement
village, supported residential care, care centres, ‘lecture
theatres in tertiary education facilities, classroomsiin education
facilities and healthcare facilities with an overnight stayfacility.
Communal facilities
Facilities for the well-being of the community, generallyton a
not for profit basis.
Includes:
e arts and cultural centres (including art galleries and
museums);
e places of worship;
e community centres;
e halls;
e libraries;
e marae;
o Citizens Advice Bureau;
e, communityycorrection facilities; and
e justice facilities.
Excludes:
o entertainment facilities;
o', care centres; and
¢, healthcare facilities.
This definition is nested within the Community nesting table.
29 AUP, J1 Definitions.
16584.8
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Entertainment facility

Facility used for leisure or entertainment.

Includes:
e nightclubs;
e theatres; and

L concert venues.

This definition is nested within the Commerce nesting table.

Informal recreation

A pastime, leisure, sport or exercise activity that occurs on an
ad-hoc basis or irregularly and contributes to a person’s
enjoyment and/or relaxation.

Excludes:

e regular organised sport and recreation.

This definition is nested within the Community nesting table.

Recreation facility

A facility where the primary purpose'is to provideyforsportiand

recreation activities.

Includes:
* recreation centres;

e aquatic facilities,
outdoor;

swimming pools;. both indoor and

e fitnessiCentres and gymnasiums;iand

e indoorisports centres.

Site
Anysarea of land which“meets one of the descriptions set out
below:
(2) an area of land which is:
(i) comprised of one allotment in one

Q)

certificate of title, or two or more
contiguous allotments held together
in one certificate of title, in such a
way that the allotments cannot be
dealt with separately without the
prior consent of the council; or

contained in a single lot on an
approved survey plan of subdivision
for which a separate certificate of title
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could be issued without any further
consent of the council;

being in any case the smaller area of clauses
(i) or (ii) above; or

Sport and recreation structure O
Accessory structure required to undertake a sport or

recreational activity associated with a park or sports field. Q

Includes: . O %
e goal posts;

e courts; ¢ 6 \ b
e artificial playing surfaces; !\
e fences; O :\

e scoreboards (fixed or moveable); \

e floodlight poles and transformers;

e fences associated with the sport e.g. nets, crowd
control, safety barriers;

e sideline shelters; @ Q

e sjte screens; Q * O

e cricket nets; \ \

e skate parks; @

e cycle parkin tr@s;

e basketball

e horsej ; \

e BMX Q\d jump ;
m@ bike dow structures; and

ublic address tems.

@ udes:
. cIutﬁoo@

(XS
o

®®

16584.8
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Annexure E: Benchmarking exercise

16584.8

Conventional subdivision | IRD (V2) Change
GFA 18,770m? (residential) 18,735m? (residential) Increase:
100m? (café)
480m? (commercial units) 670m?

Total: 18,770m?

1252 community centre

Total: 19,440m?

3.6% more GFA than a
conventional subdivision
GEA

Building Coverage

10,485m? (residential)

Total: 10,485m?

9,394m? (residential)
100m? (café)

480m? (commercial units)
1252 community centre

Total: 10,009m?

Decrease:
476m? less

95,5% of a conventional
subdivision building

coverage
Dwellings 106 248 142 additional dwellings.
133% increase in
dwellings.
Bedrooms 468 690 222 or 47% increase in

bedroom; residential living
capacity

People (maximum
occupancy)

Master bedrooms:
106 dwellings x 2 people:
106 x2 =212

Other bedrooms: 1 person
for.. every additienal
bedroom:

468 total bedrooms*=106
master bedrooms:
468-106)= 362):

Total:

212
+ 362
= 574

Master bedrooms:
248 dwellingsx 2 people:
248 x 2/= 496

Other bedrooms: 1 person for
every additional bedroom:

690 total bedrooms - 248
master bedrooms:
690 — 248 = 442):

Total:

496
+ 448
= 938

364 additional people, or
63% increase in residential
capacity.

Affordability

No affordable dwellings

Approximately 143 Kiwibuild
units.

Additionally, open market
units are expected to sell for
affordable prices.

200+ additional affordable
dwellings, compared to a
conventional subdivision.
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15t October 2020

Nick Mattison
CIVIX Ltd
Via email

Re: Concept Summary, 460-478 West Coast Road & 317-347 Glengarry Road,

Glen Eden

Dear Nick,

1. I can provide the following initial advice regarding the community, recreation, and
leisure facility components of the proposed concept (for'an integrated residential
development at the above site).

2. | believe the concept plan will provide residents’ access to a range of functional
recreation and leisure facilities (which complement those already‘available in the
large adjacent public reserve and playing fields). The concept design offers facilities
that meet the needs of residents atwaryingulife stages (ffom youth, young families,
and older adults).

3. The key community, recreationfand leisure facilityjeomponents of the concept are:

a.

An Informal Grass Active Recreation Open Space:

This space is centralised’in the development making it easily accessible and
surrounded by a‘low speed street network to maximise safety. It is designed
for both active informal recreatienal activities (such as ball and frisbee play)
and passive use. The dimensions adequately accommodate informal sport
and recreation activities.l his asset will appeal to residents of all age cohorts.

A Youth Playgroundiwith Adjoining Adult Fitness Equipment:

Thewyouth playgroundis scaled to accommodate younger users and will be
aligned to a_nmature playground’ concept. A module of adult fitness
equipment will be located adjoining the playground so parents and
caregivers, canw’exercise while maintaining good sightlines over the
playground.

A Multi Use Games Area (MUGA):

AMUGCA will be established to serve informal active ball sports play, especially
for older youth and adults. The MUGA will be configured to enable one on
one or small teams to play modified sports such as football (futsal), basketball
and cricket. The fenced playing arena prevents balls striking users of the
adjoining leisure assets and going onto the road.

BBQ Areas:

Two BBQ areas (with permanent BBQ and tables) will be developed enabling
multiple groups to use facilities at the same time. One BBQ will primarily
serve the MUGA and Playground while the other serves the grass active area
and playground. One of the BBQs will be covered to enable it to be used
during periods of inclement weather.
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Ref: 18538
21 August 2020

Nick Mattison
Civix Limited

By Email: s 9(2)(a)

Dear Nick,

460-478 WEST COAST ROAD & 317-347 GLENGARRY ROAD, GLEN EDEN
PRELIMINARY CONCEPT — TRANSPORT

| can provide the following preliminary advice regarding the propose@concept for an integfatediresidential
development at the above site. A copy of the general site layout has been enclosed*and istanticipated to
yield about 250 residential dwellings, a small commercial/retail centre, and a series‘of‘public and private
roads to provide access to the wider road network.

