Rangitoopuni - Comments Tracker

S67 Comments Site visit | Preliminary
Specialism Required | Comments Preliminary Comments
Provided
Emma Planning 1. Plan Information No Awaiting Policy comments to confirm —will provide in due course (early next
Chandler (already week at the latest).

There is information lacking with respect to the following
aspects of the development which directly relates to confirming
the relevant reasons for consent under the AUP: OP:

a. Site Coverages (building coverage) for Lot 2 (Retirement
village site) for both pre- and post-subdivision;

b. Volume of earthworks within the flood plain and riparian
margins.

c. Are any buildings or structures proposed that will be
located on “Land that may be subject to instability” and if
so is consent required under E36.4.1 (A51)?

d. Aplanthatclearly shows the dimensions of the proposed
accessways to confirm the applied for non-compliances
relating to E27 of the RMA.

e. Aplanthat clearly shows the proposed subdivision layout
against the underlying zoning, noting that the site is split-
zoned and this is required to understand the relationship of
the CSL subdivision with the Rural Production Zone.

Please provide updated plans and or information that confirms
the above matters.

undertake
n)

2. Retirement Village Planting and Protection Mechanisms

a. The provided Scheme Plans do not show any proposed
protection mechanisms over the replanting within Lot 2 (the
retirement village/Integrated Maori Development [IMD]
site). Please confirm if any protection mechanisms are
proposed for this site, and if so update the scheme plan to
clearly show this.
Note: As discussed at pre-application stage, it is strongly
recommended that legal protection mechanisms be offered
around these areas to contribute to the mitigation
measures being offered for the intensity and scale of the
retirement village/IMD.

b. The provided Lot 2 Landscape Concept shows an areain
the north-eastern corner of the proposed subdivided
retirement village site that is not being replanted. Please
clarify why this is not being subject to enhancement
planting like the remainder of the areas outside the
retirement village building platform.

Note: itis recommended that consideration be given to
incorporating planting into this area.

3. Precedent
An assessment of precedent has been provided in the
submitted AEE, concluding that there are no precedent effects
because Treaty Settlement Land is not widespread and there
are no other equivalent situations across Auckland. This does
not, however, include consideration of the issue of precedent
for the remainder of the Lot 2 site which is not being developed
or subject to any proposed controls for future development as




part of this application. In particular, with respect to the
possibility of this land also being developed for retirement
village activities (or expansion of the current retirement village)
in the future. Please provide a further assessment of these
potential precedent effects, noting the concerns raised in our
preliminary comments.

Ryan Policy TBC Yes No TBC
Bradley

Doug Parks In relation to potential qualifying 3m waterbodies within Lot 1 and No Yes Key Findings:
Sadlier Lot 2 that would trigger the requirement of 20m wide esplanade

reserves as part of a future subdivision consent process, as per
section 230 of the Resource Management Act 1991 (RMA), Parks and
Community Facilities relies upon the feedback provided by Ken
Berger (Council Subdivision Advisor) in response to a point C
question that was posed around confirmation of the surveyor
methodology as follows:

“In regard to point ‘C’ to provide comment on methodology for
stream width of appendix Q. | have reviewed the report signed by
Licensed Cadastral Surveyor Reece Moody to determine the width of
the watercourse through Lot 2 DP 590677 and accept his
methodology and advice that the subject watercourse has an
average width of less than 3.0m and is therefore not subject to s230
ofthe RMA. | would however ask that further confirmation is sought
from Mr Moody as the signed provided report only discusses the one
watercourse over Lot 2 DP 590677 and | ask that further comment is
provided on a signed declaration confirming that an investigation
across all of the subject sites watercourses, being all of Lots 1 & 2
DP 590677 and the results of that complete investigation, rather
than just the current advice which is restricted to the one
watercourse.

The methodology utilised to determine that the average width of the
watercourse in Lot 2 is less than 3m in width confirms that the
requirement for an esplanade reserve under s.230 of the RMA has
not been triggered.

The Auckland Unitary Plan (Operative in Part) (AUP(OP)) identifies the
subject site(s), Lot 1 and Lot 2 as land zoned Rural - Countryside Living zone.

The Auckland Council Open Space Provision Policy 2016 provision targets
for neighbourhood parks or suburb parks do not apply where either the lot
sizes are a minimum of 1ha (as per Lot 1) or a retirement village is proposed
(as per Lot 2). No provision metrics means no open space acquisition or
development budgeted for in the Long-Term Plan (LTP) or countenanced in
budget projections beyond the current LTP. So, in short, the council does
not require or will not acquire parks land as part of this proposed
development.

The Auckland Council Open Space Provision Policy 2016 provision targets
for sports parks are also not required as capacity is accommodated
elsewhere in Riverhead within an 18-minute drive.

Given the large lot sizes proposed the space for informal private open space
on site will be adequate to compensate for the need and wellbeing of the
community that will locate within the development and supports the view
that formal open and recreational space is not required.

Connectivity and pedestrian access are a key element for any park, or open
space provision in the future. A review of the submitted roading and
landscape plans indicate that private Joint Owned Access Lots (JOALS) will
be the primary means of pedestrian and vehicle access into, within and
around Lots 1 and 2. | understand that easements for public use of some of
these accessways (some recreational trails, on road walking tracks, off road
walking tracks, existing mountain bike tracks and connections to Riverhead
Forest, boardwalk crossings

and bridges, walking tracks around the retirement village proper) will be
provided over some of these private land areas.

The easements to secure connectivity would require the approval from
Council. This will include the involvement of the Local Board. Any
accessibility infrastructure will need to be constructed and maintained by
the developer for public access where required and comply with relevant
standards given its public use.

Greenway connectivity is also a long-term aspiration for the Rodney Local
Board (December 2016 Greenway Maps) targeted within, adjoining
(Riverhead Forrest for example) and into the coastal surrounds of the
existing Riverhead Township. Lot 1 is located outside the aspirational
greenway connection maps and the southern point of Lot 2 intersects with
the proposed ecology link. Future private greenway connectivity from Lot 2
to the Riverhead Township should take into consideration the December




2016 Greenways Plan for the Rodney Local Board area especially the
ecology linkage opportunities.

Boffa Miskell Landscape Concept Plan noted as Lot 1 — Lot 57 - Community
Facilities - illustrates a shared path; a boat washdown area; facilities and
repair station; publicly accessed carpark; resident’s carpark; community
buildings; nature play and swings; multi-functional lawn; basketball half
court; tennis / pickleball court; pergola shelters; bush trail; and extensive
landscaping. This is all located on private land. These assets will not be
acquired by the Parks and Community Facilities Department and will remain
privately owned and maintained. The developer may wish to make it
available for public use but will then have to secure this through an
easement with prior approval Council where necessary.

Maven Associates Retirement Village Proposed Scheme Plan, Drawing
C190-1-1, Revision A, dated March 2025, illustrates an unformed northern
part of Forestry Road (notated as Lot 3 Road to Vest) will be vested with
Council and as such must comply with:

° The Auckland Code of Practice for Land Development and
Subdivision Chapter 7: Landscape.

° Auckland’s Urban Ngahere (Forest Strategy).

° Tree Stock for Landscape Use: Australian Standard (AS)
2303:2018.

No street gardens will be permitted except where it relates to stormwater
infrastructure such as rain gardens, swales and stormwater dry basins.
Note:
A review of the submitted engineering roading plans indicates that
Joint Owned Access Lots (JOALS) will be the primary means of
vehicle access into, within and around Lots 1 and 2. The Auckland
Code of Practice for Land Development and Subdivision — Chapter
3 Transport, provides guidelines on private road functionality.
1. No Auckland Council administered park land (or open
space zones) will be impacted by the proposed development.

Conditions

Parks Planning acknowledge the conditions (and advice notes) proposed by
the applicant but it is preferred to use (in-part) the tested and standard
conditions (and advice notes) to ensure consistency in its execution whilst
also clarifying its application to the various stages for the development. To
note is that the vesting of roads is not possible under land use and
conditions relevant to Parks infrastructure will only be required under the
subdivision consent.

Recommended additional conditions (and advice notes) are proposed in the
attached:

BUN60449727 Appendix 1 Rangitoopuni — Parks Planning Conditions
document. The applicant’s proposed conditions (and advice notes) have
been amended and depicted with additional insertions in blue (underlined)

]

BUN60449727

. . Al dix1-R it
text and deletions in green (struck-through) text. ppendix ang!




The additional conditions (and advice notes) primarily relate to tree planting
and rain garden / stormwater infrastructure planting in the road to vest being
Lot 3 — Forestry Road Extension of Subdivision Lot 2 DP 5906777 and stream
surveys are undertaken to ensure that where s230 esplanade reserves are
triggered that they are appropriately vested.

Anna
Jennings/
Ameya
Bhiwapur
kar

Watercare

N/A

No

Yes

Working in partnership

Watercare acknowledge the site’s significance as Treaty Settlement Land,
and confirms we are happy to hui with Te Kawerau a Maki to explain our
position, and hear any concerns.

The kawenata between Watercare and Te Kawerau a Maki does not create
and express obligation for Watercare to provide services to developments
of this nature. However, the kawenata affirms a commitment to work in good
faith and uphold the spirit of partnership.

Our response

The proposed development site by Te Kawera & Maki and Avant Property
Development is zoned rural under the Auckland Unitary Plan and sits outs
the rural urban boundary. In line with Watercare’s statutory obligations,
which include requirements to support growth areas identified by Auckland
Council, Watercare does not provide water supply and wastewater servicing
to rural zoned land.

Watercare acknowledge the proposal by the Applicant that this
development will not be connected to Watercare’s network. Any
assessment of the private water and wastewater servicing will be made by
Auckland Council.

Advice note

This review does not constitute resource consent or engineering plan
approval. You will need to apply to Auckland Council and submit these
documents with your consent application.

