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Engineers have worked collaboratively with HWFR to navigate and give effect to the new requirements introduced 
under this Plan Change. 

In review of the overall helpful, additional information provided in respect to PC120 as part of the additional 
information dated 19 December 2025, the Applicant’s Engineer has provided an Occupancy Evacuation Pathway 
Risk Assessment and Flooding Evacuation Plan as Appendix D of the revised Flood Emergency Management Plan. It 
is currently not clear if the Flooding Evacuation Plan includes an indication of the PC120 Flood Hazard Risk Ratings 
risk categories that the site is subject to, or if the colour coding presented on this drawing is based on Flood Water 
Velocity (as presented in the drawing key).  

 

 



 

The Plan suggests notable differences to the risk categories that are shown on Auckland Council’s GeoMaps viewer, 
which have been used as the basis of the PC120 assessments that have been provided by the Applicant’s Agent and 
Engineers. The key areas of notable difference are the categorisation of risk at the pedestrian access to the building 
on both Alderman Drive and Edmonton Road, as well as safe egress and refuge areas. 

 

Where site specific flood modelling has been undertaken, it is considered more appropriate to use this as the basis 
for PC120 categorisation and assessment, rather than the hazard classifications presented indicatively on 
GeoMaps.  

It is acknowledged that revision of this information will not likely materially affect the outcomes of the PC120 
assessments that have been provided however would likely assist the panel in clearly understanding the flood 
hazards in undertaking their assessment against the relevant objectives and policies of Chapter E36 (PC120).  

HWFR recommend that the comprehensive information and modelling undertaken and presented in the response 
dated 19 December 2025 is utilised to apply and delineate the PC120 Flood Hazard Risk Ratings. The PC120 
assessments would then ideally be updated in reference to this confirmed hazard classification (based on site 
specific modelling) instead of the indicative hazard classifications that are shown on Auckland Council’s GeoMaps 
viewer. Importantly, and to assist the Panel, we do not anticipate the use of site specific modelling information to 
achieve this classification will result in a different recomendation on the proposal as provided in the memorandum. 

This matter has been discussed with our planning colleagues, and it is understood will also be addressed within the 
Strategic Memo. 

Engagement with the Applicant 

HWFR has been actively involved in a detailed and iterative preapplication feedback process with the Applicant’s 
Team, which has been extremely helpful, and we acknowledge and thank the Applicant for their engagement over 
the flood hazards that impact the site. 

HWFR’s Manager Growth and Development, Mark Iszard, undertook a site visit on the 28th November 2025.   



 

Potential Effects and Proposed Mitigation  

In assessing potential effects, consideration and review was given to potential offsite effects including 
displacement and changes to the conveyance, extent, and velocity of the flood hazard in a post development 
scenario. The Applicant’s Engineers have provided assessments based on a conceptual site and building design. 
HWFR are satisfied with the Flood Assessment provided in this regard.  

It is important to note that this review is based on the effects of the development assumed by the Applicants 
modelling. The NoR recognises that the final design has not yet been confirmed at this stage of development. In 
response to preliminary comments on this matter and the potential need for further review or assessment of 
potential offsite effects as a result of any changes to the finalised design, a condition (New Condition X: Flood 
Modelling) has been offered within the 19 December 2025 version of the proposed NoR conditions. The inclusion 
of a condition to address this concern in supported but the scope of condition put forward is limited to changes to 
the final building slab and pile design as the trigger for re-assessment. It is considered that there are a greater 
number of factors that could influence potential changes in downstream flooding effects. For this reason, further 
amendments are proposed to this condition. 

On the basis of the above HWFR assessment has been refined to two remaining key areas of concern being the 
potential impacts on building users arising from significant flood hazards, and the implications of constructing over 
an existing 1500mm public stormwater pipe located within the centre of the site. 

Flood Risk and Hazards 

The proposed Waitākere Courthouse development will introduce additional people and assets to an area that is 
subject to significant flood hazards increasing exposure to flood risk and creating significant safety and operational 
concerns. 

Flooding that impacts the site is primarily associated with the Waikumete Stream to the southwest of the site with 
modelled 100-year storm flows of over 100m3/s that spills over Alderman Drive and through the site. A large 
secondary flow if 16m3/s also intersects the site from Takapu Street to the East of the site and passes over 
Edmonton Road and then through the site exiting over the remaining carparking area and into a unnamed tributary 
of the Waikumete Stream behind the Alderman restaurant.  

Analysis carried out by the Applicant’s Engineer has indicated that the site could be inundated due to flooding for 
up to 70hrs. 

As summarised by the Applicant’s Engineer on the drawing labelled ‘flooding and overland flow path extent plan’ 
(DWG. 149014.33 C C90-01, Rev C), the post development 100-year OLFP for this secondary flow path from the 
east of the site (2022 Flows, including allowance for 3.8°C climate change) is indicated with a maximum width of 
36.176m (OLFP – Section 3), a depth of 0.354m (OLFP – Section 3), a maximum velocity of 3.083 m/s (OLFP – 
Section 4), and a peak flow of 16.55m3/s (OLFP – Section 3 and 4). The extent of the OLFP will cover an area of 
Approximately 1,863m² of the subject site. 

The Applicant’s Engineer has proposed to elevate the foundation slab of the building above the modelled flood 
levels. Freeboard of at least 300mm above the predicted 100-year overland flow path level is proposed. An NoR 
condition has been put forward by the Applicant to ensure the minimum FFL, requiring that engineering plans shall 
be submitted to Council with the Outline Plan of Works for certification. 



 

The Applicant’s Engineer has also put forward a Flood Management Plan that proposes rigorous management of 
the site and building users during times of risk. The flood management plan includes planning, monitoring, and 
evacuation procedures, outlines roles and responsibilities of building management staff, and includes provision for 
regular auditing and updating of flood management practices and procedures.  

As part of this Flood Management Plan and E36 Natural Hazard Assessment, the Applicant’s Engineer has identified 
safe egress and refuge as demonstrated on the Flooding Evacuation Plan – During Event (Peak Flooding Level).  