The concept plan has been developed with my input.and@longside other professionals and | consider that
this will have a successful transport outcome that'will integrate wellin the surrounding road network.

The proposal can make the most of the opportunities to promoteywalking and cycling. It aims to provide
for the daily needs of pedestrian and cyclist movements by:

a) Creating footpaths alongsbothisides of the new street that meet Auckland Transport
standards.

b) Connecting new footpaths with the existifig footpath network immediately outside the
site.

c) Pedestrian crossing facilities will be incorporated into the intersection layouts,

d) Vehicle crossings are limited providing rear lanes for lot access and minimising the
conflicts onfootpaths; and

e) Providingadow-speed street network that allows cyclists and vehicles to share the same
carridgeway on an eqgual basis.

Theproposal follows bestpractice road design principles that will meet Auckland Transport standards and
expectations for residential street:

a) A design,speed of 30km/hr on all new roads with traffic calming at regular intervals.

b) Roads'Wwill'have a road reserve width that will accommodate all users and support safe
and efficient use.

c) New“intersections will be sufficiently separated from others intersection reducing the
conflicts and congestion.

d) Appropriate intersection controls can be established to provide safe and clear priority
for all users.

Auckland Office:

P O Box 60-255, Titirangi, Auckland 0642
Level 1, 400 Titirangi Road, Titirangi Village
Tel: (09) 817 2500

Fax: (09) 817 2504
www.trafficplanning.co.nz
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| have engaged with Auckland Transport to seek initial feedback on the concept and they are generally
supportive of the proposal. Some key areas they have raised that will need to be addressed with further
design development and assessment are as follows. | anticipate these additional measures can _be
accommodated within the current road reserve or subject site and without any land acquisition required:

1. Potential upgrade to the Glengarry Road/ West Coast Road intersection to support the
additional flows and assist with pedestrian movement.

2. Pedestrian and cycling facilities around the perimeter of the site to support additional
active mode trips.

3. Any proposed road onto West Coast Road on the northern property frontage will need
to be left in left and assessment of the separation to the existing roundabout.

We trust that the above provides sufficient information. However, shodldyou have any furtherigueries in
relation to the above, we would be happy discuss further if needed.

Yours faithfully
TRAFFIC PLANNING CONSULTANTS LTD

Todd Langwell
Director

Ref: 20278
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Ref: 20278
1 October 2020

Nick Mattison
Civix Limited

By Email: s 9(2)(a)

Dear Nick,

460-478 WEST COAST ROAD & 317-347 GLENGARRY ROAD, GLEN EDEN
PRELIMINARY CONCEPT — TRANSPORT

| can provide the following preliminary advice regarding the propose@concept for an integfatediresidential
development at the above site. A copy of the general site layout has been enclosed*and istanticipated to
yield about 250 residential dwellings, a small commercial/retaillcentte, a community centre and a series of
public and private roads to provide access to the wider road netweork.

The concept plan has been developed with my input.and@longside other professionals and | consider that
this will have a successful transport outcome that'will integrate wellfin the surrounding road network.

The proposal can make the most of the opportunities to promoteywalking and cycling. It aims to provide
for the daily needs of pedestrian and cyclist movements by:

a) Creating footpaths alongsbothisides of the new street that meet Auckland Transport
standards.

b) Connecting new footpaths with the existifig footpath network immediately outside the
site.

c) Pedestrian crossing facilities will be incorporated into the intersection layouts,

d) Vehicle crossings are limited providing rear lanes for lot access and minimising the
conflicts onfootpaths; and

e) Providingadow-speed street network that allows cyclists and vehicles to share the same
carridgeway on an eqgual basis.

Thegproposal intends tosfollows best practice road design principles that will meet Auckland Transport
standards’and expectations for residential street:

a) A design,speed of 30km/hr on all new roads with traffic calming at regular intervals.

b) Roads'Wwill'have a road reserve width that will accommodate all users and support safe
and efficient use.

c) New“intersections will be sufficiently separated from others intersection reducing the
conflicts and congestion.

d) Appropriate intersection controls can be established to provide safe and clear priority
for all users.

Auckland Office:

P O Box 60-255, Titirangi, Auckland 0642
Level 1, 400 Titirangi Road, Titirangi Village
Tel: (09) 817 2500

Fax: (09) 817 2504
www.trafficplanning.co.nz
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| have engaged with Auckland Transport to seek initial feedback on the concept and they are generally
supportive of the proposal. Some key areas they have raised that will need to be addressed with further
design development and assessment are as follows. | anticipate these additional measures can _be
accommodated within the current road reserve or subject site and without any land acquisition required:

1. Potential upgrade to the Glengarry Road/ West Coast Road intersection to support the
additional flows and assist with pedestrian movement.

2. Assessment of the capacity of the West Coast Road / Parrs Cross Road intersection.

3. Pedestrian and cycling facilities around the perimeter of the site to support additional
active mode trips.

4. Traffic calming on Glengarry Road to support walking and cycle safety.

5. Any proposed road onto West Coast Road on the northern property*frontage will need
to be left in left and assessment of the separation to the existing roaundabout and any
extraneous traffic.

We trust that the above provides sufficient information. However, should you have any further queries in
relation to the above, we would be happy discuss further if needed:

Yours faithfully
TRAFFIC PLANNING CONSULTANTS LTD

Todd Langwell
Director

Ref: 20278
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From: Lance Hessell
Sent: Tuesday, 18 August 2020 2:18 PM

S
P
O

Civix Ltd is assisting CPM 2019 Ltd with a proposal for 249 resi@l u and |O@O 478 West Coast Road &

Cc: Nick Mattison ; Andrew Braggins
Subject: Cultural Values Consultation: 249 Dwelling units and Lots at 460 to 47

Glengarry Road, Glen Eden 0

Kia ora

317 to 345 Glengarry Road, Glen Eden.