Hillary
Johnson

Healthy Waters

S67 Information Gap Identification

This specialist response identifies critical information gaps that
prevent proper assessment of the Rangitoopuni development
proposal under the following subheadings:

1. Flood assessment
2. In-stream attenuation
3. Stream erosion

4. Water quality

1. FLOOD ASSESSMENT

Description of Missing Information

Clearly describe the specific information or assessment that is
missing from the application.

1.1.

A copy of the Applicant’s flood model for the Riverhead
catchment including all of the modelled pre-
development model and post-development scenarios.

Yes

No

Given extent and amount of information required to be addressed - reasons
as to why information is required should be referred to.




Additional modelling scenarios (50%, 20%, 10%, 5%, 2%
and 1%) and associated assessment of effects for the
development relative to existing land-use and rainfall.
These scenarios are to be included with copy of the
model requested under Iltem Error! Reference source
not found..

Further justification on the filtering of flood comparison
maps to 10mm.

Further justification on the use of a uniform pre-
development curve number (CN) of 74 across the
entirety of the proposed site.

Details on how the function of the Retirement Village
Stormwater Pond was incorporated in the model.

Further assessment of effects on flooding from the
proposed Forestry Road upgrade pertaining to the
effects from the upgraded culverts, and the effects from
upgraded vehicle access to private driveways.

Further assessment of effects on flooding from the
proposed Forestry Road upgrade pertaining to changes
in flood velocities.

Confirmation whether consultation was carried out with
the landowner of 100 Forestry Road on the increase in
flooding within their property.

Overland flow path assessment including catchment
plans and representative cross-sections of the overland
flow conveyance corridors, and culvert spill/overtopping
points with supporting calculations assuming Maximum
Probable Development (MPD) and 3.8-degree climate
change (and primary network blockages as required).

Details on the provisions that will ensure the spillway
function on Lot 1 (Countryside Living Subdivision)
doesn’t restrict access for residents or emergency
services during high intensity rainfall and details on
whether easements or consent notices will be
implemented to secure this overland flow path and its
function.

The Flood Modelling Report states that the downstream
bridges do not resultin anincrease in flood levels.
However, it is noted that the bridge decks were not
included in model. Please clarify whether this
conclusion is based on the comparison between pre-
development and post-development flood levels, if so,
please provide flood extent and depth maps. Please also
include the justification for omitting bridge decks from
the model.

Clarification whether the use of initial abstraction (l.) of
5mm is appropriate for the existing bush areas and
whether the use of |, = 0.2S (where S is determined by
TP108 Equation 3.2) is more appropriate.

Clarification of whether the referred ‘eastern catchment’
only provides attention to 2% AEP as it has not been




specifically mentioned in the SMP that 1% AEP will also
be attenuated to. This would impact the design of the
proposed culverts, and also the area/height behind the
culverts.

Why is this Information Essential?
Explain why the absence of this information significantly limits your
ability to assess the project or its effects.

A review of the supporting hydraulic model is required in order to
confirm the modelling assumptions, proposed and existing
stormwater infrastructure size, verify the model performance and
outputs, and confirm that the model is “fit for purpose’ to support
the associated flood hazard and risk assessment.

Due to the receiving environment being subject to flooding at
present (considering existing land use and no climate change) the
modelling of additional scenarios relative to existing land use and no
climate change is required to assess the potential effects of the
proposed development in the immediate future (i.e. in the short-
term).

Logged areas still have vegetative cover. The justification thata CN
number of 88 could be appropriate and that the modelled CN of 74
is conservative is not agreed with. Based on the latest aerial
imagery, large portions of the site are covered by existing forested
areas (not logged). Logged areas would have forest floor coverage,
which warrant a lower CN number than 74 (i.e. 70 as a minimum).
Overall, this would lower the baseline pre-development runoff from
the site and increase the risk of potential effects on the proposed
developmentin regard to flooding. The difference between post-
development and pre-development runoff would be higher than
currently assumed.

Any changes to the existing flood characteristics should be captured
to enable the assessment of potential flood related effects. It is not
clear why changes in flood elevation of less that 10mm between
pre-development and post-development scenarios have been
excluded from the assessment.

Section 3.2.7 of the Flood Modelling Report outlines that the
Retirement Village stormwater attenuation basin was modelled
using a combination of increasing the initial abstraction and using
an inflow hydrograph, however no further details were provided on
the functionality of these modelling assumptions (e.g. showing
catchment flows, pond volume relationship and outflows, and total
catchment outflows). As such Healthy Waters cannot assess the
appropriateness of the methodology and complete the review.

Section 9.3.1 of the Flood Modelling Report outlines the potential
flooding effects of the proposed development on 100 Forestry Road.
Healthy Waters are concerned that the scale of potential effects
from the proposed Forestry Road upgrade has not been adequately
represented in the flood model. This is based on the provided cross-
section depicted in Figure 7, which indicates that the formation of
the new property access connecting the existing 100 Forestry Road
driveway to the elevated Forestry Road (which has the potential to
obstruct the flood flows) has been omitted from the model.




JOALs and access roads are proposed to convey the proposed
development overland flows to the receiving environment. Overflow
spill points are also expected at culvert crossings. Details of the
overland flow path conveyance and culvert overflow design
including peak flow, depth, velocity and hazard (depth x velocity) is
required so that it can be verified that the flows within the proposed
development can be conveyed in a way that does not present hazard
and risk to people, property, and infrastructure.

2. IN-STREAM ATTENUATION - CONDITIONS

Description of Missing Information

Clearly describe the specific information or assessment that is
missing from the application.

2.1 Culvert 1-1 (Lot 1), Culvert 7 (Lot 2), and the Retirement
Village attenuation basin (Lot 2) are proposed to provide
peak flow attenuation in a range of storm events. Condition
83 outlines proposed stormwater management works,
catchment area, and design objectives for the Retirement
Village, the Countryside Living Development, and the
Forestry Road upgrades. Condition 83. Culvert 1-1 (Lot 1),
Culvert 7 (Lot 2), and the Retirement Village attenuation
basin (Lot 2) are not included within the proposed
Stormwater Management Works condition.

2.2 Conditions outlining the long term operation and
maintenance requirements of the Culvert 1-1 (Lot 1),
Culvert 7 (Lot 2), and the Retirement Village attenuation
basin (Lot 2) are not included within the proposed
conditions. With respect to the stormwater management
works within Lot 1, conditions that outline and will ensure
any legal mechanisms required to facilitate ongoing joint
operation and maintenance of these assets in perpetuity
(via consent notice, or managed through a residents
association or body corporate) have not been included
within the proposed conditions.

Why is this Information Essential?
Explain why the absence of this information significantly limits your
ability to assess the project or its effects.

Culvert 1-1 (Lot 1), Culvert 7 (Lot 2), and the attenuation basin
serving the Retirement Village (Lot 2) are key stormwater
management assets proposed to mitigate downstream effects of
the development. However, in the absence of consent conditions
specifying the design objectives for these assets, there is no
mechanism for Council to ensure they are constructed and perform
as intended. Without such conditions, the effectiveness of these
devices in managing stormwater and protecting downstream
environments cannot be guaranteed.

Culvert 1-1 and Culvert 7 are proposed to provide flood attenuation
for the overall development. As the culverts will remain in private
ownership it needs to be clear what legal mechanisms and
procedures are proposed that will ensure the operation,
maintenance and renewal of these culverts in perpetuity. In absence
of this, it is considered that the potential risk of flooding
downstream of the proposed development will be increased.




3. STREAM EROSION

Description of Missing Information

Clearly describe the specific information or assessment that is
missing from the application.

A fluvial geomorphology review has been conducted. In summary,
key areas of concern are outlined in the following section.

Context

The watercourse is actively eroding. A council Watercourse
Assessment from 2014 shows the main stem of the stream within
the FTA is marked as having 40-60% erosion on the banks. The
lodged Geotechnical Report describes the stream as having incised
gullies, a high risk of slope instability, and a medium risk of soil
erosion. The Ecological Impact Assessment (EiA) describes various
streams as being damaged from slash and mobilised sediment,
having little riparian yard function for stream stability, being
relatively incised, eroded and steep, with some heavy loaded of fine
sediment.

The sites history as a commercial forestry operation presents a risk
due to the effects of deforestation (e.g. landuse change resulting in
hydrological changes, increased sediment runoff, slash effecting
stream geomorphology). These streams will be highly sensitive to
change.

The existing 100-year floodplain will be modified due to impervious
surface increase from development. If there is an attempt to contain
these flows within the stream channel, this will cause incision and
widening, putting homes and assets at risk.

3.1 Figure 6 in the SMP and Figure 8 in the EiA indicate a range
of riparian setbacks (10, 20, 100m). It is not clear how these
different margins have been determined for the different
areas, or how the margins are being planted or enforced.
The SMP and EiA also indicate infringements into the
riparian margin of infrastructure such as roads and building
platforms. While this may be offset in other areas, a 10m
riparian margin is required as a minimum which should be
adjusted based on site specific parameters like soil and
slope. From a geomorphic point of view, retaining the
appropriate width for the length of the stream is critical (see
below, ‘Why is this information Essential?’).

3.2 Further information is required on the proposed
management of stormwater runoff from impervious
surfaces during low intensity rainfall events and the
associated potential effects on stream erosion.

3.3 A Geomorphic Risk Assessment is required to:

a. Evaluate the Current State of the Network: Assess the
present condition and sensitivity of the present stream
networks, including its response to flow modifications
and increased impervious surfaces, as well as assess
the strength and resistance parameters of the soils to
be used for the constructed networks.




b. Identify Development Impacts and Mitigation
Strategies: Determine whether the proposed
development will affect the health and stability of the
stream network over the design life of the development
and provide a detailed mitigation plan to address any
adverse impacts.

c. Assess Natural Hazards and Public Safety Risks:
Evaluate whether the stream network’s sensitivity
poses risks to the development or public safety.
Develop strategies to mitigate these risks, with a
preference towards nature-based solutions and green
infrastructure.

