Invitation for Comment on Papakura to Drury
South State Highway 1 Improvements
The Papakura to Drury South State Highway 1 Improvements is a Listed Project
under the COVID-19 Recovery (Fast-track Consenting) Act 2020
Application Name

Papakura to Drury South State Highway 1 Improvements – Stage 1B1

EPA Reference

FTC000015

Applicants

Waka Kotahi NZ Transport Agency and Transpower New Zealand Limited

Comments due by

Friday, 24 September 2021

Accessing the application

The full application and supporting documents can be viewed on the EPA
website, which can be accessed here:
https://www.epa.govt.nz/fast-track-consenting/listed-projects/papakura-to-drurysouth-state-highway-improvements/

Notices of requirement have been lodged and applications made by Waka Kotahi NZ Transport
Agency and Transpower New Zealand Limited for Stage 1B1 of Papakura to Drury South State
Highway 1 Improvements under the COVID-19 Recovery (Fast-track Consenting) Act 2020.
To comment on the Stage 1B1 Papakura to Drury South State Highway 1 Improvements applications
and notices of requirement using the form below, please fill in the details and:
•

Email the form to papakuradrury.fasttrack@epa.govt.nz. Please mark in the subject line:
“Comments on Stage 1B1 of Papakura to Drury South State Highway 1 Improvements Fast Track
Application (Your name/organisation) by Friday, 24 September 2021; or

•

Post the form to Papakura to Drury South State Highway 1 Improvements Fast Track Application,
Environmental Protection Authority, Private Bag 63002, Waterloo Quay, Wellington 6140 in time
for the form to be received by the Friday, 24 September 2021; or

•

Deliver in person to Environmental Protection Authority, Grant Thornton House, Level 10, 215
Lambton Quay, Wellington by the Friday, 24 September 2021. Please note that due to potential
changes in COVID-19 Alert Levels our reception may not be open to the public. We suggest
phoning ahead to check.
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Comments must be received by the EPA, on behalf of the Papakura to Drury South State
Highway 1 Improvements Expert Consenting Panel, no later than Friday, 24 September 2021
If your comment is not received by the EPA by Friday, 24 September 2021 the Panel is not required
to consider your comment (although it may decide to). Under the COVID-19 Recovery (Fast-track
Consenting) Act 2020 there is no right to seek a waiver of the time limit.
If you are an iwi authority you may share the consent application with hapū whose rohe is in the
project area in the application, and choose to include comments from the hapū with any comments
you may wish to provide.

Important information
Your personal information will be held by the EPA and used in relation to the Stage 1B1 Papakura to
Drury South State Highway 1 Improvements consent application and notices of requirement process.
You have the right to access and correct personal information held by the EPA.
A copy of your comments, including all personal information, will be provided to the Expert Consenting
Panel and the applicant.
All comments received on the application and notices of requirement will be available on the EPA
website.
If you are a corporate entity making comments on this application and notices of requirement, your full
contact details will be publicly available. For individuals, your name will be publicly available but your
contact details (phone number, address, and email) will not be publicly available.
Please do not use copyright material without the permission of the copyright holder.
All information held by the EPA is subject to the Official Information Act 1982.
More information on the fast-track consenting process can be found at https://www.epa.govt.nz/fasttrack-consenting/about/.

2

Comment on the Stage 1B1 Papakura to Drury South State Highway 1
Improvements applications and notices of requirement
All sections of this form with an asterisk (*) are mandatory.
1.

Contact Details

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

Auckland Council

*First name

Ian

*Last name

Smallburn

Postal address

Private Bag 92300, Victoria Street West, Auckland 1142

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

2.

*Work phone
Ian.Smallburn@aucklandcouncil.govt.nz
Cc to Russell.Butchers@aucklandcouncil.govt.nz

*We will email you draft conditions of consent for your comment about the application and notices
of requirement

Ξ
3.

I can receive emails and my email address is

I cannot receive emails and my postal address is

correct

correct

Please provide your comments on the application and notices of requirement

If you need more space, please attach additional pages. Please include your name, page numbers and Project
name on the additional pages.
Auckland Council’s comments on this application is appended to this covering sheet.
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Auckland Council comments on the Papakura to Drury South State Highway 1
Improvements – Stage 1B1
General Comments
Auckland Council supports the proposed Papakura to Drury South State Highway Improvements and
works to the Transpower High Voltage lines in principle. The Council has been engaged in preapplication discussions with Waka Kotahi on Stage 1B1 of this proposal since September 2020, and
with Transpower since April 2021. The pre-application discussions have included the reviewing of draft
conditions. It is also noted that the Council granted consent for Stage 1A of the project in June 2020.
Feedback has been sought from the Papakura Local Board, who have confirmed that “The board is
supportive of the Papakura to Drury SH1 improvements Stage 1B1 consent and look forward to the
project progressing.”
The following Council specialists have reviewed the application material and their comments are
included with this response:
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.
8.

Jo Hart, Senior Policy Planner
Gavin Donaldson, Senior Arborist
Myfanwy Eaves, Senior Archaeology Specialist
Millie Ahlstrom, Ecology Specialist
Fiona Rudsits, Contaminated Land Specialist
Andrew Gordon, Noise & Vibration Specialist
Fiona Harte, Senior Earthworks & Streamworks Specialist
Arun Niravath, Development Engineer (with input from Abby Sharma, Stormwater Specialist,
and Danny Curtis of Healthy Waters)
9. Lea van Heerden, Senior Parks Planner
10. Kevin Wong Toi, Principal Planner, and Elmira Vatani, Senior Development Planner, on behalf
of Auckland Transport
11. Mark Bishop, Principal Policy Planner & Tim Barry, Infrastructure Interface Manager, on behalf
of Watercare Services Limited

1. Notices of Requirement
Council reviewer; Jo Hart, Senior Policy Planner, Plans and Places
Auckland Council - Plans and Places acknowledges the benefits of the proposal and supports the
proposed highway improvements to Designation 6706 and the proposed designation for the shared use
path.
Auckland Council - Plans and Places has been included in the pre-application meetings with both
Auckland Council - Premium Resource Consents and Waka Kotahi New Zealand Transport Agency
(NZTA) in relation to the notices of requirement. Pre-lodgement reviews have been undertaken of the
draft assessment of effects and draft conditions. Amendments suggested by Auckland Council - Plans
and Places, as a result of the pre-lodgement reviews, have been included in the final applications lodged
with the Environmental Protection Authority.
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A standard approach has been taken by NZTA in the split between the conditions for the designations
and regional resource consents. The notice of requirement conditions generally relate to the
environmental effects managed by the district plan provisions of the Auckland Unitary Plan (Operative
in part) 2016 with the regional consent conditions relating to the environmental effects managed by the
regional provisions. This approach is acceptable to Auckland Council - Plans and Places.
NZTA’s proposed conditions for the notices of requirement include, amongst other matters, those for
managing the potential adverse environmental effects of traffic, noise, arboriculture, and heritage along
with the requirements for a Stakeholder and Communication Plan and a Network Utilities Management
Plan. Therefore, Auckland Council – Plans and Places has read the Auckland Council specialist
comments relating to public parks/open space, heritage, trees, and noise. Similarly, the comments of
the Auckland Council Controlled Organisations of Watercare Services Limited and Auckland Transport
have also been noted in regard to traffic and network utilities.
Auckland Council – Plans and Places relies on the expert opinion of the specialists and generally agrees
with the recommended new or amended notice of requirement conditions contained within the individual
specialist comments.
Auckland Council - Plans and Places would welcome any further opportunities in regard to providing
feedback on the proposal and conditions relating to the notices of requirement prior to a formal decision.

2. Arboriculture
Council reviewer: Gavin Donaldson, Senior Arborist
Arboricultural Assessment
The Arboricultural report (tree report) assesses the arboriculture effects of the Project works within the
altered area of Designation 6706 and the area of the new Shared Use Path (SUP) designation and
recommends mitigation and management measures to address potential adverse effects.
The tree report is an assessment of the effects of removal of vegetation and works within the rootzone
during the construction phase, upon vegetation protected by the rules of the AUP, including
Arboricultural effects relating to trees in the Council Road Reserve and Open Space zones, but does
not cover effects upon vegetation within the CMA, SEA -T/, lakes/rivers/streams and wetlands as
variously specified by the Auckland Unitary Plan under regional rules and the RMA sections 12, 13 and
14.
The Arboricultural report contains a suite of tree protection measures and tree works methodologies that
are appropriate for the activity and it is recommended that these measures be followed to provide
protection for those trees to be retained and worked around as part of the construction works.
Replanting:
The AEE notes that replacement planting at a 1:1 ratio is proposed as part of the Project. The
replacement trees will be a native species in accordance with the standards of F2.21.6.1 of the AUP.
Native riparian planting will be conducted along the banks of Ngakoroa Stream, in accordance with the
recommendations in the Ecology Assessment in Appendix P of the AEE and the Arboricultural
Assessment in Appendix J of the AEE. Native vegetation planting has been assessed as a permitted
activity.
The AEE states that replanting will be implemented in accordance with the general principles applied as
part of Stage 1A. All new plantings will be maintained in accordance with the Waka Kotahi P39 Standard
Specification for Highway Landscape Treatments.
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Rules Assessment
The rules assessment notes that the works will require the following activities:
The removal and replacement of Jesmond Bridge may require some native vegetation removal within
coastal riparian areas of Ngakoroa Stream and SEA, which is a discretionary activity in the General Coastal
Marine Zone and a non-complying activity in the SEA.
Vegetation removal is required within 20m of the riparian areas of Ngakoroa Stream for the replacement of
Jesmond Bridge. This vegetation removal requires resource consent as a restricted discretionary activity
It is proposed to remove pest plants along the Ngakoroa Stream banks, which will comply with standard
E3.6.1.8 as a permitted activity. It will comply with the standards because best practice erosion and
sediment control measures will be implemented,
Pest plant removal
Pest plant removal on the Banks of the Ngakoroa Stream that comply with the standards in E3.6.1.8 must
also consider the following additional factors:
•

Vegetation alteration is defined in chapter J of the AUP and includes damage to the roots so
any pest plant removal and replanting must consider this if done within the root zone of protected
riparian vegetation.

•

The standards listed in E15.6.8 would apply in so far as they seek to prevent siltation etc by
restricting the use of loose mulch within the flood zone so this would need to be considered with
any replanting on the stream bank and the use of loose soils/mulch etc near the stream edge.

•

The root mass of weed species are often difficult to eradicate unless they are physically dug out
or poisoned. Either of these options could have detrimental effects to existing riparian
vegetation on the stream bank or result in the contamination or siltation of the stream.