*
The site is located in the Residential Single House Zon the Auckl \QPlan, and the application will be
for an Integrated Residential Development as a dis<ti:n activity.
The attached document sets out the proposal @ gulatory f % It also sets out how the proposal is to

be applied for under the Covid-19 Recover ck Consenting),Act 2020 in order to obtain the most efficient

and physical environment in ter ltural val

processing pathway. K
We would appreciate your time to gis and p @dback with regard to any issues regarding the natural
n&ffrh

Please contact me if you reg

gany cIar@ :

Kind regards, 6@ * %
Lance Hess% | Sen€5\nner| v [SS@EEEE | W www.civix.co.nz

SN
\"Q@
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The Nola Estate: Application Details Relating to an Application under the
COVID-19 Recovery (Fast Track Consenting) Act 2020.

1. Introduction

Civix Ltd is a Planning, Surveying and Engineering company assisting CPM 2019 Limited with a proposal
for 249 dwelling units and lots, with a small commercial centre fronting West Coast Road #The proposal
will be applied for as an Integrated Residential Development (IRD) in the Residential Single House Zone
(SHZ) of the Auckland Unitary Plan Operative in Part (AUPOIP).

The proposal is located at 460 to 478 West Coast Road & 317 to 345 Glengarry-Read, Glen Eden (the
site), with an area of approximately 4.3ha.

The proposal is sought to be processed under the fast-tracked procéss under the Coyid-19,Recovery
(Fast Track Consenting) Act 2020 (C19FTCA).

At this stage, no detailed resource consent application has been,drafted, so the following details are at
a broad level aimed at seeking approval from the Ministemfor the Environment for processing under
the C19FTCA.

The following sets out the application details and,regulatory framework: It is noted that the site is
located within the Te Kawerau a Maki Statutery AcknowledgementiArea as shown on the Auckland
Council GIS, although there is no identifiablesimpact on Deeds of settlement relating to the settlement
land identified in the AUPOIP Chapter'E21 —/Appendix 21.Treaty Settlement Legislation — statutory
acknowledgements as detailed further below. Further, there are no identified items of cultural or
historical significance in the Council’s'GIS.

We seek your feedback to this,proposal regarding,any particular cultural value aspects relating to the
natural and physical envirenment of intérestito you.

2. Geographical Location and Site Description

The proposalfis located at 460.to 478 West Coast Road & 317 to 345 Glengarry Road, Glen Eden. The
site plan.and location‘planaresshown below.

The site is within'a 20-minute walk to the Glen Eden Park and Ride and rail station, and close to public
open‘spaces and GlensEden commercial centre.
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The current use of this site is mostly as an orchard with a small orchard stall. There is also a dairy, a
small café, and seven dwellings on the total site area of approximately 4.3ha.

The current use of the majority the site as an orchard (approximately 3ha) represents use of a
financially unviable activity over land zoned for residential development.

The Site contains no significant waterbodies. An ecological assessment of the overland flowpath
identified on the Council’s GIS system shows this is not classified as a watercourse, given theabsence
of flowing water and wetland species and other items for consideration under _the AUPOIP
identification of what constitutes a watercourse.

The proposal will be readily able to control any sediment runoff into any waterbodies, giventhe
generally flat topography, and the application of appropriate sediment controlmeasures.

In this regard, the proposed change in use to provide for 249 residential Units targeted as affordable
dwellings to assist to address the affordable housing shortfall in_Auckland is a substantial net
environmental positive effect.

3. Proposal Description

The proposal involves a 249 unit Integrated Residential,Development and a commercial centre with
associated subdivision in the Residential Single House,Zone (RSHZ) under the Auckland Unitary Plan
Operative in Part (AUPOIP).

It is intended that Kiwi Build be a partaner(to'the developmentywith a share of 150 lots and dwellings,
and the remaining 99 lots and dwellings are to be put enthe private market.

The dwellings are a mix of three<bedreom dwellings (144) and two-bedroom units (105) within a mix
of two and three level dwellings)ensuring that'thesthree level dwellings are located away from the
peripheral boundaries to,existing’sites.

The proposed Master. Plan/is shownybelow:y, This has been prepared with input from urban design,
traffic, engineering, economic, and.ecolegical experts.

Reserve areasyare_shown where'residents can recreate or gather, providing a communal facility of
benefit to the'neighbourhood.

Publiciservices are availableito the site.

It is’proposed that horizontal construction (site preparation earthworks and roading) will start late
March 2021 with a clear objective of completing the civil construction programme within 9 months
from the startsdate. It is expected that there will be sufficient civil construction activity within the first
6 months te allow vertical construction (underground services) to occur within part of the site.

Verticahconstruction will progress from October 21 and it is expected that the construction of 249
homes and 400sgm of commercial will conclude within 27 months from the start date.
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e A high standard of urban design providing a high intensity of residential use at a scale
complementary to the surrounding area.

5. Regulatory Framework

Auckland Unitary Plan Operative in Part

With regard to effects anticipated under the SHZ, the following sets out the key Zone Statement,
Objectives and Policies, and provisions in support of this proposal. These are as these provisions relate
to the activity of “Integrated Residential Development”.

Definition

An Integrated Residential Development is defined as:

Activity Status

The AUPOIP Activity Table Rule H3.4.1(A9) statesyan Integrated, Residential Development is a
Discretionary Activity. The Activity Table does not specify any development standards to be met.

Objectives and Policies

Without exhaustive listing of these, they ¢an be summarised as:

e Complementing established or, planned résidential character of predominantly one to two
storey dwellings.

e Provision of quality on-site and off-site residential amenity through urban design, landscaping,
and safety (e.g. encouraging passivesurveillance of public spaces).

o Non-residential activities provide for the community’s social, economic, and cultural well-being,
while keeping in scale with the/character of development anticipated by the zone.

e Mitigating adverse effects on water quality through controlling impervious areas.
e Towprovide forintegrated residential development on larger sites.

Standards and Application Approach

As a discretionary activity, there are no specific matters for which assessment is restricted to.
Therefore, proposals must be guided by the outcomes anticipated under objectives and policies, and
for the'activity as defined.