3.4 Proposed strategies should:

a. Specify the type and scale of instream and stream
margin work required to manage ecological and
geomorphological impacts and ensure resilience to
future flow changes.

b. Ensure that instream and stream margin work improve
degraded channels over time or maintains high-value
stream conditions where they exist.

c. Prioritise nature-based solutions and green
infrastructure that are resilient and adaptable to
climate and flow changes, rather than relying on
permanent hard engineering solutions.

Why is this Information Essential?

Explain why the absence of this information significantly limits your
ability to assess the project or its effects.

The missing information is required to gain an understanding of
effects from the proposed development. Scour, erosion and
movement of waterways are a common occurrence which can
damage infrastructure, buildings, and land.

The missing information is critical for understanding the scale,
function, and form of infrastructure, including streams.

The stability of the proposed network over the design life of the
development needs to be determined, considering increased
impervious areas, efficient flow delivery, the effects of climate
change and constrained flood energies.

The proposed increase in impervious surfaces increases the
stormwater flows and volumes from the site. Retention via non-
potable and potable rainwater reuse of the 95" percentile event is
proposed for all roof areas within the Countryside Living Stages 1-14
and the Retirement Village. However, no information has been
provided on how the runoff from the remaining proposed impervious
surfaces will be managed in order to ensure the proposed
development does not result in an increase in volumes and flows to
the receiving stream environment during frequent low intensity
rainfall events and consequently increase the risk of stream erosion.
In this context, it is unclear how the proposed revegetation has been
incorporated into the assessment as no supporting information or
calculations have been provided.




Without this information, itis impossible to undertake a complete
assessment of the application. This information cannot reasonably
be deferred to implementation, or addressed through conditions,
and the information is not considered a minor uncertainty.

This assessment is essential due to:

a. Environment: allowing the stream to perform critical
hydrologic functions;

b. Health and safety: reducing risk of flooding and
geotechnical failure in habitable areas; and

c. Economy: increasing asset lifespan, reducing need for
ongoing maintenance or replacement, and avoiding buy
out of private properties following erosion and scour of
land due to geomorphological processes.

4. WATER QUALITY

Description of Missing Information

Clearly describe the specific information or assessment that is
missing from the application.

4.1 Further information is required that demonstrates the
proposed stormwater management approach will maintain
or enhance the quality of stormwater runoff within the
receiving environment and is the Best Practicable Option
(BPO). For example, an evaluation of the various
stormwater management devices and strategies.

4.2 ltis noted that stormwater treatment is not proposed for
private driveways and hardstand areas with the
justification that the development is not subject to Healthy
Waters Region Wide Network Discharge Consent, and as
the private roads will be low volume (less than 5000 vehicle
movements per day. Please clarify total impervious area
proposed per lot as well as shared driveways and JOALS.

4.3 In the drawing ‘Retirement Village Stormwater Dry Pond
Plan’ (Appendix AA.4), it shows a proposed 3.0m wide dry
pond maintenance track (up to 20% grade). However, GDO1
states that vehicle access should be 3.5m wide and no
steeper than 1V:8H, with no sharp bends.

Why is this Information Essential?
Explain why the absence of this information significantly limits your
ability to assess the project or its effects.

No information has been provided on the water quality treatment
requirements for hardstand surfaces within future individual
Countryside Living lots. No water quality is proposed within the
Retirement Village for access ways servicing less than 10 units.
Swales have been proposed for Countryside Living JOALs, however
preliminary analysis of the JOAL longitudinal grades within the
Stages 8-14 indicates that 50% of these exceed the 8% longitudinal
grade which is the upper limit to provide water quality treatment
within a swale. Overall, the proposed development will potentially
generate over an estimated 20 hectares of untreated impervious




surfaces which will increase the risk of adverse effects on the water
quality of receiving environment.

Within Section 7.3.2 of the SMP the Applicant’s Engineer has
asserted that as the site is not bound by Healthy Water Region Wide
Network Discharge Consent, and as the private roads will be low
volume (less than 5000 vehicle movements per day), that water
quality treatment is not required. This is in reference to the high
contaminant generating area provisions under E9 of the AUP, which
are a specific, targeted overlay for land uses that are regarded as
being high contaminant generating. However, the provisions of E8
together with the overarching objectives and policies outlined
through E1 set a broader framework for water quality, with
expectations beyond just the high contaminant generating land
uses. This framework includes directive policies E1.3(2)(a) (to
maintain or enhance water quality, flows, stream channels and their
margins and other freshwater values...) and E1.3(8)(b)/(e)
(minimising the generation and discharge of contaminants... and
providing for the management of gross stormwater pollutants...).

Itis recommended that a Best Practicable Option (BPO) assessment
is undertaken to evaluate the potential stormwater management
solutions that will ensure the stormwater runoff from the proposed
development will maintain or enhance the water quality of the
receiving environment.

Siva

Auckland
Transport

Description of Missing Information

a) The trip generation used for the residential component is
considered low due to the rural location of the site and proximity to
amenities. A more appropriate residential trip generation should be
used to assess the traffic effects of the development. Applicantis
advised to run a sensitivity test with a higher trip generation rate.

b) Trips associated with the existing and future uses of Access 2 for
recreational use (as anticipated with the provision of the car park at
Access 2 for public use), and potentially for Access 1 if the public is
anticipated to use this to access walking tracks should be
considered in the assessment, particularly at the site accesses

c) Further commentary is required to justify the trip distribution,
particularly in relation to the Forestry Road / Deacon Road access
and the assignment of traffic at the SH16 intersections at Oraha
Road and Riverhead Road

d) There appears to be various errors with some traffic movements
reporting zero development where volumes would be expected,
including at the SH16 / Coatesville-Riverhead Highway intersection
and these errors have been carried over into the other diagrams.
Furthermore, it is not clear how development traffic has been
assigned to the SH16 Riverhead Road and the Oraha Road
intersection. Errors in the “Generated trip distribution” diagrams in
the ITA Appendix C should be corrected and consequential errors in
the other diagrams.

e) The following matters need to be addressed in the traffic
modelling:

Yes

Yes

Auckland Transport (AT) has reviewed the proposed Rangitoopuni
developmentin Riverhead, which includes 208 single dwellings, a
retirement village with 260 units and 36 care beds, and the upgrade and
vesting of Forestry Road. The assessment identifies several key issues that
must be addressed to ensure the development proceeds in a manner that
is safe, efficient, and aligned with transport planning objectives.

One of the primary concerns raised by AT relates to trip generation and
traffic modelling. The trip rate used in the application (0.85 trips per
dwelling) is considered too low for a rural context. AT recommends using
the NZTA Research Report 453, which suggests a more appropriate range
of 1.1 to 1.4 trips per dwelling. Additionally, the modelling does not
account for recreational traffic or potential public use of the proposed
facilities. The SIDRA traffic models provided are not

calibrated to reflect actual conditions, such as existing queues and delays,
and omit key interactions at critical intersections like SH16 and
Coatesville-Riverhead Highway. Errors in the trip distribution diagrams
further undermine the reliability of the traffic impact assessment.

The assessment also fails to demonstrate that the development can
proceed without prior upgrades to the SH16 / Coatesville-Riverhead
Highway intersection and SH16 east of this junction.

These intersections are already under pressure, and the additional traffic
generated by the development would likely exacerbate congestion and
safety issues. Without confirmed plans and funding for these upgrades, AT
cannot support the development proceeding as proposed.

Access arrangements are another area requiring further detail. Access 1
(Pinetone Road) and Access 2 (Browns Road) present visibility and design
challenges. Access 1 is located near an existing intersection. Access 2 is




I. All traffic models need to be calibrated for existing
conditions (i.e. queues and delays, and in the case of the
SH16 intersections, interaction between intersections has
not been taken into account) and evidence of calibration
should be provided;

II. At the SH16 / Coatesville-Riverhead Highway
intersection, the modelling does not reflect the queues and
congestion that occur on the western leg (eastbound flows)
of the intersection, particularly in the AM peak. The
operation of the SH16 / Coatesville- Riverhead Highway
intersection, which effectively reverses priorities between
eastbound SH16 traffic and movements turning to and from
SH16 should be addressed in the model (particularly the AM
peak);

lll. The interaction between the SH16 / Coatesville-
Riverhead Highway and SH16 / Old North Road
intersections should be taken into account in the traffic
modelling.;

IV. Potential supressed traffic demand on eastbound SH16
needs to be taken into account in the modelling of the SH16
intersections with Coatesville-Riverhead Highway and Old
North Road; and

V. SIDRA Model Layout drawings should be provided.

f) An assessment of the effects of the development on the operation
of SH16 east of Coatesville-Riverhead Highway is required to
understand the impacts on the capacity of

SH16

g) The Access 1 (Opposite Pinetone Road) design needs to address
the following matters

The design needs to take into account Pinetone Road;

The access is within 10m Pinetone Road and therefore
Vehicle Access Restrictions apply under E27.6.4.1(2)
and (3). An assessment as a Restricted Discretionary
activity is required.

It should be demonstrated that where the access splits
into two JOALS, that the design would not resultin
vehicles accessing the site blocking back onto Old
North Road

h) At Access 2 (Browns Road)

Visibility to the west is restricted. An assessment of the
effects of the shortfall of the visibility is required and
any measures needed to mitigate the shortfall of
visibility.

situated on a curved section of road, limiting sight distances and
potentially causing queuing issues. Accesses 3 to 5 are not shown on the
plans, and no visibility assessments have been provided. AT requires
comprehensive access designs and safety evaluations to ensure all
proposed vehicle entries and exits are viable.

The proposed upgrade to Forestry Road includes a 6.0-metre carriageway,
which meets the AT Transport Design Manual (TDM) standard for minimum
road width but not the preferred road width. AT notes that this may not be
sufficient for safe two-way movement of larger vehicles, such as 6.3-metre
vans and 10.3-metre trucks. Tracking assessments are needed to confirm
that vehicles can pass without conflict. Additionally, some of the proposed
access modifications extend into third-party properties, necessitating
consent from affected landowners. Retaining walls over 4 metres in height
proposed on Forestry Road within the road reserve also require AT approval
and must be designed to AT’s TDM standards.