•

While the Applicant maintains that pest plant removal will comply with the standards, I suggest
that you ask them how they intend to control any pest plant regrowth and look closely at
E3.6.1.8.- Standards for Disturbance and the associated sediment discharge for pest plant
removal, as it may be that an approved pest management plan is required for this aspect of the
proposal, and the use of agrichemicals is subject to the provisions in Chapter E34 Agrichemicals
and vertebrate toxic agents

Conditions
The proposed conditions have very few that refer to Arboriculture - to which I have made recommended
changes and additions marked in red below.
AB.1 All works within the protected root zone of trees to be retained shall be supervised by a qualified
(Works) Arborist experienced in earthworks in close proximity to protected trees.
Where works will involve protected trees and vegetation, a pre-start site meeting is required between a
Contractors representative and the Appointed Works Arborist to clarify the nature and extent of the tree
protection measures to be undertaken, and the necessity to ensure that the Works Arborist is present to
supervise all works that occur within the rootzone of retained protected trees.
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All works within the protected root zone must be undertaken as set out in the Arboricultural Assessment
prepared by Peers Brown Miller Limited, dated September 2020. A copy of tree report must be kept on
site for the duration of the development period.
AB.2 There must be no storage (or temporary storage) of materials, machinery and equipment within the
protected root zone of any protected tree.

3. Archaeology
Council reviewer: Myfanwy Eaves, Senior Archaeology Specialist
Chapter J in the Auckland Unitary Plan Operative in part (updated 10 September 2021)(AUP OIP or
AUP) defines an archaeological site as having the same meaning as in the in Heritage New Zealand
Pouhere Taonga Act 2014. No definition of archaeological site is provided within the RMA, rather, that
of historic heritage is provided in Part 1, section 2. The definition of historic heritage is substantially
broader than that of an ‘’archaeological site’’ and is not limited by a terminus ante quem date. The
protection of historic heritage from inappropriate subdivision, use and development is identified as a
matter of national importance in the RMA (Section 6f).
The proposed works, as described in the application, do not affect scheduled archaeological / historic
heritage sites in Schedule 14.1 (Schedule of Historic Heritage) in the AUP. No sites are recorded on
the New Zealand Heritage List/Rārangi Kōrero for the application area.
The proposed works, as described in the application, have the potential to effect six (6) unscheduled
archaeological / historic heritage sites. Of the unscheduled sites, four (4) meet the definition of an
archaeological site as provided in the AUP; two (2) meet the definition of historic heritage.
In reviewing the application, it is important to consider if the proposed conditions will minimise the
potential effects on known archaeological / historic heritage sites within the application area to give
effect to s6(f) of the RMA.
An Historic Heritage Assessment is provided as Appendix S to the AEE. Table 3.1 of the HHA lists
twenty (20) locations of potential historic heritage interest within 200m of the proposed activity area
which indicate the potential for discovery of previously unknown sites. Through research and field
survey only 6 sites remain as at risk of being affected by this proposal (see above). The author of the
HHA has demonstrated that consultation in the design process has ensured the proposal has
minimised the extent of land required for the widening of the motorway and installation of the SUP.
Additional measures are proposed to enhance and protect the historic heritage resource and mitigate
any potential or actual adverse effects by consented proposals on both known and unknown historic
heritage sites (including archaeological sites).
The HHA recommends obtaining a General Archaeological Authority from Heritage New Zealand
Pouhere Taonga (HNZPT). The HHA also recommends undertaking the works in accordance with an
Historic Heritage Management Plan (HHMP) and that both recommendations, when fulfilled, will
ensure the effects of the proposal on historic heritage and archaeology will be no more than minor.
We concur with this and note that the suggested HH1 condition in Appendix W is for an HHMP.
For this specific application, the Cultural Heritage Implementation Team concur that appropriate
mitigation for the effects of the proposed works on unscheduled archaeological sites are managed by
the Heritage New Zealand Pouhere Taonga Act 2014.
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It is noted that if Authority is obtained for known archaeological and potentially unrecorded
archaeological sites, the specific AUP Accidental Discovery Rule requirements for archaeological
sites do not apply as they provided for by another statutory authority.
However, there are two (2) unscheduled historic heritage sites that the proposed works have the
potential to affect. They do not meet the definition of an archaeology site and therefore will not be
covered by any granted Authority, contrary to the statement made in AEE section 6.6 (NOR 2, page
73). Additional management processes need to be considered as the applicant has demonstrated that
there is reasonable cause to suspect the presence of these historic heritage sites, and possibly more.
Recommended Historic Heritage Conditions –
•

•

All project works that have the potential to affect post-1900 historic heritage sites [Camp Hilldene
(World War 2) CHI17018; Herkts Garage (1929) CHI15990; Ngakoroa stream pool south of
Bremner Road bridge CMA (no identifier, c.1920)] are monitored by the nominated heritage
specialist(s).
At the completion of the Historic heritage investigation component of the Project Works, the
consent holder must submit a report to Council (Manager: Monitoring in consultation with
Manager: Heritage Unit) that certifies that all works that have been completed in accordance with
the requirements of the HHMP. The report must be prepared by the nominated heritage
specialist(s). It is expected that the final report/s from all archaeological and historic heritage
investigations will be supplied to Monitoring within 12 months of completion of the works.

These proposed conditions would ensure that all archaeological / historic heritage sites within the
application area are afforded the same mitigation regardless of a definition and limitation of a
terminus ante quem date. The inclusion of this first condition would give effect to s6(f) of the RMA.
It would be appropriate to include this direction with the proposed condition HH1 (below). For your
reference, I have included a copy of the HHMP condition that we have used for other Waka Kotahi
projects. It would appear they have several versions in use.
Two versions of the HHMP condition:
Proposed condition HH1 (Appendix W page 43. Not considered current):
Historic Heritage Management Plan
(a) A Historic Heritage Management Plan (HHMP) must be submitted with the Outline Plan of Works. The
HHMP must be prepared in consultation with Council, HNZPT and Mana Whenua.
(b) The objective of the HHMP is to protect historic heritage and to remedy and mitigate any residual
effects as far as practicable.
(c) To achieve the objective, the HHMP must identify:
(i) Specific areas to be investigated, monitored and recorded to the extent these are directly affected
by the Project;
(ii) Known archaeological sites and potential archaeological sites within the designation, including
identifying any archaeological sites for which an Archaeological Authority under the HNZPTA will be
sought or has been granted;
(iii) Methods for managing any unrecorded archaeological sites or post-1900 heritage sites within
the designation, which must also be documented and recorded;
(iv) Methods for identifying and assessing any known or potential built heritage sites within the
designation including details of their condition and measures to mitigate any adverse effects in
accordance with the HNZPTA guideline AGS 1A;
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(v) Roles, responsibilities and contact details of Project personnel, Mana Whenua representatives,
and relevant agencies involved with heritage and archaeological matters including surveys,
monitoring of Project works, compliance with AUP accidental discovery rule, and monitoring of
conditions;
(vi) Provision for access for mana whenua to carry out tikanga and cultural protocols;
(vii) Methods for protecting or minimising adverse effects on heritage and archaeological sites within
the designation during Project works as far as practicable, (for example fencing around heritage and
archaeological sites to protect them from damage during construction);
(viii) Protocols to manage accidental discovery of archaeological material as provided for under both
the AUP and HNZPTA;
(ix) Measures for secure on-site storage and archiving of any archaeological materials;
(x) Training requirements for contractors and subcontractors on processes and procedures for
heritage and archaeological sites within the designation, and legal obligations relating to finds and
accidental discoveries (under both the AUP and HNZPTA); and
(xi) Methods for appropriate public dissemination of knowledge gained from heritage investigations.
Construction noise and vibration management
Historic Heritage Management Plan
This is the HHMP that the council is using for other Waka Kotahi projects.
1.

Prior to the commencement of project works, the Requiring Authority / Consent Holder must
prepare a Historic Heritage Management Plan (HHMP) in partnership with Mana Whenua and
in consultation with Auckland Council and Heritage New Zealand Pouhere Taonga.
The overall objective of the HHMP is to establish the methods and procedures that will be
adopted to ensure compliance with designation / consent conditions and to achieve the
Heritage Outcomes referenced in Condition xxx. To achieve this objective, the HHMP must
meet the following minimum standards:
a. Identification of all historic heritage sites and places that will be affected by the project
(directly or indirectly).
b. Setting out methods to achieve positive effects on historic heritage sites and places.
Measures may include, but not be limited to increased public awareness and amenity of
historic heritage sites and places, interpretation, repatriation, and donation of historic
heritage material to suitable repositories, publication of heritage stories, and active
conservation/restoration of heritage features.
c. Setting out methods to avoid, remedy or mitigate adverse effects on historic heritage sites
and places that were adopted during the detailed design phase.
d. Setting out methods for investigating and recording historic heritage sites (including
buildings) that need to be demolished or relocated because of the Project Works.
e. Setting out methods to avoid, remedy or mitigate adverse effects on historic heritage sites
and places during the construction phase. For example, fencing or hoarding around
heritage sites, using construction methods that minimise vibration, etc.
f. Setting out operational triggers for the ongoing use and maintenance or disposal of land
containing historic heritage sites and places following completion of project works.
g. Alignment with the International Council on Monuments and Sites (ICOMOS) New
Zealand Charter 2010 or any subsequent version.
h. Identification of the roles, responsibilities and contact details of project personnel, Mana
Whenua representatives, and relevant agencies involved with historic heritage matters.
i. The provision of adequate training requirements to ensure all contractors and
subcontractors are aware of all statutory requirements relevant to historic heritage sites
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and places and the methods and procedures set out in the HHMP.
Identification of reporting requirements for historic heritage sites and places during the
construction phase of the projects works and at the completion of projects works. This
includes a plan for dissemination of those reports.
k. The provision of adequate measures on the storage and curation of objects and artefacts
(i.e., taonga tūturu) and any other physical or documentary material that forms part of the
wider historic heritage sites and places archive.
l. The provision of an Accidental Discovery Protocol for any accidental historic heritage
discoveries which occur during project work.

j.

Advice Notes
a. For the HHMP the term “effect” is defined in section 3 of the RMA 1991.
b. The historic heritage sites and places archive consists of the records and finds made during
the project works, including written or drawn documentation, digital files, and artefacts and
materials such as taonga tūturu.
c. The Accidental Discovery Protocol must be consistent with the Waka Kotahi Minimum
Standard P45 Accidental Archaeological Discovery Specification or any subsequent
version and the Auckland Unitary Plan Accidental Discovery Rule.
2.

The HHMP must be prepared by the nominated historic heritage specialist(s).

3.