It is noted that the Activity Table does not specify any development standards to be met, signalling that
proposals can be designed according to best practicable outcomes, rather than being restricted by
specific adherence to standards. There is no explanation provided in the AUPOIP RSHZ for not referring
to standards, however, it is reasonable to consider that flexibility in design is intentional to best help
accommodate additional provision of affordable housing in Auckland.
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The application approach as directed by the AUPOIP RSHZ is therefore to design a proposal which:
e Responds to Policy H3.3(8) of providing for integrated residential development on larger sites.

e Responds to an appropriate scale of built form complementary to the RSHZ anticipated
character.

e Achieves high amenity outcomes through high quality urban design.

e Provides supporting communal facilities (such as recreation and leisure facilities — i.e. reserves
as proposed).

e Can be serviced by existing public infrastructure (roads and underground services).
e Respects matters of significance to iwi.
e Isresponsive to effects on natural resources such as watercourses and'natural features.

This approach therefore responds to any known and potential adverse'effects on the epvironment with
the outcome being significant net positive environmental effectsswhen considered’ against the
planning framework of the AUPOIP.

National Policy Statement on Urban Development

The NPSUD took effect on 20 July 2020 and replaces the National Policy’Statement on Urban Capacity
2016. The NPSUD sets out the objectives and policies for planning.for well-functioning urban
environments under the Resource Management Act 1991 and seeks the provision of sufficient
development capacity to meet the different needs of people and communities.

It contributes to the Urban Growth Agenda (UGA) which aims to remove barriers to the supply of land
and infrastructure to make room for 'cities to grow up and out. The NPSUD does this by addressing
constraints in our planning systemyto ensure/ growth is enabled and well-functioning urban
environments are supported,

The MFE website on the NPSUD states that'it contains objectives and policies that Councils must give
effect to in their resource management decisions.

The NPSUD sets out time frames fof implementing objectives and policies for three “Tiers” of Councils,
with Auckland Council being a “Tier(1”Council.

The summary structure @and timeframes of the NPSUD is:
e ,Objectives and‘policies take immediate effect.

e _Plans changes implementing intensification policies must be notified within two years for Tier
1 & 2 Councils, although Housing and Business Assessments (HBAs) on capacity, and Future
Deveélopment Strategies (FDSs) to inform plan changes are required to be completed in time to
inform 2024 long term plans.

e Plan Changes are to follow as soon as soon as monitoring of development supply against
demand is completed (being annually), with plan changes to supply additional capacity where
needed to be provided within 12 months of the relevant monitoring report. This means new
rules in Council plans addressing additional supply are in the order of 6 years away.
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e Planningis required to be responsive to proposals addressing development capacity, including
unanticipated or out of sequence development.

e Councils are required to prepare a Future Development Strategy (FDS) every six years and
update them every three years and provide an implementation plan for their FDS.
While the timeframes for plan changes implementing rules through plan changes are some way off,

the NPSUYD requires adequate consideration of its Objectives and Policies now.

In this regard, there are several objectives and policies in support of intensification satisfying certain
criteria such as:

e Provision of a variety of homes in terms of price, location, and different. households.
e Enabling Maori to express their cultural traditions and norms.

e Proximity to urban centres or rapid transport.

e Supporting reductions in greenhouse gas emissions.

e Responding to the effects of climate change.

The overall intent of the NPSUD is clear in that where inténsification is practical, Councils are required
to be responsive to such proposals — particularly in relation.to proposalsthat.would supply significant
development capacity, as set out in Objective 6, Policy 6, and Policy,8.

The proposed design responds in terms of anti€¢ipated residential amenity under the AUPOIP provisions
relating to integrated residential developménts'in the SHZ.

The proximity to rapid transit will discourage unnecessary ‘vehicle trips, to some degree mitigating
potential greenhouse effects by reducingspotential emissions from vehicles.

The proposal aligns strongly with,the outcomesanticipated under the NPSUD.

National Policy Statement for Fresh Water Management 2014 (Amended 2017 — noting the draft
September 2020 NPS to take effect on 3 September 2020)

This sets out the objectives and policiesfor freshwater management, including:
e Recognition.of Te Mana,o'te Wai in freshwater management.
e Reflection of tangata whenua values and interests in decision making.
e Improving degraded 'water bodies using bottom lines as defined in the NPS.

e . Safeguarding and enhancing the life-supporting capacity of water and associated ecosystems,
including threatened ecosystems.

e . Waerk‘towards targets for fish abundance, diversity and passage.
e, An,integrated approach to management of land and freshwater and coastal water.

The Site contains no significant waterbodies. An ecological assessment of the overland flowpath
identified on the Council’s GIS system shows this is not classified as a watercourse, given the absence
of flowing water and wetland species and other items for consideration under the AUPOIP
identification of what constitutes a watercourse.
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The proposal will be readily able to control any sediment runoff into any waterbodies, given the flat
topography, and the application of appropriate sediment control measures.

The proposal does not compromise any outcomes anticipated in the NPSFWM.

National Environmental Standard for Assessing and Managing Contaminants in Soil to Protect
Human Health (NESCS)

The National Environmental Standard for Assessing and Managing Contaminants in Soil to Protect
Human Health (NESCS) is a nationally consistent set of planning controls and soil contaminant values.
It ensures that land affected by contaminants in soil is appropriately identified and assessedbeforeit
is developed - and if necessary, the land is remediated, or the contaminants contained to make.the
land safe for human use.

As the site is subject to use as an orchard, it is necessary to complete a Detailed Site Investigation (DSI)
to determine the levels of contaminants from the use of horticulture related chemicals:

If the levels found exceed those for permitted activities under this standard, the(siteawill require
remediation and validation of soil quality prior to constructions, This is standardypractice, and the
methods to be followed to remediate and validate any contaminated soil will respond to the outcomes
anticipated under the NESCS.

Should any contaminants exceed specified levelsj) rémediation and validation will assure outcomes
anticipated under the NESCS.

Treaty Settlements applicable to the location.

The site is located within the Te Kaweral @ Maki Statutory Acknowledgement Area. Deeds of
settlement relate to the following Settlement land o(AUPOIP Chapter E21 — Appendix 21 Treaty
Settlement Legislation — statutory/acknowledgements).
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None of these areas relate directly to the location of the Site, noting the AUPOIP has applied a broad
Statutory Acknowledgement Area extending beyond these areas.

Outline of types of consents or designations required.