The shared path proposed as part of the development has a gradient of
11.6%, which may be too steep to be accessible for people with mobility
impairments and disabilities. Furthermore, the path does not provide a
continuous connection to the Riverhead town centre or other key
destinations. AT recommends improving pedestrian connectivity and
ensuring that all shared paths are accessible and integrated with the wider
transport network.

Construction traffic is another concern. AT advises that Accesses 1 and 2
should be upgraded to their final form in accordance with AT TDM standard
before any construction activity begins. This will ensure that heavy vehicles
can enter and exit the site safely and efficiently, minimizing

disruption to the surrounding road network.

Raingardens are proposed along Forestry Road. However, they are not
required under the Auckland Unitary Plan and have high maintenance
costs. The plans lack detail on their design, function, and maintenance,
and their use as online devices (within the road corridor) increases
operationalrisk. Itis also unclear if they are intended for hydrology
mitigation, which could significantly increase their size. Numerous culverts
and bridges are proposed, some with emergency spillways, raises
questions about whether they qualify as Large Dams—potentially imposing
high compliance costs on AT. Additionally, the site contributes substantial
runoff to downstream floodplains, potentially impacting AT’s road network,
and may require significant onsite flood mitigation.

In summary, AT requires significant additional information and revisions to
the current proposal. This includes updated trip generation and
distribution data, corrected traffic models and diagrams, detailed access
designs, confirmation of third-party approvals, and a comprehensive
assessment of the impacts on SH16.




Il. A gate is proposed on the access way north of Access 2.
It should be demonstrated that vehicles would not
queue back onto Old North Road from the gate.

i) Access 3, 4 and 5 should be clearly identified on the
plans and an assessment of the visibility as these
accesses provided.

j) An assessment should be provided as to whether an upgrade to
the Forestry Road / Deacon Road intersection is required with the
increased development flows

k) For the upgrade of Forestry Road, the following information is
required

l. Tracking of a 6.3m van and a 10.3m truck is required to
demonstrate that these vehicles can pass without
conflict.

Il. Where vehicle crossings need to be amended for the
revised vertical (and horizontal) alignment of Forestry
Road, confirmation of approval for such works within
private property should be provided by the property
owners.

l) Following information is required to review the stormwater
management

l. Can detailed design information be provided for the
proposed raingardens, including their construction
methodology, functional performance, and
maintenance requirements

Il. Are any of the raingardens intended to provide
stormwater retention or detention for hydrology
mitigation, and if so, what are the implications for their
size and design?

M. If any of the proposed culverts or bridges are classified
as Large Dams and are to vest to AT, what are the
anticipated compliance obligations and long-term risks

V. Given the site’s contribution of significant runoff to
downstream floodplains, what onsite flood mitigation
measures are proposed to protect AT’s existing
infrastructure

Why is this Information Essential?

1. Trip Generation and Traffic Modelling

There are significant concerns regarding the trip generation rates
used in the Integrated Transport Assessment (ITA). The residential
trip rate of 0.85 trips per dwelling is considered too low for a rural
context like Riverhead. AT recommends using NZTA Research




Report 453, which suggests a more realistic range of 1.1 to 1.4 trips
per dwelling. Additionally, the modelling does not account for
recreational traffic or potential public use of Access 1. The SIDRA
traffic models used are not calibrated to reflect actual traffic
conditions, such as queue lengths and delays. Key intersections,
including SH16 and Coatesville-Riverhead Highway, are not
accurately represented, and the effects of suppressed demand and
reverse priority are not considered. These issues must be addressed
to ensure the development’s traffic impacts are fully understood.

2. SH16 Intersection and Network Capacity

The assessment does not adequately demonstrate that the
development can proceed without prior upgrades to the SH16/
Coatesville-Riverhead Highway intersection and SH16 east of this
junction.

These intersections are already under pressure, and the additional
traffic from the proposed development would likely exacerbate
congestion and safety issues. AT requires confirmation that these
upgrades will be implemented before the development progresses.

3. Access Design and Safety
Further detail is required to confirm that the proposed vehicle
accesses can be provided safely.

e Access 1 (Pinetone Road) and Access 2 (Browns Road)
present visibility and design challenges.

e Access 1 needsto accommodate turning movements and
meet visibility standards, while Access 2 has issues related
to road curvature and gate placement that could cause
queuing.

e Accesses 3to 5 are not shown on the plans and require
visibility assessments. The design must comply with AT’s
standards and Vehicle Access Restrictions.

4. Forestry Road Upgrade

The proposed upgrade to Forestry Road includes a 6.0m
carriageway, which meets the minimum requirement but not the
preferred width. The road must be capable of accommodating a
6.3m van and a 10.3m truck. Retaining walls over 4m in height
require AT approval. Additionally, some vehicle crossing
modifications extend into third-party properties, necessitating
property owner consent. These upgrades must ensure that vehicles
can pass safely without conflict.

5. Construction Access Requirements

AT recommends that Access 1 and Access 2 be upgraded to their
final form before any construction begins on the site. This is
essential to ensure the safe and efficient movement of construction
traffic and to minimize disruption to the surrounding road network.
Early upgrades will also help mitigate safety risks associated with
increased vehicle movements during the construction phase.

6. Stormwater management




Raingardens are proposed along the extension of Forestry Road.
However, they are not required under the Auckland Unitary Plan as
the road is not classified as a High-Use Road. The benefit of these
raingardens is unclear when weighed against their whole-of-
lifecycle cost, particularly given AT’s limited maintenance budget
and the higher priority of other contaminant-generating roads. The
stormwater overview plans lack detail on the design, construction,
function, and maintenance of these raingardens, which are shown
as online devices and therefore pose a higher operational risk. Itis
also uncertain whether these devices are intended to provide
hydrology mitigation, which could significantly increase their size.
Additionally, the proposalincludes numerous new or upgraded
culverts and bridges, some with emergency spillways, raising
questions about their classification as Large Dams and the
associated compliance risks if vested to AT. Finally, the site
contributes substantial runoff to downstream floodplains that affect
AT’s road network, and the development may require significant on-
site flood mitigation to address these impacts.

Ray Smith

Development
Engineering

Description of Missing Information
Clearly describe the specific information or assessment that is
missing from the application.

1. Water Supply - For the Retirement Village servicing
needs, the application is on the basis that a water bore is
required to supplement the water supply able to be
sourced from roof collection. The application does not
appear to provide any further information in support of
the bore method and so should therefore include further
details and assessment to confirm this method of water
supply is possible and would be likely to be approved as
part of the application.

2. Firefighting — For the Retirement Village and in particular
for the Care facility, the application includes water
storage options for where sprinklers and additional
reservoirs may be required, and that liaison is occurring
with Fire and Emergency New Zealand. The chosen
approved option should be shown on the plans and
included as part of the application.

3. Power and Phone Provision — The application indicates
ongoing liaison is occurring with Chorus and Vector and
written confirmation should be provided that these
services can be made available to the proposed
development.

4. Infringements to AUP requirements — While the
application includes assessment against policies and
objectives contained within the unitary plan, the matters
for discretion and assessment criteria listed should be
provided where infringements occur.

Why is this Information Essential?
Explain why the absence of this information significantly limits your
ability to assess the project or its effects.

Yes

No

Await clarification on further information requests.




1. Water Supply - If Watercare are unable to otherwise provide
for an extension to the public water supply system and
service the development or other on-site alternatives (such
as increased impermeable surfaces collection and larger
reservoir storage) are not pursued, water supply by bore
supply confirmation is fundamental to whether the
development can proceed and will cater for sufficient
servicing and firefighting needs as required by the AUP and
other standards.

2. Firefighting — As per the above, the confirmation of possible
reservoir locations and FENZ support is fundamental as to
whether the development can proceed and meets AUP and
other standards.

3. Power and Phone Provision — The confirmation of available
power and telecommunications facilities to service the
development are fundamental in meeting the provisions of
the AUP requirements for subdivision and development.

4. Infringements to AUP requirements — This would help
decision makers better confirm that the requirements of the
AUP have been met and any infringements (particularly for
Chapter 36 - Natural Hazards and Flooding) have been
appropriately addressed.

Mat
Collins
and
Ashrita
Lilori
(Abley)

Traffic (Council)

Description of Missing Information

In addition to Auckland Transport’s s67 RFls, we request the
following information regarding the existing transport network:

1.Road Safety Assessment

The ITA provides a cursory review of historic crash records and does
not provide sufficient assessment to determine whether the
development could exacerbate existing road safety issues. For
example, Section 7.1.3 of the ITA identifies a crash trend (failure to
give way) at the Deacon Road / Riverhead Road intersection but
concludes the intersection is operating acceptably without
assessing how the development might inRoadcrease crash risk.

Deacons Road, Old North Road, and Riverhead Road are rural roads
that will serve as key access routes to the development. NZTA’s CAS
data shows 36 injury and fatal crashes along these roads since 2020
(excluding SH16 intersections), which may indicate a higher road
safety risk along these corridors.

To quantify the potential effect on road safety, please provide an
Infrastructure Risk Rating (IRR) assessment for the following
corridors (refer to
https://www.nzta.govt.nz/assets/resources/infrastructure-risk-
rating-manual-road-to-zero-edition/infrastructure-risk-rating-
manual-road-to-zero-edition-2022.pdf)

e Deacons Road, between and including the intersections
with Old North Road and Riverhead Road

Yes

No

Extent of information required requires review prior to informed comment
being able to be provided.



https://www.nzta.govt.nz/assets/resources/infrastructure-risk-rating-manual-road-to-zero-edition/infrastructure-risk-rating-manual-road-to-zero-edition-2022.pdf
https://www.nzta.govt.nz/assets/resources/infrastructure-risk-rating-manual-road-to-zero-edition/infrastructure-risk-rating-manual-road-to-zero-edition-2022.pdf
https://www.nzta.govt.nz/assets/resources/infrastructure-risk-rating-manual-road-to-zero-edition/infrastructure-risk-rating-manual-road-to-zero-edition-2022.pdf

e Old North Road, between and including the intersections
with Deacons Road and SH16

e Riverhead Road, between and including the intersections
with SH16 and Coatesville-Riverhead Highway

2. Sight Distance at Old North Road / Deacons Road

Section 7.3.2 of the ITA states that 181m of sight distance is
available at the Old North Road / Deacon Road intersection.