Overall, it is agreed that the risk to persons is appropriately managed as a safe and unobstructed route can be 
provided from the building in the event of a flood hazard. A significant reason for this position is the robust site and 
building management process and framework that are associated with this type of facility, the fact that the building 
is not intended to be occupied or in use outside normal business hours, and that there are no overnight stays of 
court personal or persons in custodial care. It is noted following discussion with our planning colleagues that whilst 
the activity is described, and a number of the assessments clearly rely on daytime business hour operations with no 
overnight stay, the designation conditions do not explicitly provide for this. It is understood our planning colleagues 
have raised this in preliminary feedback to the Applicant’s Agents and will be raising this to the Panel. 

Impacts on Critical Public Stormwater Infrastructure 

The proposed development footprint is located over an area with critical stormwater assets, including a 1500mmØ 
concrete pipe that services a large upstream area within the Oratia Catchment. The infrastructure design proposes 
to retain the 1500mmØ pipe alignment and to construct the courthouse above it. The building’s foundation piles 
are proposed to span over the pipe with a 5.0m clearance zone. Development over this extent of network presents 
serious challenges for the future operation, maintenance, and long-term resilience of this key asset. This is not a 
preferred approach for a pipe of this scale and raises significant concerns regarding future access, maintenance 
risk, and structural vulnerability. 

The Applicant’s Engineer has worked closely with HWFR to ensure all possible alternative solutions have been 
exhausted and to minimise access and maintenance concerns as far as possible. HWFR can accept the proposed 
build over given there are limited other practical options to relocate this pipe around and away from the building, 
subject to improvements proposed by the Applicant. 

As outlined on the drawing titled ‘proposed drainage and utility services layout plan’ (DWG. 149014.33 C40-02, Rev 
B) the Applicant’s Engineer has proposed to upgrade the existing 1500mmØ pipe under the building to a 1650mmØ 
pipe and to install a new 3.0mØ stormwater manhole at the rear service area of the site to allow for access to 
install a future liner or undertake repairs, if or when needed. The new proposed stormwater pipe will match the 
invert levels of the existing pipe. HWFR accept that the new 1650mmØ pipe will continue to discharge through the 
existing 1500mmØ remaining section of pipe and outfall to the stream. 

At the time of writing this memo, discussions are ongoing with the Applicant’s Agents in respect to two important 
but minor further additions to these plans, being:  

• The replacement of the existing stormwater manhole near the southern boundary with Edmonton Road 
with a larger diameter manhole to allow improved access to the upper section of the stormwater pipe.  

• That both new stormwater manholes shall be fitted with hinged lids. Due to the location of them within a 
significant OLFP, safety grills shall also be installed inside the stormwater manholes. 





 

A) Prior to the commencement of earthworks an updated HEC-RAS-2D model or equivalent modelling 
platform, by a suitably qualified engineer, shall be provided to demonstrate that the final earthworks and 
associated flood hazard effects are appropriately managed, in general accordance with the Infrastructure 
Report and Civils Plans prepared by Holmes Ltd, dated 2025, as well as the Flood Risk Assessment Report 
prepared by ACH Consulting, dated 2025 and result in no greater extent, depth, and velocity of the hazards 
in the surrounding environment than modelled in the NoR approved documents. 

 
B) In respect to the finalised design (internal and external) prior to any construction works (other than 

earthworks), as part to the Outline Plan of Works application an updated HEC-RAS-2D model or equivalent 
modelling platform, by a suitably qualified engineer, shall be provided to demonstrate that the final design 
(including but not limited to impediments in the hazard, arrangement and impervious area) and associated 
flood hazard effects are appropriately managed, in general accordance with the Infrastructure Report and 
Civils Plans prepared by Holmes Ltd, dated 2025, as well as the Flood Risk Assessment Report prepared by 
ACH Consulting, dated 2025 and result in no greater extent, depth, and velocity of the hazards in the 
surrounding environment than modelled in the NoR approved documents. 

C) Where an increase in the flood hazard is proposed based on the modelling, including in extent, depth, and 
velocity of the hazard in the environment, a flood hazard assessment including updated modelling and 
assessment must be provided by a suitably qualified engineer, and approved by the Council prior to the 
commencement of any works which must be carried out in accordance with any such details.    

Advice Note: Council would accept and encourage the lodgement of a single assessment for the effects of the 
earthworks and construction/finalised design but have amended the condition to provide flexibility to potential 
development programme.   

Significant changes to flooding effects as a result of the finalised design will be considered outside the general 
accordance scope of the designation and likely to require a separate Resource Consent. The condition would not be 
considered a suitable framework to assess changes of effects of high significance as a result of notable changes than 
the basis for the assessment in the Notice of Requirement.   

Condition 14: Stormwater Pipe and Clearance  
 

A) Location and design of permanent stormwater infrastructure (existing pipe or replacement pipe) including 
access for maintenance shall be submitted to Council with the Outline Plan of Works for certification.  
 

B) Foundations for a future building must maintain a minimum horizontal setback of 5m from the edge of the 
existing 1500 diameter stormwater pipe that traverses the centre of the site, unless subject to an 
alternative suitable clearance distance, specified by a suitably qualified engineer and approved by the 
Council. A pile setout plan with supporting details outlining the size of the proposed piles around the 
existing stormwater main shall be submitted to Council with the Outline Plan of Works for certification. 

 



Watercare - Annika Swanberg 
(Annexure 2)  
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19 December 2025 
 
Joe Wilson 

Principal Project Lead 

Auckland Council  
 
  
Dear Joe, 
 
Waitākere District Court – New Courthouse Project Fast-track Application  
14 Edmonton Road, Henderson 
 
Introduction 

 

1. Watercare Services Limited (Watercare) welcomes the opportunity to provide comments on the 

Waitākere District Court – New Courthouse Project Fast-track Application (Application), made under the 

Fast-track Approvals Act 2024 (Act). 

 

2. The Minister of Justice (Applicant) has lodged a substantive application under the Act for a Notice of 

Requirement to designate an area of approximately 4,435m2 for a new courthouse (New Courthouse 

Project) located at 14 Edmonton Road in Henderson (Project Area).  

 
3. The zoning of the Project Area is Business – Metropolitan Centre Zone (for most of the site) and there is 

a small portion of the site zoned Open Space – Informal Recreation Zone. The Applicant is proposing to 

connect the New Courthouse Project to the public water supply and wastewater systems.  