The following table sets out an outline of consents required.

h
Activity Resource Consent O
Integrated Residential Development in the RSHZ H3.4(A9) Discretionary Activity
New buildings H3.4(A36) Discretionary Activity

Subdivision in accordance with an approved land use | E38.4.2(A14) Restricted Discretionary
consent complying with Standard E38.8.2.2.

New vehicle crossing to a vehicle access restriction | E27.4(A5) Restricted Discretionary
road (West Coast Road is shown as an arterial road in
GIS).

Regional and District Earthworks

Earthworks greater than 2,500m? within thed E12.4.1(A9) Restrictéd Discretionary

Sediment Control Protection Area E12.4.1(A6) Réstricted"Discretionary

3
Earthworks greater than 2,500m E12.4.1(A10) Restricted Discretionary

Earthworks greater than 2,500m?

Stormwater discharges from impervious, areas | E84.1(A10) Discretionary
exceeding 5,000m?

"Discharges of contaminants frem disturbing soil on,| E30.4.1(A6) Controlled Activity
land containing elevated |evels of contamifants.

Diverting the entry or exitpoint, piping,or reducing | E36.4.1(A41) Restricted Discretionary Activity
the capacity of any part of an overland flowpath.

Any buildingswer other structures, including retaining
walls (but ‘excluding permitted fences and walls)
located'within'or over @n overland flow path.

E36.4.1(A42) Restricted Discretionary Activity

: Subject to assessment after completion of a Detailed Site Investigation for soil contamination.
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6. Conclusion

The proposal makes the most efficient use of this large site in the SHZ, making a valuable contribution
to the affordable housing crisis in Auckland. Environmental effects are able to be mitigated through
appropriate construction methods and matters of value to Maori are not adversely affected.

your feedback. For any further information or clarification, please contact:
Lance Hessell
Senior Planner OQ
Civix Ltd \ q
W9
IS N\ '\
Q O

Thank you for taking the time to review and consider this proposal, and we look forward to ref&g

10
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From: Lance Hessell s 9(2)(a)

Sent: Tuesday, 18 August 2020 2:50 PM
To: s 9(2)(a)

Cc: Nick Mattison s ; Andrew Braggins $9(2)(@)
Subject: FW: Local Board Consultation: 249 Dwelling units and Lots at 460 to 478 West Coast Road & 317 to 345
Glengarry Road, Glen Eden

Good afternoon

Civix Ltd is assisting CPM 2019 Ltd with a proposal for 249 residential'units and lots at 460'to 478 West Coast Road &
317 to 345 Glengarry Road, Glen Eden.

The site is located in the Residential Single House Zone dnderthe Auckland Unitary,Plan, and the application will be
for an Integrated Residential Development as a discretionary activity.

The attached document sets out the proposal and its regulatory framework. It also sets out how the proposal is to
be applied for under the Covid-19 Recovery (Fast.Track Consenting) Act2020 in order to obtain the most efficient
processing pathway.

We would appreciate your time to review this and provide feedback with regard to any issues the Local Board may
have, or to provide any support for the proposal which we consider responds extremely well to the National Policy
Statement Urban on Developmentiby jproviding appropriate intensification with a mix of affordable housing types.
Please contact me if you requireiany clarification:

Kind regards,

Lance Hesséll/| SEENE) WWW.CiViX.c0.nz
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The Nola Estate: Application Details Relating to an Application under the
COVID-19 Recovery (Fast Track Consenting) Act 2020.

1. Introduction

Civix Ltd is a Planning, Surveying and Engineering company assisting CPM 2019 Limited with a proposal
for 249 dwelling units and lots, with a small commercial centre fronting West Coast Road #The proposal
will be applied for as an Integrated Residential Development (IRD) in the Residential Single House Zone
(SHZ) of the Auckland Unitary Plan Operative in Part (AUPOIP).

The proposal is located at 460 to 478 West Coast Road & 317 to 345 Glengarry-Read, Glen Eden (the
site), with an area of approximately 4.3ha.

The proposal is sought to be processed under the fast-tracked procéss under the Coyid-19,Recovery
(Fast Track Consenting) Act 2020 (C19FTCA).

At this stage, no detailed resource consent application has been,drafted, so the following details are at
a broad level aimed at seeking approval from the Ministemfor the Environment for processing under
the C19FTCA.

The following sets out the application details and,regulatory framework: It is noted that the site is
located within the Te Kawerau a Maki Statutery AcknowledgementiArea as shown on the Auckland
Council GIS, although there is no identifiablesimpact on Deeds of settlement relating to the settlement
land identified in the AUPOIP Chapter'E21 —/Appendix 21.Treaty Settlement Legislation — statutory
acknowledgements as detailed further below. Further, there are no identified items of cultural or
historical significance in the Council’s'GIS.

To assist the application to the Minister under the C19FTCA, we seek comment from the Waitakere
Ranges Local Board to this,proposal regarding any matters of interest.

2. Geographical Location and Site Description

The proposalfis located at 460.to 478 West Coast Road & 317 to 345 Glengarry Road, Glen Eden. The
site plan.and location‘planaresshown below.

The site is within'a 20-minute walk to the Glen Eden Park and Ride and rail station, and close to public
open‘spaces and GlensEden commercial centre.
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The current use of this site is mostly as an orchard with a small orchard stall. There is also a dairy, a
small café, and seven dwellings on the total site area of approximately 4.3ha.

The current use of the majority the site as an orchard (approximately 3ha) represents use of a
financially unviable activity over land zoned for residential development.

The Site contains no significant waterbodies. An ecological assessment of the overland flowpath
identified on the Council’s GIS system shows this is not classified as a watercourse, given theabsence
of flowing water and wetland species and other items for consideration under the AUPOIP
identification of what constitutes a watercourse.

The proposal will be readily able to control any sediment runoff into any waterbodies, giventthe
generally flat topography, and the application of appropriate sediment controlmeasures.

In this regard, the proposed change in use to provide for 249 residential Units targeted as affordable
dwellings to assist to address the affordable housing shortfall in_Auckland is a substantial net
environmental positive effect.

3. Proposal Description

The proposal involves a 249 unit Integrated Residential,Development and a commercial centre with
associated subdivision in the Residential Single House,Zone (RSHZ) under the Auckland Unitary Plan
Operative in Part (AUPOIP).

It is intended that Kiwi Build be a partaner(to'the development)with a share of 150 lots and dwellings,
and the remaining 99 lots and dwellings are to be put enthe private market.