However, it appears that sightlines to the south may be obstructed
by a vertical crest near 336 Old North Road, along with an
embankment and roadside vegetation.

Please confirm the available sight distance with further assessment,
including geometric constraints and any vegetation encroaching
into the sight triangle

This information is required to understand whether existing rural
roads can safely accommodate the increase in traffic generated by
the development.

Countryside Living Subdivision RFls
3.Waste Vehicle Trips

The Waste Management Plan (Appendix DD) does not confirm the
number of waste vehicle trips expected each week. We note that a
7.2m compactor truck (with lower capacity than Council’s 10.3m
trucks) is proposed.

Please confirm the number of weekly truck movements required for
the proposed 7.2m truck compared to a standard 10.3m truck.

This information is required to assess efficiency effects from
increased heavy vehicle movements at site accesses and within the
site.

4. Sightlines at Vehicle Crossings

Please provide further assessment of sightlines at the following
vehicle crossings:

a) Maven Drawing C110-6-1 suggests the Browns Road (private)
crossing may require a sightline over third-party land (Lots 67
and 403 Old North Road), and the road geometry and
embankment may obstruct visibility.

b) Maven Drawing C300-1-2 indicates the sightline for drivers
exiting JOAL 1 crosses private land (Lot 50).

c) JOALA4, Lot 55, and Lot 67 vehicle crossings to Old North Road
require a sightline assessment to confirm unobstructed visibility
and that no sightlines rely on third-party land.

This information is required to assess safety and efficiency effects of
the proposed vehicle crossings.




5. Vehicle Crossing Conflicts and Controls
Please assess the safety and efficiency effects of the following:

a) JOAL 1's proximity to the Pinetone Road intersection — it appears
to be within 10m, contrary to the ITA assessment.

b) Limited separation between JOAL 1 and JOAL 2 may cause
queuing conflicts. Drawing C1 also shows an 8m truck fully
occupying the JOAL 1 carriageway when exiting JOAL 2,
potentially conflicting with inbound movements.

c) Any gates at vehicle crossings (e.g. JOAL gates in the Landscape
Concept Plan) may result in queuing within the legal road.

This information is required to understand potential effects on road
safety and network efficiency.

6. Turning Head Provision for JOALs

Multiple JOALS do not provide turning heads. “TRUCK TURNING
FACILITIES” are shown on some drawings, for example Maven
Drawing C300-2-2, however these are not located at the end of the
JOAL and therefore drivers may be required to undertake extensive
reversing manoeuvres, which can affect the safety of other JOAL
users. Please provide further discussion of how drivers will safely
turn around within JOALs, including waste collection vehicles.

This information is required to understand whether vehicles can
safely turn around within JOALs.

7.JOAL design and check vehicles

Some JOALs will function as roads due to the number of lots served.
Please provide an assessment of these JOALs (those serving >10
lots) against Auckland Transport’s TDM Section 4.2 — Urban and
Rural Roadway Design, including intersection assessments where
JOALs meet public roads.

Please also provide detailed vehicle tracking for all locations where
conflictis identified, ensuring:

a. JOAL and Lot numbers are clearly labelled, to allow
easier identification of the portion of the site being
assessed.

b. Conflicts with non-trafficable areas (e.g. berms,
footpaths) are addressed

8.Sightlines Between Passing Bays
For any JOAL with a carriageway narrower than 5.5m, please provide

drawings demonstrating sightlines between passing bays, taking
vertical alighment into account.




This information is required to determine whether one-lane sections
of JOALS can operate safely and efficiently.

9. Network connectivity

a. The Landscape Concept Plan shows multiple pedestrian paths
through the site (e.g. to Forestry Road), but these are not shown
on the engineering plans or discussed in the ITA. Please confirm
whether pedestrian and cycle connections are proposed. If not,
provide an assessment of walking/cycling distances between
key locations within the subdivision, and to the Community
Centre, Retirement Village, and proposed SUP to Duke Street.

b. Please confirm whether vehicular access to Forestry Road from
Stages 9, 12 and 14 has been considered, to improve
permeability and resilience.

This information is required to understand the degree to which the
development provides an accessible, connected and resilient
movement network.

10.Cross Sections

Maven Drawings C330-1 and C330-2 show indicative JOAL and ROW
cross-sections, but itis unclear where each cross-section applies.
Please provide a roading plan identifying the location of each
typology.

This information is required to understand whether the cross section
for the JOALs and RoWs appropriately accommodate the expected
users.

Retirement Village RFis
11. Shared Use Path (SUP) Completion and Access

a) Maven Drawing C300-6 shows the SUP terminating short of
Mill Grove, with the final segment excluded from the
application. Please confirm when and by whom this
remaining section will be completed.

b) Please confirm ownership of the SUP and whether public
access is proposed.

This information is required to understand whether the SUP will
provide a degree of active modes accessibility to the site.

12. Vehicle Tracking Drawings

Please also provide detailed vehicle tracking for all locations where
conflict is identified, ensuring:

a) Accessway and Unit numbers are clearly labelled, to allow
easier identification of the portion of the site being assessed

b) Conflicts with non-trafficable areas (e.g. berms, footpaths) are
addressed

This is required to confirm safe and efficient vehicle movement
throughout the site.




Ken
Berger

Subdivision

| have reviewed the report signed by Licensed Cadastral Surveyor
Reece Moody to determine the width of the watercourse through Lot
2 DP 590677 and accept his methodology and advice that the
subject watercourse has an average width of less than 3.0m and is
therefore not subject to s230 of the RMA. | would however ask that
further confirmation is sought from Mr Moody as the signed provided
report only discusses the one watercourse over Lot 2 DP 590677
and | ask that further comment is provided on a signed declaration
confirming that an investigation across all of the subject sites
watercourses, being all of Lots 1 & 2 DP 590677 and the results of
that complete investigation, rather than just the current advice
which is restricted to the one watercourse.

No

Yes

A. Please review proposed scheme plans (including staging) and
offered conditions of consent (attachment A) & provide comment.

B. May require further input at condition stage for final wording of any
specific conditions required.

C. Please also provide comment on methodology for stream width of
appendix Q.

My responses are as follows.

In regards to point ‘A’ | have reviewed the scheme plans as lodged in
‘Appendix N — Countryside Living Scheme Plan’ and ‘Appendix N.1
Retirement Village Scheme Plan’ with comments as follows.

Countryside Living Scheme Plan — 14 Stages and Retirement Village
Scheme plans are well drawn and fit for purpose with easements as
required shown in a ‘Memorandum of Easements’, Residents Associations
notes, well advised for relevant lots and lot owners and land covenants for
ongoing protection. Staging appears well planned and development
follows after earlier stages.

Proposed Subdivision conditions 166 (Survey Plan Approval (s223)
conditions) onwards — comments.

Condition 166 is partially acceptable and should be amended to include
standard AC wording as follows.

166. The consent holder must submit a survey plan for each stage
in accordance with the approved resource consent subdivision
scheme plan(s) titled ‘TITLE OF PLAN’, prepared by AUTHOR,
dated DATE. The survey plan must show all lots to vestin
Council (including roads, parks and land in lieu of reserves), all
easements, any amalgamation conditions, any amalgamation
covenants, and any areas subject to other covenants [delete /
amend as necessary e.g., delete covenant areas and
amalgamation conditions where there are none] required by
this subdivision consent.

Conditions 167, 168 & 169 are standard expected subdivision conditions
and are acceptable.

Condition 171, re the creation of a Resident’s Society (or similar). I’'m not
convinced this condition should be part of the s223 approval and would
suggest moving to be part of the s224c¢ conditions. My reasons are that a
consent notice condition as outlined in Condition 190.E. requires that the
owner of all lots will be and remain members of the required legal entity
thus completing the requirement. The only way that the applicant can
satisfy any conditions such as the current proposed 171, is to provide
Council with a copy of the covenant or legal document outlining the
requirements of the relevant legal entity and a legal undertaking that the
said document as approved by Council will be registered with the
completion of each stage and prior to the issue of Titles so that it may be
included thereon.

All other (SUB s223) conditions appear relevant and are acceptable.




In regards to point ‘B’ happy to review draft sub conditions and to provide
comment at that time.

In regards to point ‘C’ to provide comment on methodology for stream
width of appendix Q. | have reviewed the report signed by Licensed
Cadastral Surveyor Reece Moody to determine the width of the
watercourse through Lot 2 DP 590677 and accept his methodology and
advice that the subject watercourse has an average width of less than
3.0m and is therefore not subject to s230 of the RMA. | would however ask
that further confirmation is sought from Mr Moody as the signed provided
report only discusses the one watercourse over Lot 2 DP 590677 and | ask
that further comment is provided on a signhed declaration confirming that
an investigation across all of the subject sites watercourses, being all of
Lots 1 & 2 DP 590677 and the results of that complete investigation, rather
than just the current advice which is restricted to the one watercourse.

Marie
Meridith

Contamination

None

No

Yes

| have reviewed the following documents submitted by the applicant for the
proposed Rangitoopuni development at Lot 1 and 2 DP 590677 Old North
Road & Forestry Road, Riverhead, in the context of the National
Environmental Standard for Assessing and Managing Contaminants in Soil
to Protect Human Health (NES:CS, Ministry for the Environment (MfE),
2011) and Chapter E30 of the Auckland Unitary Plan: Operative in Part
(AUP(OP)):

- Rangitoopuni Application under Fast Track Approvals Act 2024
(AEE), prepared by Campbell Brown, dated 5-May-2025

- Desktop Contamination Assessment — Rangitdpuni Riverhead
(Lots 1 and 2), Forestry Road, Riverhead (PSl), prepared by ENGEO,
dated 2-May-2024

I understand from the AEE that Lot 1 is proposed to undergo residential
development and subdivision, whereas Lot 2 is to be developed into a
retirement village.