The HHMP must include the following:
a. Be prepared using the most up-to-date historic heritage information sources as identified in
Condition xxx. This information can include (but not be limited to) all historic heritage technical
reports, site record forms from the Auckland Council Cultural Heritage Inventory and / or New
Zealand Archaeological Association database, any additional statutory approval granted or
Cultural Values Assessment. This includes any additional information prepared or submitted
since the time the designation/consent was granted.
b. Define the meaning of heritage terms. Where practical HHMP definitions should align with
relevant statutory definitions.
c. Provide a matrix of all positive and adverse effects on all historic heritage sites and places,
and all required mitigation.
d. Include any other relevant matter.

4.

Certification of Historic Heritage Management Plan
The HHMP must be provided to the Manager: Monitoring (in consultation with the Manager:
Heritage Unit) for certification to confirm that the activities undertaken in accordance with the
HHMP will achieve the objectives of the HHMP and compliance with the relevant designation
/ consent conditions. No activity authorised by this designation / consent must be carried out
until the HHMP has been certified.

5.

The Requiring Authority / Consent Holder may make changes (either following a request from
the council or on its own volition) to the HHMP at any time prior to, or after the
commencement of the project works on the historic heritage site and place authorised by this
designation / consent. Any subsequent review of the HHMP must be submitted to the Team
Leader: Monitoring (in consultation with the Manager: Heritage Unit) for re-certification. Work
on the activity in question must not be carried out until the amended HHMP has been recertified.

6.

The Requiring Authority / Consent Holder must meet the costs of the production, certification,
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monitoring, and any review of the HHMP.
Advice Notes
a. The council acknowledges that the HHMP is intended to provide flexibility both for the
Requiring Authority / Consent Holder and the council for the management of historic heritage
sites and places. Accordingly, the HHMP may need to be reviewed over time. Any reviews
should be in accordance with the stated objectives of the HHMP and limited to the scope of
this designation / consent.
b. Certification of the HHMP by the council relates only to those aspects of the management
plan that are relevant under the Resource Management Act 1991. The certification does not
amount to an approval or acceptance of suitability by the council of any elements of the
management plan that relate to other legislation, for example, but not limited to, the Heritage
New Zealand Pouhere Taonga Act 2014.
7.

The implementation of the HHMP must be consistent with all other statutory requirements, in
particular the Heritage New Zealand Pouhere Taonga Act 2014 and the conditions of any
Archaeological Authority granted by HNZPT for the Project Works.

During Construction
8.

The nominated heritage specialist(s) must record and log any heritage discovery and ongoing compliance with the conditions of this designation / consent. This log must be provided
to the Manager: Monitoring (in consultation with Manager: Heritage Unit) according to the
reporting schedule in the certified HHMP, or upon request.

Post-Construction
9.

At completion of the Project Works, the consent holder must submit a report to Council
(Manager: Monitoring in consultation with Manager: Heritage Unit) that includes the log
required by Condition xxx and certifies that all works that have been completed in accordance
with the requirements of this designation / consent. The report must be prepared by the
nominated heritage specialist(s).

10. Electronic copies of all historic heritage reports relating to historic heritage investigations
(evaluation, excavation and monitoring etc.), including interim reports, must be submitted to
the Manager: Monitoring (in consultation with Manager: Heritage Unit) according to the
reporting schedule in the certified HHMP.

4. Contaminated Land
Council reviewer: Fiona Rudsits, Contaminated Land Specialist
The earthworks area for Stage 1B1 cover approximately 21 ha in total (split into two section 14ha in the
south and 6.9 ha to the north). The volume of earthworks is estimated at 18800m3 of cut and 202,750m3
of fill), it is understood that the bulk of filling is proposed around Drury interchange and the majority of cut
will be required for drainage swales and retention ponds. The proposed cut in some areas may draw the
groundwater down by approximately 1.0m.
Based on the findings of the ‘Stage 1B1 Contaminated Land Assessment’ several contaminating activities
were identified within and adjacent to (within 50m) the Project area, such as; areas of bulk filling within the
road corridor; water channels associated with road run-off and areas around overhead pylons. Areas
directly adjacent to the highway including BP Service centre, Drury industrial estate, potential waste
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disposal to ground within Drury sports field and Karaka Reserve (10R Karaka Road), and a drum
reconditioning facility at 30 Mercer Street were also identified as areas of concern. (i.e. considered to be
potential Hazardous Activities and Industries List (HAIL) sites) and should be prioritised for investigation
Potential acid generating geology was also highlighted, particularly where works coincide with dewatering
activity in excess of 0.5 m and the potential for shallow groundwater to be affected by contamination within
the proposed route, which will be assessed for prior to works commencing.
The Draft CSMP for Stage 1B1 outlines mitigation and management measures to be implemented during
the construction phase. The Draft CSMP provides generic controls for soil contamination, including site
management procedures relating to health and safety and to minimise discharges of contaminants to the
environment.
Based on the management and mitigation strategies within the Draft CSMP and noting that these are to be
further updated depending on the outcome of any additional detailed site investigations (DSIs), it is
concluded that any adverse effects from the proposed activity to human health and the environment shall
be adequately mitigated so that the effects are less than minor.
I agree with the above approach to managing actual/potential contamination on site during the proposed
works, which is similar with approach taken for the consented Stage 1A.
Section 3.1 of the AEE has identified the following consents are required in relation to contaminated land
•

Disturbing potentially contaminated land under Regulation 11 of the NES Contaminated Soil –
Discretionary Activity.

•

Contaminated land discharges pursuant to Rule E30.4.1 (A6) of the AUP – Controlled Activity.

Based on the overall site area and volume of soil to be disturbed I agree consent as Discretionary Activity
under the NES:CS is required, as a full DSI has not been undertaken covering the whole of the Stage 1B1
area. However, for the same reason above I consider a Discretionary Activity consent (not a Controlled
Activity consent) under Rule E.30.4.1(A7) is required for the proposed project works
Further the application has not requested a specific term for the duration of the contaminated land discharge
consent, nor offered any conditions to manage the potential contaminant discharges during the works.
Generally, a term of five years is the standard term for the consent to discharge contaminants into air, water
and land during the disturbance of the site. This duration will allow the applicant time to undertake the
works, while limiting the potential effects of the discharges to a short time period.
It is recommended that the applicant confirm that a Discretionary Activity consent under Rule
E.30.4.1(A7) is to be applied and the likely duration of this consent. There is no expiry date for the
land-use consent under the NES:CS.
Assessment of notice of requirements
Waka Kotahi are also seeking a Notice of requirement (NOR 1) to establish a new designation for the
purposes of the SUP, along the western side of SH1 as well as a separate NOR (NOR 2) is being sought
to alter the existing Designation 6706 boundary to provide for the Project works.
I have reviewed the AEE with respect to contamination matters to support these NORs. Section 1.3 states
that as contamination is addressed in the AUP as a regional matter, rather than a district plan matter, the
application for a NOR is not required to address contamination. It has provided an assessment against
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regional plan matters relating to contamination and land use matters under the NES:CS relevant to the
resource consent application.
I agree with the assessment in that the effects related to potentially contaminated land will only apply during
the land disturbance activated on potentially contaminated land, which as noted above will be managed in
accordance with an approved CSMP (following the completion of the DSI).
Although Clause 5 (6) of the NES Soil: ‘an activity is changing the use of the piece of land, which means
changing it to a use that, because the land is as described in subclause (7) (subject to potential HAIL
activities), is reasonably likely to harm human health. While NOR 1 relates to a change in use of land for
a cycle and pedestrian pathways I do not consider this change in land use is reasonably likely to harm
human health.
Based on the risks highlighted in the Stage 1B1 Contaminated Land Assessment noting for this stage there
is a potential for the works to transect an ‘uncontrolled landfill’ therefore additional mitigation measures may
be necessary to protect human health and discharges to the environment (depending on outcome of the
additional sampling). Given the high-risk nature of this work management and any mitigation will be
determined based on the outcome of the DSI, which should be undertaken prior to any works commencing
works in these high-risk area with all works managed under an approved CSMP.
The AEE states that no remediation of historic landfills or contaminated sites are proposed as part of the
Project works. Construction activities will be managed through the implementation of the ESCP, SSESCP
and CSMP to appropriately manage construction discharges.
While I agree, this does depend on the outcome of the DSIs particularly in the vicinity of the landfilled areas
as additional protection measures/remediation may be required within the SUP areas. As such the DSIs
and the updated CSMP will need to address both the environmental and health effects.
Agreed/recommended contamination conditions
As per the recommendation of the AEE and Stage 1B1 Contaminated Land Assessment, the CSMP will be
informed by a Detailed Site Investigation (DSI) and submitted to Auckland Council for certification prior to
works commencing and detailed in the proposed resource consent conditions contained in Appendix W.
However, no condition for this for this DSI has been included in Appendix W. Therefore, I recommend the
following condition be included as Condition 1 for contaminated land under the NES:CS and Chapter E30
of the AUP(OP)
CL.1

At least 20 working days prior to the commencement of earthworks, a Detailed Site Investigation
(DSI) must be submitted to the council for review and certification. The DSI must:
a. Detail sampling undertaken to characterise the site’s contamination profile in accordance
with the Draft Contaminated Site Management Plan submitted with the Application
b. Be prepared in accordance with the Contaminated Land Management Guidelines No.1 &
No.5: (Ministry for the Environment, revised 2011);
c.

Include a map of sampling locations and tabulated sampling results;

d. Include an interpretation of the sampling results against the Soil Contaminant Standards
(SCShealth) for the protection of human health as set out in the National Environmental
Standard for Assessing and Managing Contaminants in Soil to Protect Human Health
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(NES:CS) and the Permitted Activity soil acceptance criteria detailed by Standard
E30.6.1.4 of the AUP(OP); and
e. Be prepared by a Suitably Qualified and Experienced contaminated land Practitioner
(SQEP).
It is recommended that condition CL.1 in Appendix W is reworded as follows:
CL.1

At least 20 working days prior to the commencement of earthworks, a revised Contaminated
Site Management Plan (CSMP) must be prepared by a Suitably Qualified and Experienced
Practitioner and submitted to the Manager for certification. These procedures must cover
management of health and safety and potential environmental risk from contaminated land
associated with the Project. The CSMP must be based on the results of the sampling from
any further investigations. The updated CSMP must describe how soil disturbance activities
of contaminated soils will be undertaken, including:
i.

Summary of proposed works, areas of known or potentially contaminated soils and
material and summary of related hazards;

ii.

Roles and responsibilities of the parties involved in the land disturbance activities,
including the SQEP;

iii.

Methods for soil testing at potentially contaminated sites;

iv.

Potential and known hazards arising from contamination (if present)

v.