 

4. The Applicant summarises pre-application consultation undertaken with Watercare in Appendix 4, 

Flooding and Infrastructure Assessment.  

 

5. Watercare's comments in this letter are based on the Application as at today's date, in particular the 

following lodged Application documents: 

• Waitākere District Courthouse – New Courthouse Project Notice of Requirement Assessment of 
Environmental Effects and Statutory Analysis, dated 11th August (AEE). 

• Appendix 4 Flooding and Infrastructure Assessment to support a new Justice Facility at 14 Edmonton 
Road, Henderson, dated 15th September 2025. 

• Appendix 9 Waitākere District Courthouse – Proposed NoR Conditions.  

 
6. Any amendment to the Application will require further review from Watercare. 

 

Watercare’s purpose and statutory obligations 

 

7. Watercare is New Zealand's largest provider of water and wastewater services.  Watercare is a council-

controlled organisation under the Local Government Act 2002 and is wholly owned by the Auckland 

Council (Council).  
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8. As Auckland's water and wastewater services provider, Watercare has a significant role in helping the 

Council achieve its vision for the Auckland region.  

   

9. Watercare's purpose, embodied in the Māori whakatauki (proverb) below, reflects the connection 

between Watercare's services and the wellbeing of our community and the local environment:  

 

Ki te ora te wai, ka ora te whenua, ka ora te tangata.  

When the water is healthy, the land and the people are healthy.  

 

10. Watercare is required to manage its operations efficiently with a view to keeping overall costs of water 

supply and wastewater services to its customers (collectively) at minimum levels, consistent with the 

effective conduct of its undertakings and the maintenance of the long-term integrity of its assets1.   

 

11. Watercare is subject to interim economic regulation under the Watercare Charter (Charter).  The 

Charter imposes minimum service quality standards, financial performance objectives, and an interim 

price-quality path.  The Commerce Commission has been appointed as the Crown monitor and has 

regulatory oversight of Watercare’s compliance with the Charter.   

  

12. Subject to the Charter, Watercare must also give effect to relevant aspects of the Council's Long-Term 

Plan, and act consistently with other plans and strategies of the Council2 including the Council's Long-

Term Plan, Auckland Council’s Growth Scenario (AGS2023 v1.1) and act consistently with other plans 

and strategies of the Council, including the Auckland Unitary Plan (Operative in Part), the Auckland Plan 

2050, and the Auckland Future Development Strategy 2023-2053. 

 
Watercare’s comments 
 
13. As noted, the Project Area is zoned predominantly Business – Metropolitan Centre Zone and is currently 

used as a car park which does not have any water supply or wastewater connection. 

 

14. For wastewater, Watercare confirms that the assessment and description of previous discussions / 

communications, as summarised in section 4.2.1 of Appendix 4 Flooding and Infrastructure Assessment, 

are accurate.  Since the meeting and email correspondence referred to in Appendix 4, the Takapu Street 

wastewater upgrade has been completed and commissioned, and there is now capacity within the local 

wastewater network to accommodate the New Courthouse Project. Watercare notes that off peak 

discharge is considered to be between 11pm – 5am and therefore the operation of the New Courthouse 

Project would be within peak times. However, based on the additional design flows of 1.50L/s, mitigation 

is unlikely to be required.  

 
15. As of today, it is considered there is sufficient capacity in the transmission wastewater network to 

support the New Courthouse Project however, given it is located within an area identified as “area with 

 
1 Local Government (Auckland Council) Act 2009, s57(1) 
2 Local Government (Auckland Council) Act 2009, s58. 
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capacity, closely monitored” in the Watercare Network Capacity Map,3 this assessment of available 

capacity may change in the future.   

 
16. Works Over Approval under the Water Supply and Wastewater Network Bylaw 2015 would be required 

for works within 2m of Watercare’s local pipelines (pipes less than 300mm in diameter, including 

connected manholes and structures) and 10m from transmission pipelines (pipes 300mm in diameter 

and greater, including connected manholes and structures), and should be applied for at Engineering 

Plan Approval stage. As part of the Takapu Street wastewater upgrade, the existing 225 AC pipe has 

been abandoned and replaced by a new 300 PVC pipe as shown on Watercare’s publicly available GIS. 

The Applicant has proposed to relocate existing 225 AC pipe (and discharge into it) however this has 

been abandoned and replaced by the new 300 PVC pipe. Any relocation of Watercare’s pipeline would 

be subject to approval by Watercare and should be undertaken in accordance with Watercare’s Water 

and Wastewater Code of Practice for Land Development and Subdivision (Code of Practice). Watercare 

notes that if the Applicant relocates the pipeline, and in doing so extends it, then the Applicant will need 

to ensure it maintains the same capacity, keeping in mind that the resulting pipeline gradient may be 

reduced from the current gradient.  

 

17. For water supply, in order to confirm whether any upgrades are required to the local network to service 

the New Courthouse Project a hydrant test with a total flow of 60 L/s is required. This will confirm any 

required upgrades for the New Courthouse Project and validate the sprinkler connection to the system. 

Watercare can confirm that as of today’s date there is sufficient capacity in the local and transmission 

water supply network to support the New Courthouse Project, provided the hydrant test and any 

required upgrades are undertaken to accommodate the required fire flows including sprinkler 

connection. These requirements will be confirmed at the Engineering Plan Approval stage.  

 
Conclusion and recommendations 

 
18. Watercare confirms that as of today’s date there is sufficient capacity in the water supply and 

wastewater networks to accommodate the demand proposed by the New Courthouse Project. Works 

Over Approval and water supply firefighting requirements should be applied for and confirmed at the 

Engineering Plan Approval stage.  

 

19. To ensure the Requiring Authority is aware of the following requirements Watercare recommends the 

following advice notes to be included in addition to proposed condition 12: 

• Works Over Approval may be required from Watercare Services Limited under the Water Supply and 

Wastewater Network Bylaw 2015.  

• Prior to commencing construction of any part of the water supply or wastewater network to vest in 

the water supply and wastewater utility provider, the consent holder must obtain Engineering Plan 

Approval for the relevant works.   