The PSI has conducted desktop research, on-site observations (during the
geotechnical work the SQEP is also undertaking at the site) and a review of
available property information. It appears the site has been used for
forestry since at least 1940. And while one previous consent is noted to
have been for the discharge of treated sewage by spray irrigation, this
consent expired in 1996 and the activity is not considered to meet the
threshold of being considered an activity included on the MfE’s Hazardous
Activities and Industries List (HAIL).

Based on the available property information the PSI has presented, |
consider that it does not seem more likely than not that any activities
included on the MfE’s HAIL have occurred at the site. Therefore, the site is
not a ‘piece of land’ under Regulation 5(7) of the NES:CS and the NES:CS
does not apply to this application. For the same reason, | agree with the
PSI that it is unlikely that the site contains ‘elevated levels of
contaminants’ and therefore the provisions of Chapter E30 of the AUP(OP)
also do not apply on this occasion.

Bin Qiu

Noise and
Vibration

Further information / updated reporting and mitigation is
recommended to be provided in response to potential reverse
sensitivity and onsite amenity effects of the proposed Gun Club.

Yes

Yes

Construction Noise

| have reviewed and concurred with the MDA assessment on that the noise
and vibration level emitted from the project construction works can
comply with the relevant noise and vibration standards of Auckland Unitary
Plan Operative in part E25.6.27 and E25.6.30, provided that the




- Further mitigation should be considered for the proposed construction works are to be undertaken during hours of 7:30am to 6:00pm

properties where the shooting noise is predicted to be at or Monday to Saturday.
over 55 dB LAmax.
- Clarification on whether the gun club noise meets the AUP Wastewater Treatment Plant (WWTP) and Potable Water Treatment Plant
noise limits or not. (WTP)
The noise (rating) level and maximum noise level arising from any Due to the large separation of the proposed WWTP and WTP to the
recreational activity in the Open Space - Sport and Active neighbours and given that the noisy plants are enclosed or submerged in
Recreation Zone measured within the boundary of a siteina water, | agree that the noise emissions from the proposed WWTP and WTP
residential zone or notional boundary of a site in a rural zone must can comply with the AUP noise Standards E25.6.3.(2) and E25.6.2.
not exceed the levels in Table E25.6.17.1 Noise levels at the Open
Space - Sport and Active Recreation Zone interface below: Reverse Sensitivity — re the existing Waitemata Gun Club noise
Table E25.6.17.1 Noise levels at the Open Space — Sport and Active The applicant’s agent Campbell Brown has reviewed the gun club’s
Recreation Zone interface operation and advised that
Time N;:;; 'Z‘:' e The gun club has a council permit (1966) for shooting one day per
Except that for a cumulative period of month between 11am and 5pm.
MO”%?Q_GW §§},$“’8Y ()3 hours perggiga‘;?};"‘;‘?{;jjrg:d”d 9-30pm e Activities which exceed the scope of the 1966 permit must be
(iN6 hours between 7am and 10pm on Saturdays. excluded from the receiving environment.
the noise level must not exceed 60dB Laeq
Sundays and Public 55dB Laeg
Holidays 9am to 6pm Except that for a cumulative period of 3 hours The assessment and recommendations provided by the applicant through
outside the daylight between 10am and 3pm on Sundays the noise level f : .
saving period must not exceed 60dB L MDA and Earcon have been based on this advice, which have found that
Sundays and Public 55dB Laeq the future properties in the proposed development will receive the
Holidays 8am to 7pm Except that for a cumulative period of 3 hours shooting noise from less than 35 dB LAmax to over 65 dB LAmax, and both
during the daylight between 10am and 3pm Sundays the noise level R R
saving period must not exceed 0dB Lacg reports agree to address the permitted shooting (one day per month
40dB Lasq between 11am and 5pm) by imposing a non-complaint covenant on the
All other fimes 55dB Leq at 63 Hz . h hooti L b 55 dB LA
500B Leq at 125 Hz properties where shooting noise is at or above max.
75dB LaFmax
Comments:

This proposed title covenant may stop people complaining about the
shooting, but will not physically mitigate the noise. MDA report has advised
that the shooting can be audible and annoying and particularly noise of
over 65 dB LAmax is likely to cause serious annoyance. So further
mitigation should be considered for the proposed properties where the
shooting noise is predicted to be at or over 55 dB LAmax.

Furthermore, it is not sure whether the Waitemata Gun Club has existing
use rights for all its current operations. If not, their activities will need to
comply with the noise standards of AUP E25.6.17 (see table below) as the
club’s land is zoned Open Space - Sport and Active Recreation Zone under
AUP.

The noise (rating) level and maximum noise level arising from any
recreational activity in the Open Space — Sport and Active Recreation Zone
measured within the boundary of a site in a residential zone or notional
boundary of a site in a rural zone must not exceed the levels in Table
E25.6.17.1 Noise levels at the Open Space - Sport and Active Recreation
Zone interface below:




This rule E25.6.17 specifies noise levels in LAeq only, no LAmax at day

time.

MDA has not assessed the gun club noise in LAeq, it is not sure whether
the shooting noise can meet the AUP noise limits or not.

Regardless the appropriateness of using LAeq for assessing shooting
noise, these noise standards in above table are more lenient than the
proposed trigger level of 55 dB LAmax. It is likely that the shooting noise
that complies with the AUP noise limits may still exceed the proposed

Table E25.6.17.1 Noise levels at the Open Space — Sport and Active
Recreation Zone interface

Time

Noise level

Monday to Saturday
Tam-10pm

55dB Laeg
Except that for a cumulative period of:
(i) 3 hours per day between 7am and 9.30pm
Monday to Friday; and
(i1)6 hours between 7am and 10pm on Saturdays.
the noise level must not exceed 60dB Laeg

Sundays and Public

Holidays 9am to 6pm

outside the daylight
saving period

55dB Laeq
Except that for a cumulative period of 3 hours
between 10am and 3pm on Sundays the noise leve
must not exceed 60dB Laeg

Sundays and Public
Holidays 8am to 7pm
during the daylight
saving period

55dB Laeq
Except that for a cumulative period of 3 hours
between 10am and 3pm Sundays the noise level
must not exceed 60dB Laeg

All other times

trigger level of 55 LAmax.

400B Laeq

550B Leq at 63 Hz

50dB Leq at 125 Hz
750B LaFmax

Given the above comments, | consider that, to address the reverse
sensitivity issue, further noise mitigation measures should be considered
for the proposed development.

COMMENT ON PROPOSED CONDITIONS

e Condition 34: the construction hours sets out Condition 34 (a) are
slightly different from the hours assumed in MDA report, | suggest
the construction hours be amended to 7:30am to 6:00pm Monday
to Saturday.

e Condition 170: the lot numbers listed to be subject to a land
covenant are less than that identified in MDA report which include
Lots1.2.3.4.5,6.7.8,9,12,13, 23,, 24, 50, 51, 52, 53 and 54.

Domenico Lighting No S67 No No
De
Vincentis
Martin SWWITTA Description of Missing Information TBC No
Meyer Stormwater Clearly describe the specific information or assessment that is

missing from the application.

1. Please provide further information on the proposed level of
water quality treatment within the retirement village area,
for ‘private accessways with less than 10 units’, and no
treatment for car parking areas with less than 30 car parks.




This does not align with standard E8.6.3.1(2). This is noted
for review as the retirement village area will be sufficiently
densely developed outside of rural character and in an
‘urban’ style development.

Hydraulic model required to assess and changes in pre-
development to post-development.

Stormwater Management works in proposed conditions do
notinclude flood attenuation assets.

Why is this Information Essential?

1.

Urban developments typically require treatment of all
contaminant generating areas under standard E8.6.3.1(2).
While due to the fast track process the site is currently not
zoned residential, the fast track process is being utilised to
allow a dense developmentin a rural area and typical urban
requirements may be appropriate. Urban developments
with over 1,000m? impervious surface would be expected to
supply contaminant removal for all contaminant generating
areas (all accessways, all carparks). Noting the applicant
has provided SMAF retention/detention to match the
requirements of E8.6.3.1(1). | would note that E1 also has
provisions requiring water quality that may apply in this
regard.

The applicants rules assessment states that no
downstream erosion, scouring or flooding will occur,
however the model is required to confirm this.

Stormwater attenuation assets should be within a
management works table, and part of operation and
maintenance plans associated with the proposed
developments. This is essential to ensure ongoing
attenuation is met and therefore effects on flooding are
prevented into the future (noting on lot rain tanks are
included in the countryside living management works
table).

Grant
Fleming

SWWITTA
Wastewater

Missing Info

1.

Water treatment plant waste — it is likely that the water
treatment plant will create a liquid waste stream (from
softener) which might need to be disposed of within the on-
site wastewater system. This needs to be confirmed and, if
discharging to the system, the volume, concentration, and
effects of this stream needs to be reviewed and commented
on.

Odour management plan — a portion of the northwestern
retirement village is in close proximity to the gravity sewer
outlet and treatment plant. The application discusses the
treatment plant as being unlikely to generate odours, but it
does not provide any details on the sewer outlet and
whether an odour monitoring or management plan is
proposed to monitor and mitigate any potential odours from
the entire system.

TBC

Yes

Potential Identified Issues

The proposed discharge system is located entirely within existing or
historically production forest land which, as part of the logging process,
has resulted in land that is stripped of topsoil (as identified in the ground
investigations presented). Wastewater irrigations systems are reliant on
topsoil to provide appropriate lateral dispersion of wastewater and prevent
point accumulation and subsequent runoff during normal operation. No
details have been provided within the application which provide any
discussion on the following (other than a brief discussion on the removal of
unsuitable surface materials):

e Theimpact of the historical activity on the soil profile and its ability
to receive treated effluent (primarily focussing on hydraulic
acceptance, retention and minimising runoff).

e Proposed remediation of soils (if required).

e Proposed planting or maintenance of vegetation with the irrigation
area.