Specific management methods developed for construction earthworks in potentially
contaminated soils including on site soil management practices, off-site soil transport
and disposal, personal protection and monitoring; and management of dust and odour
including details of where measures are covered in other plans;

vi.

Specific management procedures relevant to the presence or potential presence of
landfill gas and/or leachate;

vii.

Testing and validation requirements for the management and disposal of contaminated
soil and materials; and

viii.

Post-construction controls (if required).

I also suggest CL.2 & CL.3 be replaced with the follow condition as per the Council’s standard condition to
manage dust:
CL.2

Discharges of dust must not cause offensive or objectionable effects at any location beyond
the boundary of the Site, in the opinion of an enforcement officer when assessed in
accordance with the Good Practice Guide for Assessing and Managing Dust (Ministry for the
Environment, 2016). The consent holder must ensure that dust management during the
works generally complies with the recommendations of this Good Practice Guide and
minimises dust generation as far as practicable. This includes having sufficient water to
dampen exposed soil and unsealed areas, and/or other dust suppressing measures,
available as necessary.
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I agree conditions CL.4 to CL.7 are suitable to remain as conditions under the NES:CS and Chapter E30
AUP(OP). However, the following conditions should also apply to the contaminant discharge consent under
Chapter E30 of the AUP(OP):

CD.1

Potentially contaminated soils and material identified for off-site disposal must primarily
be loaded directly into trucks and must be covered during transportation off site. If
required, temporary stockpiles of soils free from separate phase hydrocarbons or
odorous petroleum hydrocarbons must be located on an impermeable surface within an
area protected by erosion and sediment controls and be covered with tarpaulins
anchored at the edges outside working hours and during periods of heavy rain.
Stockpiling of material containing separate phase hydrocarbons or odorous petroleum
hydrocarbons must not take place.

CD.2

Any perched groundwater or surface run-off water encountered within the excavation
area requiring removal must be considered potentially contaminated, and must either:
a.

Be disposed of by a licenced liquid waste contractor; or

b.

Pumped to sewer, providing the relevant permits are obtained; or

c.

Discharged to the stormwater system or surface waters provided a SQEP verifies
that the contaminant levels are likely to comply with the Australian and New
Zealand Environment Conservation Council (ANZECC) Guidelines for Fresh and
Marine Water Quality (2000) for the protection of 80 percent of freshwater species,
with the exception of benzene where the 95 percent protection level must apply.

5. Noise & Vibration
Council reviewer: Andrew Gordon, Noise & Vibration Specialist
An acoustic report titled PAPAKURA TO DRURY SOUTH STAGE 1B1 Noise and Vibration Assessment
dated 14 /04/2021 has been submitted to support the applications for resource consents and Notices of
Requirement. The report assesses: 

the construction noise and vibration effects of the Project works within the altered area of
Designation 6706 and the area of the new Shared Use Path designation



the traffic noise effects of the Project out to the design year of 2038

I agree construction noise and vibration effects will be adequately managed with a Construction Noise and
Vibration Management Plan and for specific activities, where predicted levels exceed project limits, by
preparing and applying Schedules which would be attached to the CNVMP.
Where practicable all noisy works and high vibration creating works will be restricted to the daytime period.
I agree Section 16 of the RMA applies and the “Best Practicable Option” approach will need to be
implemented to manage noise and vibration effects from all works.
Overall I agree the construction noise effects from the Project will be relatively low as the existing
environment is already impacted by traffic noise and construction noise levels, for the majority of works,
would be only marginally higher.
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In regard to traffic noise, I agree the assessment demonstrates the Project is predicted to result in a
marginal change to the overall traffic noise level and, to a level which would not be noticeable (i.e. generally
from -2 to +2 dB).
I agree additional noise mitigation measures are not required as acoustic barriers proposed through Stage
1A will be effective.
Construction noise and vibration effects can be adequately controlled through the imposition of conditions.
I generally support the applicants proposed conditions namely, CNV.1, CNV.2, CNV.3 and CNV.4.

6. Earthworks and Streamworks
Council reviewer: Fiona Harte, Senior Earthworks and Streamworks Specialist
This assessment covers proposed earthworks, activities directly within fresh waterbodies, and any
earthworks including associated diversion and discharge within proximity of natural wetlands. The key
activities identified within the application material are:
•
•
•
•

21ha of earthworks.
Replacement of the Jesmond Road bridge over the Ngakaroa Stream including estuarine area
and riparian wetland at the border to the coastal marine area (CMA).
Drainage of and earthworks within a ‘ponded’ wetland area totalling 750m2 at the karaka
reserve.
Extension of existing culverts and installation of rock rip-rap erosion and scour protection;
culverts 14D, 14E & 14F.

Jesmond Road bridge:
The ecology report describes estuarine habitat at the Jesmond Road bridge as having current moderate
ecological value. It is evident upon review of the ecology report, aerial imagery and google street view,
that the riparian margins along the Ngakaroa Stream qualify as natural wetland upstream on the bridge,
and the downstream area within the CMA would likely qualify as “connected area”. These areas would
be subject to the regulations of the NESFW.
No assessment of works specific to that directly within / or within 10m of a natural wetland for the bridge
replacement under the NESFW has been provided. It is unclear whether these works would be directly
within / or within 10m of the natural wetland at this location.
Ponded area / wetland at Karaka Reserve:
The ponded area at Karaka reserve is described in the ecology report as forming as a result of the
construction of an access track through a flow path, an example of an induced wetland. Past aerials
seem to support this, where a defined channel is visible in previous aerials, where current aerials now
depict a ponded wetland area.
The ecology report fails to assess potential value of all the freshwater resources associated with the
proposal. Advice around this had been previously given at the pre-application stage. The National Policy
Statement for Freshwater Management (2020) provides direction that the loss of potential value must
also be considered. The ecological assessment only provides current values and as a consequence has
concluded the level of effect for filling in the wetland as negligible, requiring no offset. If potential value
was considered, the level of effect would likely warrant offsetting for this loss.
Extension of culverts 14D, 14E & 14F
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The ecology report concludes that the culvert extensions will be over existing consented rip-rap areas
of up to 15m and therefore these sections provide negligible value based on a ‘rip-rap rock-lined
environment and therefore an overall low or very low level of effect.
The report notes total proposed rip-rap lengths varying between 15.6-19.2m are proposed for each
extension. I read this as each culvert will be extended by 15m (over consented rip-rap areas) and then
further rip-rap will be placed within the stream varying 15.6-19.2m. The total impact area for each stream
would be approximately 30-34m. However, it is not entirely clear.
The cumulative effects of the proposed rip/rap and extension are not assessed. The ecology report
states that stream with rip-rap has negligible value when assessing the impact of the culvert extension.
However, when proposing to line the sections of stream downstream of the extension with 15-19.2m of
rip-rap and potentially degrading that section of stream to negligible value, the loss has not been
assessed. The potential value of the stream should be considered (as discussed above) when making
this assessment and this could result in a moderate level of effect and warrant offsetting.
Earthworks and construction methodology
Although the total earthworks area is large, it is generally spread over a narrow area of road corridor
with flat grades. Much of the earthworks will therefore be undertaken via a cut to cover methodology,
minimising erosion and the potential for sediment discharges. Overall, the proposed methodologies are
robust and the implementation of controls in accordance with GD05 through the provision of final sitespecific erosion and sediment control plans would adequately manage the construction related effects
relating to sediment discharges.
Streamworks and Earthworks Conclusion
Consent has been applied for under regulations 45-47 of the NESFW, however, the accuracy of that
applied for, and whether all areas requiring consent have been captured, is unclear. The applicant’s
assessments will likely cover the potential adverse effects from these activities.
The adverse effects from the proposed rip-rap has not been assessed, nor have the cumulative effects
of stream loss from the overall proposed culvert extensions when considering previous extensions and
consents.
Potential value must also be considered when assessing impact on freshwater values. The lack of
consideration towards potential for both the culvert extensions and the ponded wetland area means that
the level of effect on freshwater values has been under-estimated, and as a result, no offsetting has
been proposed to address adverse effects.
The matters discussed above would normally be questioned via the s92 process of a resource consent
application in order to determine whether the potential effects have been sufficiently described and
appropriately avoided, remedied, mitigated, or offset to achieve no net loss in ecological function and
preferably extent. Based on this review, there could be a net loss in ecological values. Conditions are
not appropriate to address this.

7. Ecology
Council Reviewer: Millie Ahlstrom, Ecology Specialist
The partial drainage of a wetland is not provided for in the National Environmental Standards for
Freshwater 2020. Mitigation and/or offsetting should therefore be required for this partial drainage. The
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effects of this partial drainage on the wetland have not been described, and no mitigation or offset
measures have been proposed.
A condition has been proposed for the submission of a detailed planting plan for the vegetated swales
and wetlands prior to works commencing, but the assessment of adverse effect and associated
mitigation or offset of this partial wetland drainage cannot be left up to a consent condition, and instead
should be forthcoming in the application 1.
There are several conditions which have been proposed within the ecology report but do not follow
through into the schedule of proposed conditions (Appendix W).
The submitted ecology report proposes that a lizard management plan (LMP) should be submitted to
mitigate the effects of the proposal on Copper Skink (Oligosoma aeneum) which may be present in the
project area (“A Lizard Management Plan is recommended to address the requirements of the Wildlife
Act 1953 whereby native copper skinks may persist in very low-quality habitats.”). This condition has
not been included in the proposed conditions. As Copper Skink have been sighted in the area, this
condition should be included.
Native birds are protected under the Wildlife Act. Given this the proposed vegetation removal should be
carried out at an appropriate time as to avoid native bird nesting season. Native birds were sighted in
the area during the bird counts carried out for the submitted ecology report, they are highly mobile
species, and therefore this warrants the inclusion of this condition in any consent that is granted for
these works. Also to consider that NES-F Regulation 55(9)(c) has a requirement for considering adverse
effects on birds during nesting season.
In relation to the salt marsh by the Jesmond Bridge site: a planting plan has been proposed as a consent
condition but the effects of vegetation removal in this area have not been appropriately described.
Suggested ecology conditions:
•

Prior to the commencement of any vegetation removal works the Consent Holder must submit
and have certified by Council, a Lizard Management Plan (LMP) prepared by a suitably qualified
and experienced ecologist/herpetologist. The LMP Plan must be designed so as to achieve the

•

All vegetation alteration and/or clearance must occur outside the main native bird nesting
season (early September until the end of February inclusive) to minimise any disturbance risk
that vegetation removal would have on nesting birds. If vegetation clearance is unavoidable
during the main native bird nesting season, an approved and experienced ecologist or
ornithologist must visually observe and inspect all trees and shrubs proposed for removal within
24 hours of felling to identify any active nests.
•

A mitigation and restoration planting plan for the partial drainage of the wetland should
be submitted for approval prior to the commencement of these works.