The dwellings are a mix of three<bedreom dwellings (144) and two-bedroom units (105) within a mix
of two and three level dwellings)ensuring that'thesthree level dwellings are located away from the
peripheral boundaries to,existing’sites.

The proposed Master. Plan/is shown,below:, This has been prepared with input from urban design,
traffic, engineering, economic, and.ecolegical experts.

Reserve areasyare_shown where'residents can recreate or gather, providing a communal facility of
benefit to the'neighbourhood.

Publiciservices are availableito the site.

It is’proposed that horizontal construction (site preparation earthworks and roading) will start late
March 2021 with a clear objective of completing the civil construction programme within 9 months
from the startsdate. It is expected that there will be sufficient civil construction activity within the first
6 months te allow vertical construction (underground services) to occur within part of the site.

Verticahconstruction will progress from October 21 and it is expected that the construction of 249
homes and 400sgm of commercial will conclude within 27 months from the start date.

273






e A high standard of urban design providing a high intensity of residential use at a scale
complementary to the surrounding area.

5. Regulatory Framework

Auckland Unitary Plan Operative in Part

With regard to effects anticipated under the SHZ, the following sets out the key Zone Statement,
Objectives and Policies, and provisions in support of this proposal. These are as these provisions relate
to the activity of “Integrated Residential Development”.

Definition

An Integrated Residential Development is defined as:

Activity Status

The AUPOIP Activity Table Rule H3.4.1(A9) statesyan Integrated, Residential Development is a
Discretionary Activity. The Activity Table does not specify any development standards to be met.

Objectives and Policies

Without exhaustive listing of these, they ¢an be summarised as:

e Complementing established or, planned résidential character of predominantly one to two
storey dwellings.

e Provision of quality on-site and off-site residential amenity through urban design, landscaping,
and safety (e.g. encouraging passivesurveillance of public spaces).

o Non-residential activities provide for the community’s social, economic, and cultural well-being,
while keeping in scale with the/character of development anticipated by the zone.

e Mitigating adverse effects on water quality through controlling impervious areas.
e Towprovide forintegrated residential development on larger sites.

Standards and Application Approach

As a discretionary activity, there are no specific matters for which assessment is restricted to.
Therefore, proposals must be guided by the outcomes anticipated under objectives and policies, and
for the'activity as defined.

It is noted that the Activity Table does not specify any development standards to be met, signalling that
proposals can be designed according to best practicable outcomes, rather than being restricted by
specific adherence to standards. There is no explanation provided in the AUPOIP RSHZ for not referring
to standards, however, it is reasonable to consider that flexibility in design is intentional to best help
accommodate additional provision of affordable housing in Auckland.
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The application approach as directed by the AUPOIP RSHZ is therefore to design a proposal which:
e Responds to Policy H3.3(8) of providing for integrated residential development on larger sites.

e Responds to an appropriate scale of built form complementary to the RSHZ anticipated
character.

e Achieves high amenity outcomes through high quality urban design.

e Provides supporting communal facilities (such as recreation and leisure facilities — i.e. reserves
as proposed).

e Can be serviced by existing public infrastructure (roads and underground services).
e Respects matters of significance to iwi.
e Isresponsive to effects on natural resources such as watercourses and'natural features.

This approach therefore responds to any known and potential adverse'effects on the epvironment with
the outcome being significant net positive environmental effectsswhen considered’ against the
planning framework of the AUPOIP.

National Policy Statement on Urban Development

The NPSUD took effect on 20 July 2020 and replaces the National Policy’Statement on Urban Capacity
2016. The NPSUD sets out the objectives and policies for planning.for well-functioning urban
environments under the Resource Management Act 1991 and seeks the provision of sufficient
development capacity to meet the different needs of people and communities.

It contributes to the Urban Growth Agenda (UGA) which aims to remove barriers to the supply of land
and infrastructure to make room for 'cities to grow up and out. The NPSUD does this by addressing
constraints in our planning systemyto ensure/ growth is enabled and well-functioning urban
environments are supported,

The MFE website on the NPSUD states that'it contains objectives and policies that Councils must give
effect to in their resource management decisions.

The NPSUD sets out time frames fof implementing objectives and policies for three “Tiers” of Councils,
with Auckland Council being a “Tier(1”Council.

The summary structure @and timeframes of the NPSUD is:
e ,Objectives and‘policies take immediate effect.

e _Plans changes implementing intensification policies must be notified within two years for Tier
1 & 2 Councils, although Housing and Business Assessments (HBAs) on capacity, and Future
Deveélopment Strategies (FDSs) to inform plan changes are required to be completed in time to
inform 2024 long term plans.

e Plan Changes are to follow as soon as soon as monitoring of development supply against
demand is completed (being annually), with plan changes to supply additional capacity where
needed to be provided within 12 months of the relevant monitoring report. This means new
rules in Council plans addressing additional supply are in the order of 6 years away.
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e Planningis required to be responsive to proposals addressing development capacity, including
unanticipated or out of sequence development.

e Councils are required to prepare a Future Development Strategy (FDS) every six years and
update them every three years and provide an implementation plan for their FDS.
While the timeframes for plan changes implementing rules through plan changes are some way off,

the NPSUYD requires adequate consideration of its Objectives and Policies now.

In this regard, there are several objectives and policies in support of intensification satisfying certain
criteria such as:

e Provision of a variety of homes in terms of price, location, and different.households.
e Enabling Maori to express their cultural traditions and norms.

e Proximity to urban centres or rapid transport.

e Supporting reductions in greenhouse gas emissions.

e Responding to the effects of climate change.

The overall intent of the NPSUD is clear in that where inténsification is practical, Councils are required
to be responsive to such proposals — particularly in relation.to proposalsthat.would supply significant
development capacity, as set out in Objective 6, Policy 6, and Policy,8.

The proposed design responds in terms of anti€¢ipated residential amenity under the AUPOIP provisions
relating to integrated residential developménts'in the SHZ.

The proximity to rapid transit will discourage unnecessary ‘vehicle trips, to some degree mitigating
potential greenhouse effects by reducingspotential emissions from vehicles.

The proposal aligns strongly with,the outcomesanticipated under the NPSUD.