3. Discharge Field Construction — The design presented for the
discharge field construction indicates a total of two sector
each with 6 zones. This creates the requirement to
construct 12 zones each of an equal size (~0.48 ha). The site
plan provides three discharge areas each of an unknown
size (not indicated on plans). More details should be
provided on the plans showing the extent and size of each
zone and which zones are to be installed as part of the three
identified system installation stages.

4. The proposed discharge system is located entirely within
existing or historically production forest land which, as part
of the logging process, has resulted in land that is stripped
of topsoil (as identified in the ground investigations
presented). Wastewater irrigations systems are reliant on
topsoil to provide appropriate lateral dispersion of
wastewater and prevent point accumulation and
subsequent runoff during normal operation. No details have
been provided (for the Integrated Maori Development or
rural subdivision) within the application which provide any
discussion on the following (other than a brief discussion on
the removal of unsuitable surface materials):

*The impact of the historical activity on the soil
profile and its ability to receive treated effluent
(primarily focussing on hydraulic acceptance,
retention and minimising runoff).

*Proposed remediation of soils (if required).
*Proposed planting or maintenance of vegetation
with the irrigation area.

Shanelle
Robinson

Regional
Earthworks and
Streamworks

What is required

1. A map showing all existing vs proposed culverts and total
culvert lengths to illustrate the progressive encasement (total
metres) of each stream reach. No assessment has been
provided against E3.4.1(A23) and (A44) given the standards in
E3.6.1.14(1)(c) cannot be met where total length of all
structures would exceed 30m. Note: the ecological report
states 16 culverts, the streamworks management plan states 11
culverts.

2. Please provide evidence that in all locations in which culverts

are proposed (either replacement or new) that bridges are not
able to be constructed instead. It is noted per general policies in
E3.3 that avoidance should be first considered for streamworks
activities and bridges mostly avoid the need for in-stream
modification and provide for better fish passage outcomes.

3. Thefish passage level of effect is stated to be low, however, the

culvert replacements are required to be at a steeper gradient
than those currently in place - creating additional fish passage
barriers. Given the moderate ecological values of streams, and
the expected moderate magnitude of effect, it is considered the
overall level of effect for fish passage would also be moderate.
Please explain how the ‘very low’ to ‘low’ level was assumed.

Yes

No

Await response to S67 information request.




10.

11.

12.

Please provide the overall level of effect for stream bed
modification from the culverts and all lengths of aprons and rip
rap.

Given the culvert engineering plans state that the proposed
wingwall and apron sizes as connected to the culverts will be
confirmed at the detailed design stage. Without detailed
designs, please confirm how fish passage will be achieved if
there is a ‘drop’ between the apron and rip rap. Any change in
water level will result in the consideration of a weir under the
NESF and require assessment against the Conditions in
Regulation 72(2).

Each culvert has not been assessed against the permitted
activity conditions in Regulation 70(2) of the NESF. It is
acknowledged that the gradients are steeper in the replacement
culverts, however, it is unclear whether the sizing is appropriate
per Regulation 70(2)(d) the culvert’s width where it intersects
with the bed of the river or connected area (s) and the width of
the bed at that location (w), both measured in metres, must
compare as follows:

wherew<3,s2 1.3 xw:

wherew>3,s2(1.2xw)+0.6

Stream bed width at each location along with the culvert sizing
and dimensions should be provided to demonstrate compliance
with the above.

The culvert engineering plans also do not demonstrate at least
25% embedment for each culvert. Please provide clear cross
sections to show embedment percentage.

One bridge shown in the engineering plans which is not
discussed in the AEE or ecological assessment. The bridge
design and rip rap beneath the bridge (within the stream bed)
does not appear to meet the permitted activity rules for new
bridges in E3.4.1(A29) and standards in E3.6.1.16. Please
provide an assessment against the standards and detailed
design drawings. In other cross-section plans, a culvert is
shown beneath the bridge structure — please advise why both a
culvert and bridge are required.

The total earthworks areas are unclear/inconsistent across the
reports. The AEE states 100 ha total, the engineering report
states 110 ha. Please confirm.

The Countryside Subdivision earthworks are adequately staged
to ensure that the open area can be suitably managed and
controlled (in conjunction with an Adaptive Management Plan).
However, it is considered that the total area for the Retirement
Village (40.26ha) has not similarly been proposed in Stages and
should be revised to limit the open area. Please confirm staging
for the Retirement Village and the maximum open area
proposed at any given time and update the earthworks plans to
reflect the staging.

Itis not understood where the forestry road extension works fall
into the overall staging and should and if the works are captured
in the overall earthwork’s areas, volumes and extent.

Earthworks Plan Drawing No. C210-1 appears to show the
Forestry Road extension into the Natural inland wetland (circled
in yellow below). Please confirm that wetland reclamation will
be avoided per ecological assessments provided and update




13.

14.

15.

16.

17.

the earthworks plan to show the setbacks/closest point of
works from the natural inland wetlands.

>‘if . @Y

Please advise whether wetland fencing (at the closest set-back)
can be installed for all wetland areas (across both Lot 1 and 2)
that fall within 20m of the proposed earthworks. This will ensure
that earthworks and machinery do not accidentally encroach on
wetland areas. Wetlands should be labelled on the earthworks
plans to clearly distinguish which wetland areas require fencing
in each stage.

What is the approach to ‘accidental discovery’ or additional
areas of wetland located once works commence (given the site
assessments were undertaken over January and February 2025
—outside of the recommended wet season for watercourse and
wetland classifications).

The streamworks methodology plan ‘proposed typical
streamworks methodology’ drawing No.C245 states that the
upstream dam will include steel road plates driven into stream
bed. This is not supported, and damming should occur by way
of sandbags or coffer dams (not steel). Please advise and
amend to an ecologically sensitive/working within a
watercourse design.

Please explain why a draft Adaptive Management Plan has not
been prepared as part of the application documents. The AMP is
referenced in the proposed conditions; however, an AMP has
not been submitted. As detailed in the AMP Guidance
document, particularly section 3, the baseline monitoring is very
much site specific and should be tailored to the proposed
activity. The purpose of this section of the AMP is to provide a
description of the receiving environment, and to provide the
methodology (e.g. location and type) of pre-construction
baseline monitoring and during-works monitoring, applicable to
the proposed earthwork activities. Please refer to section 7.2 of
the AMP guidance document for the large sites (>15 ha) and
ensure any draft AMP is consistent with the guidance.

New stormwater infrastructure is proposed to the streams and
wetlands. Please provide detailed design of the proposed
outfalls and rip rap in relation to the stream/wetland
environments including setbacks, and angle of discharge.
Typical designs have been provided; however, it appears some
discharge points (from roadside swales etc) will be directly to
the streams rather than to land first. As such, an assessment
against E3.4.1(A39) and standards in E3.6.1.14 will be required.

What is required

1.

Replanting proposal on the road berm of Forestry Road has not
been confirmed.




10.

11.

12.

13.

Overall level of effect about trees to be cleared from the 20m set
back (riparian margin) of the streams and wetlands within the
site have not been assessed by arborist to determine if the
overall tree impacts on the riparian margin have been avoided
and warrant specific mitigation or offsetting.

Alternatives to encroachment within the riparian margin of
streams and wetlands within the site that will result in
modification and implications on the riparian margin to be
explored.

Understanding the baseline condition of the riparian margin
after removal of exotic plantation in Oct 2025 to be assessed, to
identify the potential impacts from the development on the
retained trees within the riparian margin and facilitate specific
mitigations.

With detail breakdown on the vegetation clearance (trees) in the
riparian margin of streams and wetlands to facilitate our
understanding on the relationship in between tree impacts and
mitigation replanting being proposed. Requirement to
understand overall proposed earthworks areas and consistency
for assessment and reporting.

Staging and maximum open area per the matters of discretion in
Chapter E11 to assess whether the extent of land disturbance
can be minimised by staging to ensure adverse effects are
avoided.

Unclear total area/volumes and staging information in relation
to the Forestry Road extension earthworks.

The AEE and ecological report state that earthworks are to occur
within 100m of natural inland wetlands, but the exact setbacks
have not been provided. Any proposed reclamation of wetlands
will require assessment against the NESF pathways (potentially
a prohibited activity) and otherwise require specific offsetting.
To ensure that accidental encroachment and wetland
reclamation does not occur and for compliance monitoring
purposes, wetlands are clearly numbered/labelled for
reference.

As above, any additional areas of wetland discovered upon the
commencement of works (given in some places, watercourses
were not accessed during the ecological impact assessment) -
providing protection for new areas and ensuring avoidance of
wetland works.

Streamworks methodology not supported as it would have
adverse effects on the stream bed and likely create additional
sediment discharges. Driving steel plates into stream bed to
assist with damming during streamworks is not supported as it
will adversely affect the stream bed environment.

Adaptive Management required to maintain consistency with
GDO5 where it is a back up to identify where effects exceed the
level anticipated by the consent. Council provides exemplar
AMP which can be used as a template. A draft should be
provided and pre-construction baseline monitoring undertaken
prior to the earthworks commencing.

Stormwater outfalls must comply with the standards in
E3.6.1.14 (particularly for angle of discharge, location of any
erosion and scour works (i.e. rip rap) protruding into stream bed
to demonstrate that there will be no more than minor erosion at
the point of discharge and/or any stream bed modification from
the erosion and scour works is appropriately assessed.




Regine
Leung

Arborist

Information Gaps

Itis noted that the arboricultural assessment by The Tree
Consultancy Company dated on 1 May 2025 provides
assessment about tree impacts from the upgrade of Forestry
Road. There is no specific replanting proposal to mitigate the
loss of protected trees being removed from upgrade of Forestry
Road and need to be supplemented to support this application
to demonstrate that the loss of protected trees on road berm
can be adequately mitigated.