8. Engineering
Council reviewer: Arun Niravath, Development Engineer

It is recommended that the below condition is included within the General construction
conditions (CC) to cover any effects to adjacent sites due to proposed works
The land modification works proposed must be undertaken in a manner which ensures that
the land within the site and the land on adjoining properties remain stable at all times. In this
regard the consent holder must employ a suitably qualified civil / geotechnical engineer to
1

Relevant caselaw includes Manawatu District Council v Manawatu District Council [2016] NZEnvC 053
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investigate, direct and supervise - land modification works, particularly in close proximity to
neighbouring properties, to ensure that an appropriate design and construction methodology
is carried out to maintain the short and long term stability of the site and surrounds.
Furthermore, the following is noted:
-

Abby Sharma, the Council’s stormwater specialist, has confirmed that the proposed stormwater
treatment is appropriate.
Healthy Waters have confirmed that they are satisfied with the proposal and that they have
worked with the applicant throughout the concept design process. .
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9. Auckland Council Parks Planning
Reviewer name: Lea van Heerden, Senior Parks Planner
These comments these are provided in full on the following pages.
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Parks Asset Owner Specialist Response
From:
Date:

Lea van Heerden
Senior Parks Planner, Parks, Sports and Recreation
17 September 2021

Overall Summary:

1. INTRODUCTION

1. My involvement in the application has been to consider the potential effects of the notice of
requirement (NoR) and resource consent for the Papakura to Drury SH1 improvements on
public land which includes parks and reserves and the facilities these contain, on behalf of
Parks Planning, Auckland Council.

2. The information reviewed includes the assessment of effects (AEE), drawings, expert
assessments and conditions of consent, as relevant.

3. Recommendations are provided regarding the proposed conditions to address potential
adverse effects.

2. THE PROPOSAL

4. The application identifies that the proposal will affect the following open space land as identified
in Appendix O Adjacent and Affected Parties:

Table 1: Existing Open Space affected by altered by designation 6706 and new SUP Designation
Open Space Name

Legal Description

Zone

NoR

Bremner Esplanade

Lot 2 DP 106093, Lot
1 DP 106093,

Open Space –
Informal recreation

Affected by altered by
designation 6706 and
new SUP Designation

Open Space - Sport
and Active Recreation
Zone

Affected by altered by
designation 6706 and
new SUP Designation

Section 5 SO 61999.
Section 2 SO 61999

Open Space - Sport
and Active Recreation
Zone

Affected by altered by
designation 6706 and
new SUP Designation

Karaka Reserve, 10R
Karaka Road

SO 65144, SEC 1 SO
65144, PT RAILWAY
LAND SO 47014, SO
65144

Open Space - Informal
Recreation Zone

Affected by altered by
designation 6706 and
new SUP Designation

Hingaia Stream
Esplanade Reserve

Lot 1 DP 168929, Pt
Lot 3 DP 96414, Lot 6
DP 119244, Lot 7 DP

Open Space - Informal
Recreation Zone

Affected by altered by
designation 6706 and
new SUP Designation

Lot 3 DP 119463
Drury Sport Complex
20 Victoria Street,

Allot 390 Parish of
Opaheke, PT Allot
47 Parish of Opaheke

Drury Sport Complex
,Parcel off SH22
opposite Mercer street
Directly effected
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119244, Lot 16 DP
68708 and SO 200
Hulls Reserve - Sits
with Stormwater but
maintained by CF

589R Great South
Road Papakura
Auckland 2113

Open Space - Informal
Recreation Zone

Not affected by altered
by designation 6706
and new SUP
Designation

Pedestrian
Accessways

Lot 214 DP 486950

Open Space - Informal
Recreation Zone

Not affected by altered
by designation 6706
and new SUP
Designation

Ngakaroa Reserve

ALLOT 405 Parish OF
ŌPĀHEKE, ALLOT
406 Parish OF
ŌPĀHEKE

Open Space Conservation Zone

Affected by altered by
designation 6706 and
new SUP Designation

Drury Esplanade

ALLOT 435 Parish OF
OPAHEKE

Open Space Conservation Zone

Not affected by altered
by designation 6706
and new SUP
Designation

25 Kilmacrennan Drive
Papakura Auckland
2110

Indirectly effected

3. OVERVIEW ASSESSMENT
Bremner Esplanade Reserve

5. The Bremner Esplanade Reserve is approximately 6 hectares located on either side of the
Pahurehure Inlet, and just west of Drury Sport Complex.

6. The esplanade is zoned Open Space – Conservation zone.

22

Bremner
Esplanade

Figure 1: Bremner Esplanade Reserve. Purple lines are newly proposed NoR

7. The proposal involves a designated area and works on the northern end of Bremner Road,
reducing the esplanade boundaries. Existing SH1 designation 6706 is located east of these
reserves.

8. The reason why the proposed designation (NoR2) area extends onto this part of the esplanade
is to accommodate the shared use path and connectivity.

Bremner Esplanade Reserve – Key Open Space Considerations
•

It is not clear if there are proposed earthworks and removal of conservation planting to facilitate
the construction of the walkway.

Bremner Esplanade Reserve - Assessment

9. A reduction or waiver of an esplanade triggers a discretionary activity under the RMA. However,

the proposed designated and potential works are within an area which is not used for active
recreation or access at this specific location. Therefore, no direct effects on the function of the
reserve are expected. I consider the ecology report in conjunction with the UDLF will ensure
protection and/or replacement planting as required and will help mitigate the loss of vegetation
appropriately while considering the health of the stream.

10. Landowner approval must be sought before work commence.
Drury Sports Complex

11. The Drury Sports Complex is an 8.37 hectares active sports park located west of Victoria Street
and Great South Road. Car parking and facilities are located centrally and are accessed from
Victoria Street.
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12. The reserve is zoned Open Space - Sport and Active Recreation Zone.

Drury Sports
Complex

Figure 2: Aerial of Drury Sports Complex. Purple lines are newly proposed NoR

13. The proposal involves a designated area and works on Bremner Road and Great South Road

and within the southern-most part of the Drury Sports Complex. Existing SH1 designation 6706
is located near the northern boundary of the reserve.

14. The reason why the proposed designation area extends onto this part of the Drury Sports
Complex is to accommodate specifically the proposed Shared Use Path (NoR2). It is presumed
that this area may be required for construction works associated with the project, although it is
not labelled on the drawings as a construction area.

Drury Sports Complex – Key Open Space Considerations
•
•
•

Land disturbance and potential removal of a group of trees located within the Parks land. These
trees are protected under regional and district rules.
Access during construction.
It is unclear if any retaining walls are proposed within the exiting park.

Drury Sports Complex - Assessment

15. The proposed designated along the northern section and potential works area at the Drury
Sports Complex is within an area which is not used for active recreation or access. Therefore,
no direct effects on the function of the reserve are expected. By constructing a shared use path
will contribute to interconnectivity between Auranga and the Drury Sport complex.
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16. The proposed designated along the southern section and potential works area at the Drury

Sports Complex is within an area which is used for active recreation, sport and access.
Therefore, it may have direct effects on the function of the sport field. There is a standard for
separation distance a field must have from the boundary of any road. I am unaware that this
has been addressed.

17. The works on both Bremner Road and Great South Road may affect access for vehicles

travelling south or north to the Drury Sports Complex. A Construction Traffic Management Plan
(CTMO) condition should adequately address this matter and ensure that access to the reserve
is maintained during construction.

18. It appears the trees potentially affected are assessed in the application arboricultural report.
The Tree Management Plan within the Arboriculture Assessment in conjunction with the ULDF
will ensure protection and/or replacement planting as required.

19. Landowner approval must also be sought before work commence. This will also require the
minimum requirements of separation distance from the sport fields to be addressed.

20. Tree asset owner approval must be sought before work commence for any trees within the
open space zone.

Hingaia Stream Esplanade Reserve – NoR 1

21. The relevant part of the Hingaia Stream Esplanade Reserve is located along the banks of the

Hingaia Stream. In this specific section of the application, the Hingaia Stream Esplanade is
considered adjacent an site that will become part of NoR1, however it appears the newly
proposed boundary adjustment of NoR1 goes right up to the boundary of the esplanade. It is
not clear what that means for the esplanade, whether there will be earthworks or battering onto
the esplanade is unclear. The land is zoned Open Space - Informal Recreation Zone.

22. Drury Esplanade is approximately 2.8ha of conservation land.
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Paper Road
Hingaia Stream
Esplanade Reserve
Drury Esplanade
Reserve

Figure 3: Aerial of Hingaia Stream Esplanade Reserve

Hingaia Stream Esplanade
Reserve marked as 161.

Figure 4: Hingaia Stream Esplanade Reserve Purple lines are newly proposed NoR

23. The proposal involves an extension of SH1 NoR1 and NoR2 on its eastern and western side to
include the integration of Shared Use Path to connect Drury Esplanade and a paper road as
shown in Figure 3.
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24. The effected land marked 157 has been identified as an opportunity to purchase a land locked
area between the motorway and Hingaia Stream Esplanade Reserve for Riparian Restoration
and extending the ecological island of the interchange.

Hingaia Stream Esplanade Reserve – Key Considerations
•

The NoR2 proposed will provide the opportunity to integrate pedestrian and cycle connections into
the Hingaia Stream and Drury esplanade reserve.

Hingaia Stream Esplanade Reserve and Drury Esplanade – Assessment

25. The Urban and Landscape Design Framework Plan (ULDF) will adequately provide for visual
integration of the permanent works into the reserve landform and landscape. The Ecology
assessment will provide adequate planting consideration for riparian planting within these
esplanades.

26. Landowner approval must also be sought before work commence.
Karaka Reserve

27. Karaka Reserve is 5.83 hectare of open space located at the corner south of Great South Road
and east of SH1.

28. The reserve is zoned Open Space – Informal Recreation and is subject to Plan Change 48:
Drury Centre Precinct. The specific use is currently undefined.

Karaka Reserve

Figure 5: Figure 4: Karaka Reserve. Purple lines are newly proposed NoR1
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29. The proposal involves an extension of SH1 NoR1 to its east along with the potential to integrate
a Shared Use Path along the western boundary of the reserve.

30. Works within this reserve is to integrate stormwater management and enchantment planting for
amenity.

Karaka Reserve – Key Considerations and Assessment

31. It is assumed the function of the reserve will change. That needs to be addressed appropriately

if not considered already under Plan Change 48. The ULDF will adequately provide for visual
integration of the permanent works into the reserve landform and landscape.

32. It is not clear if Karaka Reserve will be purchased from Auckland Council and if compensation
or land in lieu of reserve will be provided for the loss of Council Owned Land elsewhere. This
needs to be clarified.