National Policy Statement for Fresh Water Management 2014 (Amended 2017 — noting the draft
September 2020 NPS to take effect on 3 September 2020)

This sets out the objectives and policiesfor freshwater management, including:
e Recognition.of Te Mana,o'te Wai in freshwater management.
e Reflection of tangata whenua values and interests in decision making.
e Improving degraded 'water bodies using bottom lines as defined in the NPS.

e . Safeguarding and enhancing the life-supporting capacity of water and associated ecosystems,
including threatened ecosystems.

e . Waerk‘towards targets for fish abundance, diversity and passage.
e, An,integrated approach to management of land and freshwater and coastal water.

The Site contains no significant waterbodies. An ecological assessment of the overland flowpath
identified on the Council’s GIS system shows this is not classified as a watercourse, given the absence
of flowing water and wetland species and other items for consideration under the AUPOIP
identification of what constitutes a watercourse.
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The proposal will be readily able to control any sediment runoff into any waterbodies, given the flat
topography, and the application of appropriate sediment control measures.

The proposal does not compromise any outcomes anticipated in the NPSFWM.

National Environmental Standard for Assessing and Managing Contaminants in Soil to Protect
Human Health (NESCS)

The National Environmental Standard for Assessing and Managing Contaminants in Soil to Protect
Human Health (NESCS) is a nationally consistent set of planning controls and soil contaminant values.
It ensures that land affected by contaminants in soil is appropriately identified and assessedbeforeit
is developed - and if necessary, the land is remediated, or the contaminants contained to make.the
land safe for human use.

As the site is subject to use as an orchard, it is necessary to complete a Detailed Site Investigation (DSI)
to determine the levels of contaminants from the use of horticulture related chemicals!

If the levels found exceed those for permitted activities under this standard, the(siteqwill require
remediation and validation of soil quality prior to constructions, This is standardypractice, and the
methods to be followed to remediate and validate any contaminated soil will respond to the outcomes
anticipated under the NESCS.

Should any contaminants exceed specified levelsj) rémediation and validation will assure outcomes
anticipated under the NESCS.

Treaty Settlements applicable to the location.

The site is located within the Te Kawerat @ Maki Statutory Acknowledgement Area. Deeds of
settlement relate to the following Settlement land o(AUPOIP Chapter E21 — Appendix 21 Treaty
Settlement Legislation — statutory/acknowledgements).
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None of these areas relate directly to the location of the Site, noting the AUPOIP has applied a broad
Statutory Acknowledgement Area extending beyond these areas.

Outline of types of consents required.

The following table sets out an outline of consents required.

h
Activity Resource Consent O
Integrated Residential Development in the RSHZ H3.4(A9) Discretionary Activity
New buildings H3.4(A36) Discretionary Activity

Subdivision in accordance with an approved land use | E38.4.2(A14) Restricted Discretionary
consent complying with Standard E38.8.2.2.

New vehicle crossing to a vehicle access restriction | E27.4(A5) Restricted Discretionary
road (West Coast Road is shown as an arterial road in
GIS).

Regional and District Earthworks

Earthworks greater than 2,500m? within thed E12.4.1(A9) Restrictéd Discretionary

Sediment Control Protection Area E12.4.1(A6) Réstricted"Discretionary

3
Earthworks greater than 2,500m E12.4.1(A10) Restricted Discretionary

Earthworks greater than 2,500m?

Stormwater discharges from impervious, areas | E84.1(A10) Discretionary
exceeding 5,000m?

"Discharges of contaminants frem disturbing soil on,| E30.4.1(A6) Controlled Activity
land containing elevated |evels of contamifants.

Diverting the entry or exitpoint, piping,or reducing | E36.4.1(A41) Restricted Discretionary Activity
the capacity of any part of an overland flowpath.

Any buildingswer other structures, including retaining
walls (but ‘excluding permitted fences and walls)
located'within'or over @n overland flow path.

E36.4.1(A42) Restricted Discretionary Activity

: Subject to assessment after completion of a Detailed Site Investigation for soil contamination.
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6. Conclusion

The proposal makes the most efficient use of this large site in the SHZ, making a valuable contribution
to the affordable housing crisis in Auckland. Environmental effects are able to be mitigated through
appropriate construction methods, and conditions of resource consent.

5& g

your feedback.

For any further information or clarification, please contact: Q

Lance Hessell \: q
)

Senior Planner \ \

Civix Ltd OA \

s Q

Thank you for taking the time to review and consider this proposal, and we look forward to ref

10
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From: Scott Lomas

Sent: Friday, 28 August 2020 11:06 AM . %
To: Lance Hessell_ q

Subject: RE: Cultural Values Consultation: Te Kawerau a Maki meeting. \

Kia ora Lance, A
Thank you for the email and information. | can confirm that Te Kawerau @ve cultural |@ts of this area

and wish to engage with this project.
| would suggest that, due to the large scale of this developmen@me site fo@us ion.
Please note our cost-recovery fees at . O

L 2
Some current dates | am free:

e 9™ Sept, morning ®\
e 14™ Sept, morning @
e 16™ Sept, morning.

Please let me know if any of these dat éable for yo&

Nga mihi,

uthorlty & Settlement Trust
Oaks, Auckland | PO Box 59-243, Mangere Bridge, Auckland.
| Website: www.tekawerau.iwi.nz

mas (MSc)
and EnV|r

Scott Lomas Robin
; Robin Taua-Gordon

Cc: NickiMattis ; Andrew Braggins
Subjeurl Values Consultation: 249 Dwelling units and Lots at 460 to 478 West Coast Road & 317 to 345
Glengarr ad, Glen Eden

Kia ora

Civix Ltd is assisting CPM 2019 Ltd with a proposal for 249 residential units and lots at 460 to 478 West Coast Road &
317 to 345 Glengarry Road, Glen Eden.
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The site is located in the Residential Single House Zone under the Auckland Unitary Plan, and the application will be
for an Integrated Residential Development as a discretionary activity.

The attached document sets out the proposal and its regulatory framework. It also sets out how the proposal is to
be applied for under the Covid-19 Recovery (Fast Track Consenting) Act 2020 in order to obtain the most efficient

processing pathway.

We would appreciate your time to review this and provide feedback with regard to any issues regarding the natural
and physical environment in terms of cultural values.