• Plans approved under Notice of Requirement or Outline Plan of Works do not constitute an 

Engineering Plan Approval and should not be used for the purposes of constructing public reticulation 

works in the absence of that approval.     

 
3 Network capacity table updated Dec2025 1d4fa47b70.pdf 
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• Any person wishing to connect to Watercare Services Limited's (Watercare) water and/or wastewater 

asset(s) must also obtain Watercare's approval to such connection under the Water Supply and 

Wastewater Network Bylaw 2015 (Bylaw).  Under the Bylaw Watercare may refuse an application to 

connect to a network in specified circumstances, including where, in Watercare's reasonable opinion, 

there is insufficient capacity in the network to accommodate the connection.  

 
 

Yours faithfully, 

Anna Jennings 
Manager – Major Developments, Strategy and Planning  



Development Engineering - 
Serena Goh (Annexure 3)  























Traffic Engineering - Andrew 
Temperley (Annexure 4)  







 

Overview of Transport Effects 

The transport effects of the proposal enabled by the NoR thus partially represent effects which already 

take place within the adjoining transport network but are effectively being ‘displaced’ to the new 

courthouse site, albeit it is not presently clear as to how the existing courthouse site may be repurposed 

in future.  

The new courthouse location remains within the threshold of ‘desirable’ to ‘acceptable’ walking 

distances of the Henderson town centre, as defined by good practice guidelines published by the UK’s 

Chartered Institution of Highways and Transportation (CIHT), which refers to 500 metres as a ‘desirable’ 

maximum walking distance and 1000 metres as an ‘acceptable’ maximum walking distance. This 

threshold includes access to public car parking areas and to public transport connections including 

Henderson railway station. 

 

Parking related effects 

As a result of the displaced ‘footprint’ of transport related effects associated with the NoR proposal, 

nearby residential streets to the east of Henderson town centre may attract ‘free’ public on-street 

parking.  

However, analysis requested from the applicant in the updated draft of their TA confirms that lengths of 

residential street within a 500-metre walking distance of the site and which are not subject to time 

limited parking or ‘no stopping at all times’ controls are relatively limited. The closest such location, along 

Takapu Street and Cirprian Place, is at least 300 metres from the site, while other such potential locations 

for ‘free’ on-street parking, such as Matuhi Rise and Claude Brookes Drive, would be accessed via an 

uphill ascent along Edmonton Road for the return journey. 

Overall, I consider that members of the public accessing the new courthouse site will park wherever they 

find convenient. While this could result in some overspill parking occurring in nearby residential streets, 

I consider the likely geographical scope and corresponding scope for adverse effects associated with this 

problem to be low.    

 

Arterial Road Access 

As noted in pre-lodgment discussions with the applicant, the subject site’s location has frontage to 2 

intersecting arterial roads, adjacent to the roundabout intersection of Alderman Drive / Edmonton Road. 

As arterial roads, these roads are both subject to a Vehicle Access Restriction (VAR), thus placing a 

limitation on the provision of new vehicle crossings and accesses, and subjecting any future proposals to 

assessment for acceptability in relation to safe and efficient operation.  





 

construction and to ensure that existing legal access to 
surrounding properties is not obstructed. To achieve this, 
the CTMP must be: 
 

(a) be Ddrafted in consultation with the Road 
Controlling Authority. 
  
(a) (b) be Pprepared in accordance New Zealand 
Transport Authority’s Code of Practice for 
Temporary Traffic Management with the New 
Zealand Guide for Temporary Traffic Management 
and must address the surrounding environment, 
including routing for heavy construction vehicles 
and equipment, access for emergency vehicles, 
pedestrian and bicycle traffic, and public 
transport. 
  
(c) be Included in any associated Corridor Access 
Request to the Road Controlling Authority. 

 
No construction activity must commence until a CTMP has 
been certified by the Council (or the relevant delegated 
authority) and all construction traffic must be managed at 
all times in accordance with the certified CTMP.  
 

Temporary Traffic 
Management. 
 
 

  
Condition 19: Public Parking 
 
If public parking is proposed to be provided on site, this 
shall be supported by further assessment which is 
undertaken by a suitably qualified traffic engineer and 
submitted to Council with the Outline Plan of Works. The 
assessment shall determine the traffic effects associated 
with the provision of on-site public parking as being 
acceptable. 
 

 
I support the inclusion of this 
condition as put forward by the 
Requiring Authority in their 
updated conditions. 

  
Condition 20: Provision for Cycle Parking 
 
At least 20 cycle parking spaces shall be provided for 
visitors and 20 cycle parking spaces for staff. This may 
include visitor cycle parking within the road reserve directly 
adjacent to the site if there is sufficient space and subject 
to the approval of the Road Controlling Authority. This 
detail shall be confirmed at time of Building Consent 
Outline Plan of Works. 
 

 
I note AT’s approval as the road 
controlling authority towards 
allowing part of the cycle 
parking provision to catered 
for within the road reserve and 
support their recommendation 
for this to confirmed at the 
Outline Plan of Work (OPW) 
stage. 
 



 

  
Condition 21: Accessible Parking Spaces 
 
The Justice Facility shall have access to an adequate 
number of accessible parking spaces, in a location that 
enables an accessible route to the main public entrance to 
the building and in accordance with the requirements of 
NZS 4121:2001 Desing for Access and Mobility – Buildings 
and Associated Facilities. This can include existing or 
proposed accessible spaces outside of the Designation 
boundary (subject to the approval of the Road Controlling 
Authority or respective site owner) and shall be determined 
at time of Building Consent. 
 
 
 

 
I consider that all accessible 
parking serving the site should 
be provided within the site and 
in accordance with NZS 
4121:2001, to appropriately 
align with the needs of 
accessible users, including the 
provision of safe and 
convenient pedestrian access 
routes.  
 
The proposal should 
additionally take account of 
the emerging requirements for 
accessible parking spaces 
under Plan Change 79 (PC79), 
based on demand. 
 
I rely on AT as the road 
controlling authority to 
confirm the view that reliance 
should not be placed on the 
provision of accessible parking 
within the public road reserves 
of arterial roads to serve the 
new development.  
 