33. Landowner approval must also be sought before work commence.
4. Discussion and Assessment General Comments
Landowner Approval

34. I accept the proposed widening of NoR1 and the additional NoR 2 will effect existing parks land.

From my understanding, the proposal does not include additional open space to be created.
The designations provide authority for the activity or works from a land use resource consent
perspective; however, this is not approval for use or changes to land that is outside the
ownership of the requiring authority. Works upon public open space land (Parks land) are
subject to landowner approval (LOA) processes, whereby the requiring authority must gain
approval for works from the landowner, in this case, Auckland Council. The LOA process is
considered an approval under the Local Government Act and is rarely considered under the
Resource Management Act or provided as an advice note to the resource consent conditions.
While this application does make reference to consult with the required Authority, it does not
specifically address that LOA must be obtained before work can commence, specifically on
existing park land.

35. The LOA process provides the ability for Auckland Council, and in particular Parks and

Community Facility to have some say over the implementation and impact of the projects on
Parks land. It must be considered that LOA is obtained well prior to construction work
commencing. The LOA will help address specific effects through conditions that must be met,
to ensure that those effects are appropriately mitigated and managed.

36. Overall, I consider the conditions proposed in the NoR are overarching and does not provide
surety to capture the importance of the LOA process here. Limited and broad refence is made
to consult with the required Authority.

37. In my opinion amendments to the Proposal and/or the NoR conditions are required to ensure

effects and loss of open space are appropriately mitigated and managed. This process will also
provide surety that that Council, specifically Community Facilities will be able to deliver its
reserve development programme and projects in collaboration with Waka Kotahi. Parks land
warrants detailed consideration and attention as it often has multiple functions including
providing for community, cultural, social and/or recreational wellbeing, which needs to be
addressed appropriately.

Blue-Green Network
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38. The Blue-Green network, proposed by Auckland Council in the Drury-Ōpāheke Structure Plan

to guide future urban growth, is not specifically recognised in this application but is referenced
under Public Policy, p34 of Appendix L and to some extent indirectly addressed by the
Landscape and Visual Assessment and the Urban and Landscape Design Framework (ULDF).

39. The Blue-Green network is a green infrastructure proposal that combines the Auckland wide

policies of Section E3, with specific landscape values of the Drury-Ōpāheke area. While this
has not specifically been addressed, a thorough assessment in collaboration with Community
Facilities, specifically the Auckland Council Parks and Parks and places Specialist, will help
achieve active mode connectivity to recreational facilities (including Ngakoroa Reserve,
Auranga Development, Drury Sports Complex and the Hingaia Stream Esplanade Reserve)
and the ability to tie into the proposed greenways and recreational corridors anticipated by the
Drury -Ōpāheke Structure Plan, Blue-Green Network. The Greenways plan is an important
document to understand Council’s desire for future connections to the proposed shared paths.
In my view, without the collaborative consultation with Parks and Community Facilities, there
can easily be opportunities missed to maximise and enhance connectivity.

40. The UDLF conditions must address the integration of the project with the Blue-Green network

via the general clauses which recognise landscape character, open space zones, urban context
and specifically the proposed urban context. To ensure that the intent for appropriate treatment
of the Blue-Green network is given effect to, a condition of consent is recommended.

Pre-construction Conditions

41. The pre-construction conditions do not include any requirement to consult with Auckland
Council (Parks).

42. Involvement of Auckland Council (Parks) in the pre-construction phase of work is important to
ensure that matters which directly affect access, operational matters and environmental effects
at Parks land are appropriately considered prior to design and construction decisions being
finalised and the project proceeding to OPW and construction stages.

43. The Management Plans requires a summary of comments received from Mana Whenua and

other stakeholders as required by the relevant management plan condition, along with a
summary of where comments have been incorporated or not, and why. However, there is no
process outlined to obtain these comments relating to stakeholders, including Auckland Council
(Parks).

44. Consultation and its requirements are already part of the proposed conditions, therefore a
requirement to consult with Auckland Council (Parks) is not a departure from conditions relating
to other parties or matters, as noted.

45. To provide a requirement for adequate consultation prior to detailed design, a condition that

requires consultation with Auckland Council (Parks and Community Facilities) is recommended.

Urban and Landscape Design Framework (ULDF)

46. An Urban and Landscape Design Management Plan (ULDMP) will include matters which

address the principal elements of the Project that are likely to give rise to temporary and
permanent adverse effects on landscape character, natural character and visual amenity. In
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this application it is covered by Appendix K – Landscape and Visual Assessment and Appendix
L -Urban and Landscape Design Framework.

47. The ULDF, contained in Appendix L of the AEE, provides a detailed assessment of the existing

environment, considering landscape, ecology, hydrology, urban development and connectivity,
including cultural history and heritage. It does refer to some park lands being Drury Sport
Complex, Drury Domain, Otuwairoa Reserve and Ngakaroa Reserve as part of Stage 1B1. I do
acknowledge, as part of their landscape and visual recommendations, it is recommended that
ongoing discussion be undertaken with Auckland Council, however this is specifically regarding
the management of planting around the notable tree adjacent to the northbound onramp at the
Drury Interchange specifically. Ongoing discussion with Auckland Council (Parks, Sports and
Recreation) is not conditioned or recommended elsewhere.

48. According to the ULDF document, it has a focus that is wider than the immediate Project area

and is informed by the Waka Kotahi published documents ‘Bridging the Gap’3 and the
‘Landscape Guidelines’4, recommending outcomes that provide more than just the minimum
required mitigation of effects. I do acknowledge the ULDF makes references to integration of
transport and land use, maintaining local connectivity and facilitate green infrastructure. While
it appears consistent with the requirements Policy 6 of the NPSUD.

49. The Blue-Green network is not noted as a specific matter to address in the ULDF.
50. Arguably, a ULDF would address the integration of the project with the Blue-Green network

(Discussed earlier) to some extent via the general clauses, which recognise landscape
character, open space zones, urban context and specifically the proposed urban context. Again,
I do acknowledge that this is indirectly assessed.

51. However, to provide surety that the intent for appropriate treatment of the Blue-Green network

is given effect to, a condition of consent is recommended which also include the integration of
the Blue-Green Network. Given that the Blue-Green network is likely to be superseded by the
time the project is implemented, this recommendation should also be included in any future
similar plan.

5. CONCLUSION

52. It is not clear whether the proposal will result in permanent loss of public open space land and

whether the loss of that land will be replaced or adequality mitigated. This has not adequately
been addressed in the AEE. While the proposal has not necessarily been designed to mitigate
the loss of recreational function and values inherent to the larger reserves that are currently
leased or have future potential uses for recreation function, specifically Drury Sport Complex
and the esplanade reserves, I do consider the UDLF in conjunction with Ecology Report,
Arboriculturally assessment and CMTP will address some concerns to an extent.

53. Generally, the proposal for the new SUP is supported as a spine, but there is scope for
improvement regarding collaboration with Parks and Community Facilities to maximise and
enhance a network of connectivity, location and the underpass as potential mitigation for many
of the effects on parks land.

54. In my opinion amendments to the Proposal and/or the NoR conditions are required to ensure
effects are appropriately managed, but also addressed appropriately and in a collaborative way
to ensure the best outcomes for all Stakeholders involved.
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6. RECOMMENDED CHANGES
PRE-CONSTRUCTION CONDITIONS
Recommended Condition: Added
PC.8 (a)

A Stakeholder and Communications Management Plan (SCMP) shall be
submitted to the Manager for information at least 10 working days prior to the
Start of Construction.

(b)

The objective of the SCMP is to identify how the public and stakeholders
(including directly affected and adjacent owners and occupiers of land) will be
communicated with throughout the Construction Works.

(c)

To achieve the objective, the SCMP shall include:
(i)

the contact details for the Project Liaison Person. These details shall
be on the Project website, or equivalent virtual information source,
and prominently displayed at the main entrance(s) to the site(s);

(ii)

the procedures for ensuring that there is a contact person available
for the duration of Construction Works, for public enquiries or
complaints about the Construction Works;

(iii)

methods for engaging with Mana Whenua, to be developed in
consultation with Mana Whenua;

(iv)

methods for engaging with Parks, Sport and Recreation and Land
Advisory, to be developed in consultation with Parks, Sport and
Recreation and Land Advisory;
[Reason for Addition: This way we ensure WK applies for LOA in the
appropriate time, it also gives Council the opportunity to help
facilitate the approval on tight time frames. This is often overlooked
at RC Stage as its sits outside the RMA and within the LGA, each
LOA has its own set of required conditions to be met and can take
some time if approached too late]

(d)

(v)

a list of stakeholders, organisations, businesses and persons who
will be communicated with;

(vi)

methods to communicate the proposed hours of construction
activities outside of normal working hours and on weekends and
public holidays, to surrounding businesses and residential
communities;

(vii)

linkages and cross-references to communication methods set out in
other conditions and management plans where relevant.

any SCMP prepared for a Stage of Work shall be submitted to the Manager
for information ten working days prior to the Start of Construction for a Stage
of Work.

RECOMMENDED NEW CONDITION UNDER CT.1(C):
CT.1(c) (xx) methods to maintain the functional operational and recreational access to any
Auckland Council Park land during construction where practicable, or to provide
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alternative access arrangements to the satisfaction of Auckland Council Land
Advisory;
Recommended Advise Note:
Any works provided for by the designation within public open space land (Auckland Council
Parks land) are subject to landowner approval processes, whereby the requiring authority will
need to get approval for any such works from Auckland Council as the landowner.

RECOMMENDED CONDITION UNDER THE UDLF:
LV.0

(a) The UDLF must be prepared in consultation with the Parks Planning Team Leader, to the
satisfaction of the Compliance Monitoring Team Leader, prior to the start of construction for a
stage of work.
(b)

The objective of the UDLF is to:
(i)

enable integration of the project's permanent works into the surrounding
landscape and urban context; and

(ii)

ensure that the project’s potential adverse landscape and visual effects are
avoided, remedied or mitigated.

(c)

Mana Whenua must be invited to participate in the development of the UDLF to
provide input into relevant cultural landscape and design matters including how
desired outcomes for management of potential effects on cultural sites, landscapes
and values identified and discussed in accordance with Mana Whenua may be
reflected in the ULDMP.