Please contact me if you require any clarification.
Kind regards,

Lance Hessell | BREIT | SN | W www.Civix.coqZ2
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From: Edith Tuhimata
Sent: Monday, 31 August 2020 4:07 PM

Cc: Nick Mattison ; Andrew Braggins

Glengarry Road, Glen Eden K

Tena Koutou, Q ;

Ngati Tamaoho defer this application to our whanaunga I@a Maunga V@hii and Te Kawerau a
Maki. Q . O

Nga Mihi \ \\'
Edith Tuhimata

Kaitiaki Taiao

Niati Tamaoho t @ @
Sent from Outlook Mobile Q K

From: Lance Hessel
Sent: Friday, August 28

Andrew Braggins

ad, Glen

%,

Kia ora
Further s correspondence last Tuesday, we thought it appropriate to reach out again to follow up.

rry Ro

Have you had time to consider the contents of the attached details for the proposed 249 units under the Covid-19
Recovery (Fast Track Consenting) Act 2020?

Nga Maunga Whakahii o Kaipara advises it has deferred to Te Kawerau a Maki for comments.
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Na mihi,

Lance Hessell | B8 2 | Scnior Planner | W _l W www.civix.co.nz

From: Lance Hessell
Sent: Tuesday, 18 August 2020 2:18 PM &

To:

Cc: Nick Mattison ; Andrew Braggins 9
Subject: Cultural Values Consultation: 249 Dwelling units and Lots at 460 to 478 West C@st 317 to 34%

Glengarry Road, Glen Eden \
9
Kia ora \
Civix Ltd is assisting CPM 2019 Ltd with a proposal for 249 residential units a A 460 to 4@; Coast Road &

317 to 345 Glengarry Road, Glen Eden. S
The site is located in the Residential Single House Zone under the Aut nitary Plan, the application will be

for an Integrated Residential Development as a discretionary activity. Q

ewo@c @ ts out how the proposal is to
nting) Act % er to obtain the most efficient
We would appreciate your time to review this &/ide feedb &gard to any issues regarding the natural
and physical environment in terms of cult .

The attached document sets out the proposal and its re
be applied for under the Covid-19 Recovery (Fast Trac&
processing pathway.

Please contact me if you require any clari on.

Kind regards, 0 &
Lance Hessell | B T jor Pla neN% | W www.civix.co.nz
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z
Cc: Nick Mattison ; Andrew Braggins
Subject: RE: Cultural Values Consultation: 249 Dwelling units and Lots at 460 to 478 West Coast Road & 317 to 345
Glengarry Road, Glen Eden

Kia ora
Further to this correspondence last Tuesday, we thought it appropriate to reach out again to follow up.

Have you had time to consider the contents of the attached details for the proposed 249 units under th &19
Recovery (Fast Track Consenting) Act 20207?

Nga Maunga Whakahii o Kaipara advises it has deferred to Te Kawerau a Maki for comments. Q

Na mihi, . %

From: Lance Hessell
Sent: Tuesday, 18 August 2020 2:18 PM

Andrew Braggins
Subject: Cultural Values Consultation: 249 DweIIin%ts and Lots at 46 8 West Coast Road & 317 to 345

Glengarry Road, Glen Eden @

Kia ora K

Civix Ltd is assisting CPM 2019 Lt@)posal fK@idential units and lots at 460 to 478 West Coast Road &
e

317 to 345 Glengarry Road, Glen

The site is located in the Res

for an Integrated Resi@
’ . .
The attached d L% sets out th al and its regulatory framework. It also sets out how the proposal is to
be applied fo e Covid-19 Re ry (Fast Track Consenting) Act 2020 in order to obtain the most efficient
processin@ . &\
We xpprecia our time to review this and provide feedback with regard to any issues regarding the natural
cal enviro % terms of cultural values.

lease contac@if you require any clarification.

Kind r&%

Lance Hessell | BREIE | Scnior Planner| W [ 88@@ T | vy www.civix.co.nz

evelopmen a discretionary activity.

ial Sing@gunder the Auckland Unitary Plan, and the application will be
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Sent: Monday, 31 August 2020 9:32 AM \ q

To: Lance Hessell .
Subject: RE: Cultural Values Consultation: 249 Dwelling units and Lots at 460 to 473% oast Road to 345

Glengarry Road, Glen Eden \
Téna koe Lance, @ 0
Ngati Whatua Orakei does not need involvement in this instance but defer and support our whanaunga of Te

Kawerau a Maki as the lead Iwi for direct consultation moving @rd on'this prc@
Nga mihi, 5& * \O
Toi Whenua Team \ 2\

From: Lance Hessell
Sent: Friday, 28 August 2020 11:16 a

Cc: Nick Mattison
Subject: RE: Cultural V. ling units and Lots at 460 to 478 West Coast Road & 317 to 345
Glengarry Road, Glen

Kia ora
.
FurthX@ respo e&\; :| uesday, we thought it appropriate to reach out again to follow up.
Ha d time the contents of the attached details for the proposed 249 units under the Covid-19

ting) Act 2020?

% (Fast Trac
a Maunga @hii o Kaipara advises it has deferred to Te Kawerau a Maki for comments.

Na mihi,

Lance Hessell | BRI | “cnior Planner| W [ S9@@ T | vy www.civix.co.nz

287



From: Lance Hessell
Sent: Tuesday, 18 August 2020 2:18 PM

Cc: Nick Mattison ; Andrew Braggins
Subject: Cultural Values Consultation: 249 Dwelling units and Lots at 460 to 478 West Coast Road & 317 to 345

Glengarry Road, Glen Eden &
Kia ora O

Civix Ltd is assisting CPM 2019 Ltd with a proposal for 249 residential units and lots at 460 to 47 t Coast Roa
317 to 345 Glengarry Road, Glen Eden.

The site is located in the Residential Single House Zone under the Auckland Unltary PI appllcat
for an Integrated Residential Development as a discretionary activity.

The attached document sets out the proposal and its regulatory framework. It Q}out ho proposal is to
be applied for under the Covid-19 Recovery (Fast Track Consenting) Act 202 der to obtal st efficient
processing pathway.

We would appreciate your time to review this and provide feedback gard to any |s§es regarding the natural
and physical environment in terms of cultural values.

Please contact me if you require any clarification.

0

Kind regards,

Lance Hessell | BREIE | “cnior Planner www Civix.co.nz
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