  
Condition 22: Vehicle Maneuvering 
 
All vehicles must enter and exit the site in a forward 
direction, unless further assessment is undertaken by a 
suitably qualified traffic engineer in consultation with the 
Road Controlling Authority (submitted with the Outline 
Plan of Works and certified by Council) that confirms 
reverse maneuvering is appropriate on from the site. 
 
 
 
 

 
As both site frontages are onto 
arterial roads, I would not 
generally support reverse 
maneuvering as good practice , 
but am happy with AT’s 
proposed amendment 
requiring engagement with the 
road controlling authority.  

  
Condition 23: Principal Operational Access 
 
The principal operational vehicle access to the site must be 
from Edmonton Road, unless further assessment is 
undertaken by a suitably qualified traffic engineer and 

 
I am generally satisfied with 
transport assessment analyses 
to date, which have identified 
Edmonton Road as the more 
suitable frontage for the future 



 

certified by council in consultation with the Road 
Controlling Authority, that confirms primary principal 
operational vehicle access via Edmonton Road Alderman 
Drive is appropriate. 
 

vehicle access points. I support 
AT’s proposed amendment 
requiring engagement with the 
road controlling authority.   
 

  
Condition 24: Vehicle Access on Edmonton Road 
 

(a) As part of the Outline Plan of Works, finalised 
details of all vehicle crossings and their operation 
must be submitted and certified by Council as 
appropriate. Where right turn movements into or 
out of the site are proposed, a Transport 
Assessment undertaken by a suitably qualified 
traffic engineer must be provided to confirm 
whether these movements can be safely 
accommodated. The Transport Assessment must 
be undertaken in consultation with the Road 
Controlling Authority. 
 

(b) No more than two vehicle crossings to the sites 
shall be provided on Edmonton Road, unless 
further assessment is undertaken by a suitably 
qualified traffic engineer in consultation with the 
Road Controlling Authority and certified by Council 
that confirms this is appropriate. This detail shall be 
submitted to Council with the Outline Plan of 
Works. 
 

(c) No vehicle crossing shall be located to the 
southwest of Edmonton Road/Takapu Street 
intersection, unless further assessment is 
undertaken by a suitably qualified traffic engineer 
and certified by Council that confirms the 
construction of a vehicle crossing in this location is 
appropriate. This detail shall be submitted to 
Council with the Outline Plan of Works. 

 
 

 
I support AT’s proposed 
amendments, requiring 
additional triggers for 
assessment and engagement 
with the road controlling 
authority, on account of the 
arterial road status of 
Edmonton Road and the 
proximity of the proposed new 
site access points to existing 
intersections.  
 

  
Condition 25: Queuing Space 
 
Queuing space of at least one vehicle length shall be 
provided at any vehicle crossing that provides entry to the 
site (with the vehicle length being determined according to 
the largest vehicle that is expected to enter the site at that 
location). This detail shall be discussed with the Road 

 
I support the inclusion of this 
condition as put forward by the 
Requiring Authority in their 
updated conditions. 



 

Controlling Authority and submitted to Council with the 
Outline Plan of Works. 
 

  
Condition 26: Vehicle Crossing Width 
 
No vehicle crossing shall be more than 7m wide measured 
at the site boundary, unless further assessment is 
undertaken by a suitably qualified traffic engineer in 
consultation with the Road Controlling Authority that 
confirms a wider vehicle crossing is appropriate for the site. 
This detail shall be submitted to Council with the Outline 
Plan of Works. 
 

 
I support this condition in 
principle, subject to the 
requiring authority’s provision 
of scaled vehicle tracking plans 
to support the basis for the 7 
metre width parameter, as 
noted in section 4.0 of this 
report, and AT’s proposed 
requirement for engagement 
with the road controlling 
authority.  
 

  
Condition 27: Vehicle Crossing on Edmonton Road 
 
Unless further assessment is undertaken by a suitability 
qualified traffic engineer that confirms the following is not 
required, any vehicle crossing onto Edmonton Road shall be 
designed in accordance with the Auckland Transport Design 
Manual, Practice Note 07: Vehicle Crossings Design 
Standards (dated 1 July 2025). 
 
Any proposed departure from standard must be supported 
by a detailed assessment demonstrating that safe 
operation can be achieved through additional measures to 
slow or stop vehicles before exiting the site. 
 

 
I support AT’s 
recommendation for 
assessment to be undertaken 
against its new recently 
published Practice Note on 
Vehicle Crossing Design 
Standards. 
 
 

  
New condition  
 
No service vehicle or refuse collection vehicle shall be 
required to load or unload from a location that obstructs 
any other vehicle from entering or passing the site unless a 
further assessment is undertaken by a suitably qualified 
traffic engineer in consultation with the Road Controlling 
Authority which confirms that this will not have adverse 
effects on the surrounding transportation networks. 
 
 

 
I support the inclusion of this 
condition as recommended by 
the Requiring Authority in their 
ITA. 

  
New condition  
 

 
I support the inclusion of this 
condition as recommended by 
AT.  





 

At the time of writing this Memo I have identified the following information gaps:  

Impact of proposal on access to The Alderman Hospitality Venue 

As a result of the NoR, the Alderman will continue to be served from the existing right of way in respect 

to vehicle access for loading / servicing and for accessible parking spaces. While recent information 

provided by the Requiring Authority on 19 December 2025 provides some vehicle tracking for B85 and 

B99 cars accessing the accessible parking spaces, I consider that further information is requested in 

relation to the scope of the assessment, as follows:  

• Tracking for entry manoeuvres as well as exit manoeuvres 

 

• Vehicle tracking assessment for a waste collection or servicing vehicle. I would expect the former 

vehicle type to be an 8-metre medium rigid truck or equivalent 

 

• Assessment of the risk that vehicles may choose to reverse manoeuvre onto Alderman Drive as an 

alternative to undertaking inconvenient multi-point manoeuvres at the end of the RoW, in order to 

be able to exit in a forward direction. Such an outcome would infringe Unitary Plan Transport Chapter 

requirement E27.6.3.4, due to Alderman Drive being an arterial road. 

 

• Confirmation of any mitigatory measures or interventions to alleviate any constraints identified in 

the above assessment.  

  

Why is this Information Essential? 