(d)

The UDLF must include:
(i)

a concept plan – which depicts the overall landscape and urban design
concept, and explain the rationale for the landscape and urban design
proposals;

(ii)

developed design concepts, including principles for walking and cycling
facilities and public transport in conjunction with the area’s structure plan,
greenways and Blue-green Network;

(iii)

demonstration of pre-consultation on the design with Mana Whenua;

(iv)

landscape and urban design details – that cover the following:
a) road design – elements such as intersection form, earthworks contouring
including cut and fill batters, benching, spoil disposal sites, median width and
treatment, roadside width and treatment;
b) roadside elements – such as lighting, fencing, wayfinding and signage;
c) architectural and landscape treatment of all major structures, including
bridges and retaining walls;
d) architectural and landscape treatment of noise barriers;
e) landscape treatment of permanent stormwater control wetlands and swales;
f) integration of passenger transport;
g) pedestrian and cycle facilities including paths, road crossings and dedicated
pedestrian/ cycle bridges or underpasses;
h) integration of open space linkages;
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i)

historic heritage items places with reference to the relevant associated
conditions; and
j) re-instatement of construction and site compound areas, driveways,
accessways and fences.; and
k) visual screening of temporary construction areas and site compound areas
adjacent to urban properties.

LV.00 The ULDMP must include following planting details and maintenance requirements:
a) planting design details including:
i.
identification of existing trees and vegetation that will be retained with
reference to the Tree Management Plan. Where practicable, mature trees
and native vegetation should be retained;
ii.
street trees, shrubs and ground cover suitable for berms;
iii.
treatment of fill slopes and residual land to integrate with adjacent land uses,
streams, riparian margins and open space zones, including ecological
linkages identified in the Drury-Ōpāheke Structure Plan or any subsequent
plan;
iv.
planting of stormwater wetlands;
v.
identification of vegetation to be retained and any planting requirements
under together with the Ecology assessment;
vi.
integration of any planting requirements required by conditions of any
resource consents for the project; and
vii.
re-instatement planting of construction and site compound areas as
appropriate.
b) a planting programme including the staging of planting in relation to the construction
programme which must include provision for planting within each planting season
following completion of works in each Stage of Work to the satisfaction of Parks
Planning Team Leader; and
c) detailed specifications and a two-year maintenance plan relating to the following:
i.
weed control and clearance;
ii.
pest animal management (to support plant establishment);
iii.
ground preparation (top soiling and decompaction);
iv.
mulching; and
v.
plant sourcing and planting, including hydroseeding and grassing., using ecosourced species where possible; and
vi.
restoration planting which remedies the loss of ecosystem services provided
by vegetation identified for removal, including the replacement of planting
which fails to establish.

d) a maintenance plan in accordance with the Waka Kotahi P39 Standard Specification
for Highway Landscape Treatments (2013) or any subsequent updated version.
LV.4

Any project planting within existing Esplanade Reserves that fails to establish, or that decline
or die within 2 years, must be replaced to the satisfaction of the Auckland Council Parks. The
replacement trees must be of similar grade and size to that originally planted.

LV.5

During the detailed design phase of the shared use path, the Requiring Authority shall consult
with Auckland Council Parks on the layout and detailed design where the shared use path is
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located within Auckland Council park land. [Reason for removal: Replace this by LV.0 and
LV.00]
Recommended Advise Note:
Any works provided for by the designation within public open space land (Auckland Council Parks
land) are subject to landowner approval processes, whereby the requiring authority will need to get
approval for any such works from Auckland Council as the landowner.

Memo prepared by:

Lea van Heerden
Senior Parks Planner
Parks, Sports and Recreation

Parks Agency Lead:

Hester Gerber
Parks Planning Team Leader
Parks, Sports and Recreation
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10. Auckland Transport
Auckland Transport reviewers: Elmira Vatani, Senior Development Planner, and Kevin Wong-Toi,
Principal Planner.
These comments these are provided in full on the following pages.
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Auckland Transport Asset Owner / Specialist Response
From: Elmira Vatani (Senior Development Planner) and Kevin Wong-Toi (Principal Planner), Auckland
Transport
Date: 16 September 2021
Notice of Requirement (NoR)
SH1 Bremner Road Overbridge and Jesmond Bridge replacements construction traffic effects
The applicant’s Transport Assessment 1 has identified the following two options in regard to the bridge
replacement works for the SH1 Bremner Road Overbridge and Jesmond Bridge (refer to Figure 1 below).
•

Full closure option - Bremner Road closed between the signalised intersection west of the
Jesmond Bridge and Creek Street

•

Partial closure of Bremner Road - temporary bridge constructed allowing some vehicle access
over the Jesmond Bridge. SH1 Bremner Road Overbridge is open in this option with construction
of the two bridges staggered to minimise traffic impacts

Figure 1 - SH1 Bremner Road Overbridge and Jesmond Bridge
Auckland Transport strongly supports the partial closure option for the following reasons:
•

Retaining a connection across Bremner Road is required to enable direct bus services to
support the emerging catchment around the Auranga residential development and for future

1

Papakura to Drury South Stage 1B1 Transport Assessment, 8 June 2021, pages 11 - 16
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planned extensions over the next four to five years to service growth in the Drury West area.
Figure 2 indicates the route of the recently established extension to the 376 bus service.

Figure 2 – Extension of the 376 bus service
•

Significant additional construction related traffic is anticipated over the next five years in the
wider Drury area. The increase in construction traffic will be generated by both stand alone
infrastructure projects (e.g. Papakura to Drury South Stage 1B1 and KiwiRail Drury rail stations)
and plan change related land development traffic (e.g. enabling works, construction of local
roads, utility upgrades, etc). There is potential for the cumulative effects of these construction
activities to be significant in an environment where the existing road network is limited and
already experiencing adverse impacts in terms of road pavement damage 2. As objectives and
policies of E26 Infrastructure of AUP states infrastructure should be appropriately protected
from use and development; and, that adverse effects associated with using and development
on infrastructure, which may compromise the operation and capacity of existing infrastructure,
should be avoided where practicable, or otherwise mitigated. The full closure option would
further restrict the routing options and place additional pressure on the limited available routes,
notably Jesmond Road and SH 22 (Karaka Road).

The management of road closures including the diversion of affected bus routes forms part of the
proposed Construction Traffic Management conditions. Auckland Transport supports these conditions
but recognises that discussions regarding effects and options to manage these effects should occur as
early as possible. In this regard, a specific condition setting out consultation with Auckland Transport

2 For example, construction traffic from the Auranga development area is prohibited from using Jesmond Road.
Closing the Jesmond Bridge fully would leave these construction vehicles with no feasible route to access the
wider road network.
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on the bridge replacement works for the SH1 Bremner Road Overbridge and Jesmond Bridge is
suggested in addition to the proposed Construction Traffic conditions.
Effects of the proposed land requirement on the local road network
The proposed NoR will affect parts of the local road network. The operational and on-going effects on some
parts of the local road network resulting from the works enabled by the NoR requires further clarification
and/or is subject to confirmation in terms of the extent, form and duration of works. The specific areas of
interest to Auckland Transport are as follows:
•

Flanagan Road – The existing alignment and form of Flanagan Road will be affected by the
Drury Interchange works while maintaining access to existing properties in the vicinity of the
works.

•

Pitt Road – The existing Pitt Road forms a cul-de-sac with the western boundary of the State
Highway 1 corridor and will form a potential active mode access point to the proposed SUP via
the local road network.

•

Great South Road (section to the west of Tegal Road) – Potential connection to the SUP with
the designation boundary extending across the full extent of Great South Road. The reason for
the extent of the designation over this section of Great South Road is unclear.

•

31 – 37 Bremner Road access – This section of Bremner Road is part of the plan for wider
network upgrades (to an urban standard with active modes on both sides). Vehicle access
arrangements to the site at 31 – 37 Bremner Road are indicatively shown in the general
arrangement drawings (Appendix F Sheet 53) as part of the Stage 1B1 works which may affect
the operation of the ultimate form and function of Bremner Road.

To ensure that the extent, form and duration of temporary and on-going effects associated with the works
on these sections of local road are fully understood and managed, a condition is proposed to consult with
Auckland Transport prior to the lodgement of any outline plan of works for activities in these roads. More
broadly, a general condition is also suggested to ensure that Auckland Transport is able to continue to
undertake works associated with the routine construction, operation and maintenance of existing assets
without having to seek written consent under Section 176 of the RMA.
Stormwater
Jesmond Bridge design
Auckland Transport’s concern is with the Jesmond Bridge across the Ngakoroa Stream. It appears this
bridge is being designed with insufficient freeboard as per the NZTA bridge manual due to existing
Transpower Lines preventing it to be raised any further. It is still being designed to have flooding above
the bridge soffit. The Stormwater and Hydrology report states that this is an improvement over the existing
scenario, however it is considered that a significant hazard still exists as a result.
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There does not appear to be any discussion of the potential effects on the new bridge as a result of this
flooding, nor the effect on the transport network should failure occur, nor is any rationale for why the
decision was made to under-design it, beyond the fact that the issue would be difficult to resolve.
This road appears to be a key link across the Southern Motorway to the substantial development occurring
in the Bremner Road area (e.g. Auranga development). It would appear short-sighted to design such a
structure to below the minimum standard, putting a key piece of infrastructure at risk of failure in flood
events below the 100-year ARI. This is in direct conflict with the Objectives set out in Section E36 of the
Auckland Unitary Plan, specifically E36.2 (4), which states that for infrastructure with a functional need to
be located in natural hazard areas, adverse effects are to be avoided, or if not totally achievable, for the
residual effects to be mitigated to the extent practicable.
Detailed design of stormwater management devices
Proposed Stormwater condition SW5 discusses the detailed design for stormwater management devices
to be submitted to the Manger (i.e. The Manager – Resource Consents, of Auckland Council, or authorised
delegate) for certification. It is noted that stormwater treatment devices that are established as part of the
Stage 1B1 works in local roads will be vested to Auckland Transport. In this regard, an advice note is
proposed in the relevant conditions to clarify the approval processes for such stormwater management
devices in local roads including the Engineering Plan Approval.
Notice of Requirement conditions
Auckland Transport supports the proposed designation conditions Construction traffic (CT) - Construction
traffic management plan CT.1, Proposed Conditions – Alteration of Designation 6706 - Construction traffic
management plan CT.1 and Proposed Conditions – Designation (Shared User Path) - Construction traffic
management plan CT.1.

Transpower Notice of Requirement (NoR)
Proposed conditions for Transpower transmission line works
Auckland Transport supports the proposed conditions for Transpower transmission line works including
the relevant advice note concerning construction activities affecting the local road network.
Suggested consent conditions
Proposed Conditions Notice of Requirement (and Resource Consent where specified)

39

1. Under Pre-construction conditions (PC)
Management Plans (resource consent)
PC.5(b)(XX) The construction traffic management plan shall be included as part of the certification
process.

2. Under General conditions (GC)
GC.XX Works within the local road reserve
The Requiring Authority shall not require Auckland Transport or network utility operators with existing
infrastructure within the road reserve to seek written consent under Section 176(1)(b) of the RMA for
on-going access, to enable works associated with the routine construction, operation, use, maintenance
and repair of existing assets.

3. Under Construction traffic (CT)
CT.XX Consultation with Auckland Transport at the earliest opportunity with regard to the preferred
option for the SH1 Bremner Road Overbridge and Jesmond Bridge replacement works to ensure:
a.

That passenger transport services can be efficiently provided on the road network; and

b

That there is sufficient capacity and viable alternative routes in the transport network to
accommodate cumulative construction traffic demands in the wider area.

4. Under Outline Plan(s) of Works (designation)
PC.XX Prior to the lodgement of any outline plan of works for activities on the following roads
a.

Flanagan Road;

b.

Pitt Road;

c.

Great South Road (section to the west of Tegal Road); and

d.

31 – 37 Bremner Road access.

Waka Kotahi New Zealand Transport Agency will consult with Auckland Transport regarding the extent
and duration of temporary and on-going effects of the works on the local road network.

5. Under Stormwater (SW) SW.4 and Proposed Conditions – Resource Consents - Stormwater
Management Works RC.3 / SW.4 to include the following:
ADVICE NOTE:
Where stormwater management devices may be located within or affect the local road network,
separate approval will be required from Auckland Transport (as the road controlling authority). The
approval will likely include an Engineering Plan Approval.
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11. Watercare Services Limited
Watercare reviewers: Mark Bishop, Principal Policy Planner, and Tim Barry, Infrastructure Interface
Manager.
These comments are provided in full on the following pages.
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Watercare Asset Owner / Specialist Response
From: Mark Bishop, Watercare Principal Policy Planner & Tim Barry, Watercare Infrastructure Interface
Manager
Date: 17 September 2021
Overall Summary:
1. Watercare’s comments relate to specific parts of Papakura to Drury South State Highway 1
improvements, Stage 1B1. Waka Kotahi NZ Transport Agency (Waka Kotahi) and Transpower
New Zealand Limited have applied for resource consents and notices of requirement. This a
listed project in the COVID-19 Recovery (Fast-track Consenting) Act 2020 (the Act).
Watercare's position
2. The Papakura and Bombay (P2B) project is a Waka Kotahi project to improve the safety and
functionality of SH1 and provide for long-term growth in the south of Auckland. The P2B project
is intended to be delivered in five stages consisting of Stage 1A, Stage 1B1, Stage 1B2, Stage 2
and Stage 3. Stage 1B1 is referred to as ‘the Project’ in this memo.
3. Stage 1B1 relates to the State Highway section between the Papakura Interchange to south of
the Drury Interchange (Quarry Road). Watercare recognises the importance of this package of
resource consent applications and the related new and altered designations which will contribute
to improving the safety and resilience of the state highway network.
4. In principle, Watercare supports the application but seeks to ensure that our existing and
planned assets are protected in accordance with the Resource Management Act 1991 (‘RM”)
and The COVID-19 Recovery (Fast-track Consenting) Act 2020 (the Act).
5. Through this feedback, Watercare wishes to ensure that the Stage 1B1 works protect existing
and future water and wastewater assets and provide for Watercare’s ability to safely and reliably
provide water and wastewater services to Auckland. The following provides high level feedback
to the proposal.
Specific Parts of the Application Subject to this Feedback
6. The specific parts of the application that this feedback relates to are the potential effects of the
Waka Kotahi NZ Transport Agency Resource Consent application on Watercare’s existing and
planned water and wastewater network. No feedback is provided on the application sought by
Transpower New Zealand as Watercare assets are not anticipated to be affected by this
proposal.
7. Watercare is concerned that the Waka Kotahi application has not fully considered all potential
adverse effects on Watercare assets in the project area nor does this provide, any guarantee
that its assets will be protected. The proposed works could adversely affect the operation,
maintenance, and upgrading of Watercare assets through damage as a result of construction
activity and / or through restricting access its assets for routine operation and maintenance
purposes as a result of the corridor changes.
8. Watercare has existing and planned critical infrastructure located within and immediately
adjoining the area of Stage 1B1. Some assets will require additional temporary and / or
permanent protection. With exception of the Waikato Watermain #1, the assets listed in Table 1
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are not detailed in the Waka Kotahi application. Table 1 provides additional information
regarding these assets.
Table 1: Watercare assets known to be located within the project area of Stage 1B1
Watercare Asset

Location Information

Stage 1B1 potential impact

200mm PVC-U 147
Harbourside Drive

Wastewater pipe across
SH1 adjacent 147
Harbourside Drive

Not anticipated. Waka Kotahi
to confirm.

Hingaia Road services

Pipe is located on the
bridge

Likely to be affected by
Stage 1B1. The Shared Use
Path is in close proximity to
pipeline

Papakura South Branch
400mm PE Rising Main

Pipe is located on the
bridge above the motorway
carriageway

Not anticipated. Waka Kotahi
to confirm.

Park Estate Bridge

Pipe is located on the
bridge above the motorway
carriageway

Waka Kotahi and Watercare
have an existing agreement
related to when this bridge is
widened.

Slippery Creek WW 200mm

Pipe is below the road
carriageway

Works are not proposed
during Stage 1B1. Note for
future applications, this pipe
will require conduit
protection.

New WW rising main from
new PS (not showing on
GIS) 1

Pipe is below the Mercer
Street carriageway, and
motorway carriageway

This pipe will require conduit
protection as part of Stage
1B1.

Mercer street 400mm PE
watermain NIMT intersection

Pipe is located below street
carriageway.

Not anticipated. Waka Kotahi
to confirm.

Waikato Watermain #1
Flannagan Road

Pipe is located immediately
west of SH1, and south of
Great South Road

This pipe will require
relocation as part of Stage
1B1. This is described further
in points 10 – 14 below.

Pipe is below the road
carriageway. It connects to
Flannagan Road Waikato
#1.

This pipe will require conduit
protection as part of Stage
1B1.

Waikato Watermain #1 Pitt
Road

9. If relocation or changes are required to any of the infrastructure listed in Table 1, or any
Watercare assets located during construction, the process for relocating water and wastewater
pipes and construction methodologies that the applicant intends to use adjacent to or above
Watercare assets must be clarified and agreed with Watercare.

1
The as-Built drawing 2013131.004 of the wastewater rising main is available from Watercare. Please contact Tim Barry,
Watercare Infrastructure Interface Manager, 021836739.
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Waikato Watermain #1 (Flannagan Road) Relocation
10. The Waikato watermain #1 is one of the most critical water assets in Auckland, particularly for
drought resilience purposes. The relocation of this watermain is very significant work with critical
risks. The Waka Kotahi application explains the necessity to relocate the Waikato watermain
asset (AEE, section 2.1.6.2). This is proposed as part of the ‘Waikato Pipeline Relocation project’
(AEE, section 2.2.1). Once relocated, the existing pipeline is proposed to be abandoned.
11. No specific consents are sought for the Waikato watermain relocation as the applicant considers
the earthworks quantities to provide for all activities (AEE, section 2.1.6.2). However, the
application does not make clear whether the relocation activity is to be undertaken as part of the
Stage 1B1 proposed works (AEE, section 2). The drawings supplied by the applicant do not
show the alignment agreed with Watercare (section 3.5, Appendix C).
12. Watercare requests the applicant seeks RMA authorisation for the Waikato watermain relocation.
This should be clearly stated in the proposal and shown the relocated alignment on the plans to
be consented. The relocation is required only as a result of the Stage 1B1 project.
13. The Waka Kotahi application (section 2.2, Appendix C) states the Waikato watermain relocation
can only take place during winter due to the reduced demand within the pipeline. Watercare can
clarify that only the cut-over (the live water connection) is subject to seasonal constraint, not the
physical relocation of the pipeline. Watercare recommends this construction is undertaken
during the earthworks season by experienced contractors.
14. Watercare seeks confirmation that they will be directly involved in the development of the
detailed design, construction management, the cut-in and livening of the Waikato watermain
(Flannagan Road).
15. The AEE states the Project will provide infrastructure that is resilient to the current and future
effects of climate change by allowing for climate change in the design and selection of
stormwater devices and supports a reduction in greenhouse gas emissions by promote modes of
sustainable transport. In order to reduce the carbon footprint of the Waikato Watermain #1,
Watercare requests the consideration that the existing pipeline (once superseded) is removed
rather than filled with concrete.
Relief Sought
16. Watercare seeks to ensure that its assets are appropriately provided for in the conditions of the
designations that may be confirmed and resource consents that may be granted, so that:
•

•

•

•

Waka Kotahi recognises and provides for Watercare’s existing infrastructure within the
road corridor. Any adverse effects on Watercare’s assets and operations are avoided,
remedied, or mitigated.
If diversions or relocations of Watercare’s assets are required Waka Kotahi will first enter
into an agreement with Watercare prior to construction which includes meeting
Watercare’s standards, including but not limited to; cost sharing, design approvals,
contractor approvals and shutdown notice periods;
Waka Kotahi incorporates methodology to prevent adverse effects on Watercare’s
infrastructure assets. Waka Kotahi provides Watercare with an advanced works plan
detailing how Watercare’s existing assets will be protected during construction works;
This plan should be developed in consultation with Watercare and must be approved by
Watercare’s works-over team;
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•

•
•

•
•
•

•

Waka Kotahi must provide Watercare with a management plan related to the relocation
and tie-in to the (Flannagan Road) Waikato #1 pipeline one year in advance of
construction commencing. This plan should be developed in consultation with Watercare
operations team and will be approved by Watercare’s works-over team;
Waka Kotahi will schedule cut in dates with Watercare well in advance (ideally a year)
with reserve dates for instances where the programme could slip;
Waka Kotahi is encouraged to develop a construction programme that isolates the
watermain works from the general project critical path so as to not to create unnecessary
dependencies;
Watercare maintains access to its assets 24 hours a day, 7 days a week;
Watercare is regularly consulted on and engaged with throughout construction of the
proposed roading infrastructure;
Watercare is provided with operational ‘Standard Operating Procedures’, and approval
and certification procedures and processes needed for when the relocated Waikato
watermain #1 is commissioned; and
All new water and wastewater assets are to be vested to Watercare within a reasonable
time of As-Builts being produced.

17. Watercare seeks confirmation that if diversions or relocations are required (either on a
permanent or temporary basis) the Applicant will jointly develop work plans with Watercare and
approval from both parties is required to proceed.
18. Watercare’s Asset Protection team expects that Works Over approvals are gained for each stage
of the works, and that Waka Kotahi understands and meets Watercare’s requirements.
19. Existing access agreements must maintain the ability for Watercare to access Watercare assets.

45