The information is needed to confirm that access and servicing arrangements for The Alderman will not 

be adversely impacted by the NOR proposal and will remain fit for purpose following the construction 

of the courthouse building. 

 

Vehicle Access and Tracking 

Paragraph 8.2.11.5 of the updated TA refers to vehicle tracking evidence to support the case for a vehicle 

crossing width of 7 metres or more (being in excess of the maximum 6 metre width permitted by the 

Unitary Plan Transport Chapter). While tracking diagrams have been provided in the Requiring 

Authority’s Memorandum of 11 December 2025, these are not scaled and I would recommend 

requesting scaled plans, in order to confirm the case for the 7-metre width parameter.  

While the TA does not include scaled access layout and vehicle tracking plans for the site, the Urban 

Design Report appendices do include some 1:500 plans covering ground floor loading and servicing and 

a parking layout for level 1. However, these plans do not provide sufficient detail to confirm that the 

parking layout is compliant with Unitary Plan requirements, and the tracking outline for an 8-metre rigid 



 

truck on the Ground Floor indicates a swept vehicle path which appears to conflict with the location of 

the vehicle ramp and other internal site infrastructure. I would therefore recommend requesting 

enlarged scaled plans which show internal layouts, site infrastructure and tracking paths more clearly. 

 

Why is this Information Essential? 

Updated plans are required to confirm that safe and complying layouts can be achieved within the site 

footprint, as this is not clear from the plans provided to date.  
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(d) include appropriate provisions to maintain vehicle 
and pedestrian access to Korean Presbyterian Church 
and The Alderman hospitality venues over duration of 
the construction phase. 

No construction activity must commence until a CTMP has 
been certified by the Council (or the relevant delegated 
authority) and all construction traffic must be managed at all 
times in accordance with the certified CTMP.  

Condition 20: Provision for Cycle Parking 

At least 20 cycle parking spaces shall be provided for visitors 
and 20 cycle parking spaces for staff. This may include visitor 
cycle parking within the road reserve directly adjacent to the 
site if there is sufficient space and subject to the approval of 
the Road Controlling Authority. This detail shall be confirmed 
at time of Building Consent Outline Plan of Works. 
 

I support the recognition that cycle parking 
within the road reserve is only appropriate 
if there is sufficient space and it has been 
approved by the Road Controlling 
Authority.  However, I recommend that the 
provision for cycle parking should be 
confirmed at the Outline Plan of Works 
stage rather than at the Building Consent 
stage.  Cycle parking provision should be 
addressed as part of the planning approval 
process rather than left to a building 
consent matter as early confirmation 
ensures cycle parking is strategically 
located and integrated (near entrances, 
sheltered, secure) with site layout / design. 

Condition 21: Accessible Parking Spaces 

The Justice Facility shall have access to an adequate number of 
accessible parking spaces, in a location that enables an 
accessible route to the main public entrance to the building 
and in accordance with the requirements of NZS 4121:2011 
Design for Access and Mobility – Buildings and Associated 
Facilities. This can include existing or proposed accessible 
spaces in the public road reserve (subject to the approval of 
the Road Controlling Authority) and shall be determined at 
time of Building Consent. 

I recommend that the second sentence be 
deleted. AT does not support any 
accessible parking on Edmonton Road and 
Alderman Drive as these are both arterial 
roads with a key movement function. All 
accessible parking is to be provided on site. 
 
I have included and support the further 
amendment proposed by Council’s traffic 
specialist to this condition.  

Condition 22: Vehicle Manoeuvring  

All vehicles must enter and exit the site in a forward direction, 
unless further assessment is undertaken by a suitably qualified 
traffic engineer in consultation with the Road Controlling 
Authority (submitted with the Outline Plan of Works and 
certified by Council) that confirms reverse manoeuvring is 
appropriate on from the site. 

I recommend that this condition be 
amended to specifically require the traffic 
engineer to engage with the Road 
Controlling Authority when further 
assessment is undertaken.  This will assist 
with ensuring that the proposed access 
arrangements are consistent with the 
operational and safety requirements of the 
network. 
 
A minor amendment is also recommended 
to the last sentence.  
 
I note and support the comment from 
Council’s traffic specialist that reverse 
manoeuvring in not good practice where 
vehicle accesses are on arterial roads.  



 

Condition 23: Principal Operational Access 

The principal operational vehicle access to the site must be 
from Edmonton Road, unless further assessment is 
undertaken by a suitably qualified traffic engineer in 
consultation with the Road Controlling Authority, that 
confirms primaryprincipal operational vehicle access via 
Edmonton Road Alderman Drive is appropriate. 

I recommend that this condition be 
amended to require specific reference to 
the need for the traffic engineer to engage 
with the road controlling authority when 
further assessment is undertaken.  This will 
assist with ensuring that the proposed 
access arrangements are consistent with 
the operational and safety requirements of 
the network. 
 
A minor amendment is also recommended 
so that consistent terminology is used 
within the condition i.e. 'principal 
operational vehicle access'.  A correction is 
needed to refer to Alderman Drive as the 
alternative location.   

Condition 24: Vehicle Access on Edmonton Road 
 

(a) As part of the Outline Plan of Works finalised details of 
all vehicle crossings and their operation must be 
submitted and certified by Council as appropriate. 
Where right turn movements into or out of the site are 
proposed, a Transport Assessment undertaken by a 
suitably qualified traffic engineer must be provided to 
confirm whether these movements can be safely 
accommodated. The Transport Assessment must be 
undertaken in consultation with the Road Controlling 
Authority. 
 

(b) No more than two vehicle crossings to the sites shall be 
provided on Edmonton Road, unless further 
assessment is undertaken by a suitably qualified traffic 
engineer in consultation with the Road Controlling 
Authority and certified by Council that confirms this is 
appropriate. This detail shall be submitted to Council 
with the Outline Plan of Works.  

 
(c) No vehicle crossing shall be located to the southwest of 

Edmonton Road/Takapu Street intersection, unless 
further assessment is undertaken by a suitably qualified 
traffic engineer and certified by Council that confirms 
the construction of a vehicle crossing in this location is 
appropriate. This detail shall be submitted to Council 
with the Outline Plan of Works. 

I recommend a new clause to address the 
general location and design of all vehicle 
crossings on Edmonton Road and Alderman 
Drive. The location and design should be 
supported by a transport assessment to 
further assess the appropriateness of 
vehicle movements (e.g. left in left out vs 
full movements), as these directly affect 
road safety and network operation.   
 
I also recommend that the traffic engineer 
be required to engage with the Road 
Controlling Authority when further 
assessment is undertaken under clause (b) 
to ensure that the proposed access 
arrangements are consistent with the 
operational and safety requirements of the 
network.  
 

Condition 25: Queuing Space 
 
Queuing space of at least one vehicle length shall be provided 
at any vehicle crossing that provides entry to the site (with the 
vehicle length being determined according to the largest 
vehicle that is expected to the enter the site at that location). 
This detail shall be discussed with the Road Controlling 

I recommend that this condition be 
amended to specifically require the traffic 
engineer to engage with the Road 
Controlling Authority when further 
assessment is undertaken.  This will assist 
with ensuring that the proposed access 
arrangements are consistent with the 



 

Authority and submitted to Council with the Outline Plan of 
Works. 

operational and safety requirements of the 
network. 

Condition 26: Vehicle Crossing Width 

No vehicle crossing shall be more than 7m wide measured at 
the site boundary, unless further assessment is undertaken by 
a suitably qualified traffic engineer in consultation with the 
Road Controlling Authority that confirms a wider vehicle 
crossing is appropriate for the site. This detail shall be 
submitted to Council with the Outline Plan of Works. 

I recommend that this condition be 
amended to specifically require the traffic 
engineer to engage with the Road 
Controlling Authority when further 
assessment is undertaken.  This will assist 
with ensuring that the proposed access 
arrangements are consistent with the 
operational and safety requirements of the 
network. 

Condition 27: Vehicle Crossing on Edmonton Road  

Unless further assessment is undertaken by a suitability 
qualified traffic engineer in consultation with the Road 
Controlling Authority that confirms the following is not 
required, any vehicle crossing onto Edmonton Road shall be 
designed in accordance with the Auckland Transport Design 
Manual, Practice Note 07: Vehicle Crossings Design Standards 
(dated 1 July 2025).  

Any proposed departure from standard must be supported by 
a detailed assessment demonstrating that safe operation can 
be achieved through additional measures to slow or stop 
vehicles before exiting the site. provide either: 

 A pedestrian visibility splay of 2.5m width and 5.0m 
depth; or 

 An audio visual method (such as a system that emits 
an audible tone and/or illuminates a lantern when a 
vehicle is approaching the vehicle crossing) to alert 
pedestrians to vehicles about to exit the site. 

 

This condition needs amending as it is not 
consistent with AT standards.  It is based 
on an NZTA standard which is no longer 
accepted by AT for assessing vehicle 
crossing visibility.  
 
As noted in MoJ's Transport Assessment, 
this condition is consistent with New 
Zealand Transport Agency (NZTA) Guide 
RTS 6 for assessing vehicle crossing 
visibility. AT prefers its recently published 
Practice Note 07 on Vehicle Crossings 
Design Standards (dated 1 July 2025)1 
which is included in AT’s Transport Design 
Manual (TDM).  I recommend that the 
Transport Assessment and condition be 
updated to meet the requirements of the 
relevant TDM standard.   
 
Furthermore, any mitigation measures 
proposed to address vehicle crossing 
visibility, including the use of an audible 
warning device, would need to be assessed 
for potential nuisance effects on nearby 
residential properties.  

New condition  

No service vehicle or refuse collection vehicle shall be required 
to load or unload from a location that obstructs any other 
vehicle from entering or passing the site unless a further 
assessment is undertaken by a suitably qualified traffic 
engineer in consultation with the Road Controlling Authority 
which confirms that this will not have adverse effects on the 
surrounding transportation networks. 

 

MoJ proposed this new condition in its 
Integrated Transport Assessment, but it 
does not appear in its recommended set of 
conditions.  
 
I support its inclusion, given the site’s 
arterial road frontages and the importance 
of maintaining safety and efficiency on 
these roads.  

 
1 https://at.govt.nz/media/j1ii02sq/tdm-practice-note-07-vehicle-crossings-design-standards-edition.pdf  



 

New condition  

If any assets in the road corridor, including footpaths, berms, 
and kerbs, are damaged by heavy vehicles entering or leaving 
the construction site, the requiring authority must rectify such 
damage and restore the assets to its original condition (at its 
own costs) as soon as reasonably practicable or within a 
timeframe agreed with the Road Controlling Authority. 

I recommend that a new condition is 
included to cover damage within the road 
corridor, directly caused by heavy vehicles 
during construction of the Project.  This is a 
standard condition that AT uses on 
resource consents involving construction 
activities and / or heavy vehicles.   
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7) 





This condition as worded does not capture all the permitted activity standards at E24.6.1 and I recommend that if the
specific limbs are going to be listed, they should be listed fully (E24.6.1 (1-10) rather than in part. Noting how wordy this
would make the condition, if a more focused condition is required then the key standards for ensuring no cross-
boundary effects are E24.6.1(6 and 8)

Plan Change 79 (Decision Version) introduces additional lighting requirements as an E24.6.2 standard, however these
only relate to access in residential zones.

Thanks,
Jared

Jared Osman (him) | Team Leader – Contamination, Air & Noise
Specialist Unit | Planning & Resource Consents Department
Waea pūkoro /  
Te Kaunihera o Tāmaki Makaurau / Auckland Council 
Level 6 (north), Te Wharau o Tāmaki Auckland House, 135 Albert Street, Auckland
aucklandcouncil.govt.nz

















Noise and Vibration - Andrew Gordon 
(Annexure 9) 





My review objective is to “Confirm any essential or critical gaps in information” in regard to noise and
vibration during construction and operation.

Background

I was involved in processing LUC60434320 (granted 19/12/2024) for the Papakura District
Courthouse at 40 Elliot Street, Papakura which included construction of a new building and
associated site enabling works.

The Site

The current activity is a car park. The corner site shares boundaries with Edmonton Road (Regional
Road) and Alderman Drive (Arterial Road).

The two closest neighbouring buildings are located at 22 Alderman Drive (Open Space Zone) and 26
Edmonton Road (Residential Zone).

Geo Maps  Concept Plan



Comments – Construction

I confirm relevant E25 standards are referenced for review purposes.

The assessment is preliminary as construction methodology and machinery to be used is not
finalised. This is typical for most applications.

The assessment is informed “by the concept bulk and location plans dated 02/04/2025 prepared by
Architectus and design features report – structural dated 03/04/2025 prepared by Holmes.”

I note significant earthworks are not required, which is reflected in the statement “Earthworks will
largely consist of scraping and removing of existing asphalt and the basecourse layer of the existing
carpark and the drilling for the piles to allow for the suspended ground floor.” (Flooding &
Infrastructure Report).

Key works are identified as excavation and piling (i.e. bored and CFA methods) activities. The
minimum setback distance is reported to be 16m from CFA piling to 26 Edmonton Road which
indicates it should be practicable to manage works to ensure general compliance.

However, given CFA piling rigs typically have an elevated noise source, which is difficult to
acoustically mitigate/screen, SLR predict noise exceedances of 5 – 10 dBA as the closest buildings.

Additional information provided adequately demonstrates that demolition works (i.e. removal of paved
surfaces) and compaction works (which are both key works) can be managed to enable compliance
without any practical difficulties.

The additional information also confirms there is a low risk of vibration causing cosmetic damage to
the building at 22 Alderman Drive. I note examples of cosmetic damage include cracking in paint or
plasterwork. Cosmetic building damage effects are deemed ‘minor damage’ in DIN 4150-3  and can
generally be easily repaired. Further, the cosmetic damage guideline limits are much lower than those
that will result in structural damage and experience has shown that if these limits are complied with,
damage that reduces the serviceability of the building will not occur.

Based on my experience reviewing hundreds of similar projects on other sites, I consider the
assessment and predicted construction noise and vibration levels to be indicative of the proposed
works.

As expected for a project of this scale and given predicted exceedances, a CNVMP will be prepared
and submitted to council for certification prior to works commencing.
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Development would go through an RMA process – in this instance, the FTAA application likely 

represents an acceleration of the Proposed Development relative to the counterfactual (assuming 

the RMA application is successful).  

13. Costs may be fairly straight forward. The Applicant is proposing to commit financial resources to 

acquire land and construct the Proposed courthouse. There may be costs for supporting 

infrastructure e.g., road and footpath improvements, and costs for design, planning and legal 

services. There will likely be additional variable costs associated with running a higher capacity 

courthouse e.g., more staff, increased utility expenses, increased security, etc. 

14. Given it is a public building, constructed with public funds, there is reason to include a deadweight 

cost of taxation element to acknowledge economic distortions that taxation imposes on resource 

allocation. The standard approach is to assume 20% of project costs funded from general taxation3.  

15. The benefits are less straight forward. In my view, the primary benefits of the Proposed 

Development are – greater trust in public institutions (the system is seen to be upholding the rule of 

law in the pursuit of just outcomes and access to justice) and greater delivery of services. 

16. A benefit of Courts is the maintenance of trust in public institutions with the rule of law. Including 

both criminal and civil matters, trust is built and maintained by the Courts through delivery of justice 

and ensuring rules are interpreted and enforced, fairly and consistently. Within this, sits the option 

(or threat) of proceedings to dissuade criminal behavior and / or adverse civil behavior as means to 

chastise the guilty or liable.  

17. This benefit is difficult to quantify at a marginal level. Despite difficulty in measurement, it is 

important for maintaining welfare and protecting resources. It could be reason enough to adopt a 

break-even analysis approach to the CBA which means the value of this benefit is treated as a 

residual or leftover and evaluated, after considering other benefits and costs. 

18. I take it at face-value4 that the new courthouse would be able to deliver more services relative to 

the current Waitākere courthouse. I can see two streams by which might occur: 

a. Cases before the courts are heard in a timelier manner so more cases can be heard, 

and 

b. Hitherto unknown cases may be more likely to be brought before the courts (rather than 

not pursued by potential litigants) if there is a perception that they will be conducted in a 

timely manner i.e., there may be incremental additionality in the number of cases. 

19. Employment is typically not considered a benefit in CBAs5. This is because employment in one 

place often displaces employment in another, so the net effect is zero. For example, if a solicitor 

were to be invited to become a judge at the Proposed District Courthouse, they would no longer be 

working as a solicitor. In my view, there is no reason to deviate from the Treasury advice on this. 

 
3 Ibid. At pages 15-16.  
4 At page 9 of the Property Economics report. 
5 Treasury New Zealand. Guide to Social Cost Benefit Analysis. July 2015. At page 19. 







 

  

29. There is additional anecdotal evidence that suggests that court resourcing, “…has not kept up with 

population grown [sic] and increasing case volumes.”13 In particular, the cited report points to a lack 

of judges relative to caseloads. Although I am not an expert in the process of judge appointments 

to the bench, it seems plausible that additional capacity at a District Court may provide the 

opportunity to appoint more judges and / or keep judges on as acting-warranted judges. 

30. I think it is reasonable to infer that there is considerable demand for District Court services which 

form an integral part of New Zealand’s legal infrastructure. I also think it is also reasonable to 

assume that demand is likely to continue to grow in the future with the population. I take it at face-

value, from the law society’s annual report 2024 (at page 28), that there is growing complexity in 

proceedings which may contribute to further resourcing needs for the judiciary.  

31. It is plausible that the Proposed Development is net welfare enhancing but the economic evidence 

presented by the applicant is not convincing. A formal cost-benefit analysis should be conducted. 

32. For the avoidance of doubt, while I understand from what is stated in the application that the 

current courthouse is not fit for purpose, the economic assessment includes no assessment of net 

effect the Proposed Development will have relative to the status quo. 

33. It is not clear that the Proposed Development is particularly significant in economic terms at a 

regional or national level. An understanding of the net present value of the project would assist in 

evaluating whether the project represents a significant infrastructure development, in an economic 

sense, for the region or nation. 

 

 
13 New Zealand Law Society Te Kāhui Ture o Aotearoa, Annual Report 2023/2024 (Wellington: New Zealand Law Society, 
2024). At page 28. 
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