Itis noted that there are numerous streams and natural inland
wetlands within the project site and the proposed works
including earthworks and removal of vegetation on the riparian
margin of streams (20m) and natural inland wetlands (20m) that
trigger resource consents under E15 of AUP. Please provide
detail assessment by qualified arborist according to
assessment criteria under E15 to quantify the tree impacts from
the loss of riparian margin of streams and wetland. Please
demonstrate that alternative scenarios of development have
been considered to avoid the encroachment within the
10m/20m riparian margin of streams and wetlands in the first
instance.

Itis noted that the existing plantation forest will be removed in
Oct 2025 prior to the development of the site. Please provide
detail methodology of tree felling to avoid the impacts from the
tree felling on the understory (in particular the trees over 3m
high) of the riparian margin of the streams and wetlands.

Itis noted that the existing plantation forest will be removed in
Oct 2025 prior to the development of the site. Please provide
detail assessment about the trees being retained on the riparian
margin (20m) of the streams and wetlands after removal of
plantation, as baseline information.

Itis noted from the Ecological Assessment Report that there is
about 30% of the vegetation (including trees) within the overall
riparian margin of the site shall be removed due to the proposed
development. Please provide detail breakdown and advise on
whether the vegetation (trees) loss is temporary or permanent
within the riparian margin and provide detail breakdown on the
replanting proposal to demonstrate the loss of vegetation
(trees) within the riparian margin of the stream and wetlands
can be adequately mitigated.

Itis noted that riprap outlets and pipes of stormwater will be
installed on the riparian margin of streams. Please provide
details of the installation to demonstrate the tree impacts from
the proposed works can be avoided, reduced and minimised in
the first instance.

Itis noted that the wastewater will be disposed of via the
disposalfields and some of the disposal fields are within the
riparian margin of the streams and wetlands. Please provide

Yes




details of the installation about the wastewater pipes to
demonstrate the tree impacts from the proposed works can be
avoided, reduced and minimised in the first instance.

Why is this Information Essential?
Explain why the absence of this information significantly limits your
ability to assess the project or its effects.

1. Replanting proposal on the road berm of Forestry Road has not
been confirmed.

2. Overall level of effect about trees to be cleared from the 20m set
back (riparian margin) of the streams and wetlands within the
site have not been assessed by arborist to determine if the
overall tree impacts on the riparian margin have been avoided
and warrant specific mitigation or offsetting.

3. Alternatives to encroachment within the riparian margin of
streams and wetlands within the site that will result in
modification and implications on the riparian margin to be
explored.

4. Understanding the baseline condition of the riparian margin
after removal of exotic plantation in Oct 2025 to be
assessed, to identify the potential impacts from the
development on the retained trees within the riparian
margin and facilitate specific mitigations.

5. With detail breakdown on the vegetation clearance (trees)
in the riparian margin of streams and wetlands to facilitate
our understanding on the relationship in between tree
impacts and mitigation replanting being proposed.

Hester H

Groundwater —
Diversion

None

No

Yes -
suggested
amends to

offered
conditions

Specific conditions - Groundwater Take and Diversion WAT60449801

Words in the ground dewatering (take) and groundwater diversion consent

conditions have specific meanings as outlined in the table below.

Bulk Excavation

Commencement of

Dewatering

Commencement of
Construction Phase
Excavation
Completion of

Dewatering

Includes all excavation that affects groundwatg

and piling less than 1.5 m in diameter.

Means commencement of Bulk Excavation and/|
taking or diversion of groundwater, other than fo
purposes.

Means commencement of Bulk Excavation and/
taking of any groundwater from the tunnel, treng
dewatering prior to excavation.
Means in the case of a drained site, the stage wh

completed and site infrastructure (roads, storm




Commencement of

Excavation

Completion of

Excavation

Damage

RL

Services

SQEP

Standard Conditions

Activity in accordance with plans

Condition 1: The take (dewatering) of groundwater associated with the
construction of the proposed development must be carried out in
accordance with the plans and all information submitted with the
application detailed below, and all referenced by council as consent

number WAT60449801, including the documents listed in Schedule 2.

Duration of Consent

Condition 2: The take (dewatering) and groundwater diversion consent
WAT60449801 must expire on 31 July 2060 or on completion of dewatering,
whichever comes first, unless it has lapsed, been surrendered or been

cancelled at an earlier date pursuant to the RMA.

Provide for a review under section 128

to be installed or in the process of being installe
system(s) are in place and no further groundwat

development.

d and the permanent drainage

eris being taken for site

Means the stage when all Bulk Excavation has béen completed and all

foundation/footing excavations within 10 meterg of the perimeter retaining wall

have been completed.

Means the stage when all Bulk Excavation has b

een completed and all

foundation/footing excavations within 10 meters of the perimeter retaining wall

have been completed.

Includes Aesthetic, Serviceability, Stability,

put does not include Negligible

Damage. Damage as described in the table belagw.

Reduced Level.

Include fibre optic cables, sanitary drainage, st
mains, power and telephone installations and
assets such as footpaths, kerbs, catch-pits, pav

Suitably Qualified Engineering Professional

prmwater drainage, gas and water
nfrastructure, road infrastructure

ements and street furniture.




Condition 3: Under section 128 of the RMA, the conditions of this consent
WAT60437910 may be reviewed by the Manager Resource Consents at the
Consent Holder’s cost:

Within six (6) months after Completion of Construction Phase Dewatering
and subsequently at intervals of not less than five (5) years thereafter in
order:

e To deal with any adverse effects on the environment which may
arise or potentially arise from the exercise of this consent and
which it is appropriate to deal with at a later stage.

e Tovary the monitoring and reporting requirements, and
performance standards, in order to take account of information,
including the results of previous monitoring and changed
environmental knowledge on:

1) ground conditions
2) aquifer parameters
3) groundwater levels

4) ground surface movement.

Ground Dewatering (Take) Conditions

Notice of Commencement of Construction Phase Dewatering

Condition 1: The council must be advised in writing at least ten (10)

working days prior to the date of the Commencement of Bulk Excavation.

Excavation Limit

Condition 2: The design and construction of the proposed Bulk Excavation

must be undertaken in accordance with the specifications contained in the

relevant geotechnical reports and earthwork drawings within Schedule 2

Performance Standards

Damage Avoidance

Condition 3: All excavation, dewatering systems, retaining structures,

basements and works associated with the diversion or taking of

groundwater, must be designed, constructed and maintained so as to avoid




Damage to buildings, structures and Services on the site or adjacent
properties, outside that considered as part of the application process

unless otherwise agreed in writing with the asset owner.

Contingency Actions

Condition 4: If the Consent Holder becomes aware of any Damage to
buildings, structures or Services potentially caused wholly, orin part, by the
exercise of this consent, the Consent Holder must:

a) Notify council and the asset owner within two (2) working days of
the Consent Holder becoming aware of the Damage.

b) Provide a report prepared by a SQEP (engaged by the Consent
Holder at their cost) that describes the Damage; identifies the
cause of the Damage; identifies methods to remedy and/or mitigate
the Damage that has been caused; identifies the potential for
further Damage to occur and describes actions that will be taken to
avoid further Damage.

c) Provide a copy of the report prepared under (b) above, to council
and the asset owner within ten (10) working days of notification

under (a) above.

Advice Note:

It is anticipated that the Consent Holder will seek permission of the
damaged asset owner to access the property and asset, to enable the
inspection/investigation. It is understood that if access is denied the report

will be of limited extent.

Notice of Completion

Condition 5: Council must be advised in writing within 10 working days of

when excavation and dewatering has been completed.

Advice Note: The Consent Holder is advised that the discharge of pumped
groundwater to a stormwater system or waterbody will need to comply with

any other regulations, bylaws or discharge rules that may apply.

Nicola
Jones

Water Take and
Bore

Description of Missing Information
Clearly describe the specific information or assessment that is
missing from the application.




1. Bore Location(s)

The position of the proposed bore has not been provided. Please
provide:

(a) Proposed production bore location in NZTM format to within
20m.

(b) Proposed secondary bore location (if required, as noted in
“Groundwater Abstraction: Desktop Study” prepared by
ENGEO) in NZTM format to within 20m.

2. Groundwater Take

The applicant has provided a preliminary assessment of potential
effects associated with the proposed water take. However, given the
large size of the subject site, the effects assessmentis not
sufficiently specific.

Therefore, at confirmation of the bore location(s), an updated
assessment of the effects of the proposed groundwater take on the
surrounding environment covering the policies and rules under
AUP(OP) E2 and E7 should be completed, including assessment and
comment on:

- potential recharge effects to other aquifers

- potential aquifer consolidation and surface subsidence

- potential effects on surface water

- potential for saline intrusion or other contamination

- potential adverse effects on terrestrial and freshwater
ecosystems

- potential adverse effects on neighbouring bores / other
groundwater users

- potential capabilities of the proposed bore(s) extracting the
quantity of groundwater applied for.

3.  Firefighting — Confirmation of provisions of fire fighting from
rainwater or groundwater supply. If provided by groundwater, is
there sufficient contingency in place for an event is the
proposed tanks do not provide enough coverage and the
proposed bore is incapable of providing the required yield.

Why is this Information Essential?
Explain why the absence of this information significantly limits your
ability to assess the project or its effects.

1. Bore location(s) —in order to undertake an assessment of effects
on the environment and relevant neighbouring water users, the
proposed location of the bore/ abstraction point must be known.




Groundwater take — With confirmation of the abstraction point,
the provided assessment may need to be updated and adjusted
to address all relevant policies and rules which are fundamental
in assessing the associated effects on the environment and
neighbouring groundwater users, as current assessment is
insufficiently specific.

Firefighting - Without a mains reticulated supply, security of
supply for firefighting is fundamental in the event of a
catastrophic fire. Uncertainty of bore yield may limit provisions of
firefighting in an emergency.

Note: The application has not provided proposed conditions of
consent for the proposed drilling of the bore or the associated water

take. The applicant may want to provide such conditions.

Mica
Plowman

Archaeology

None

No

Yes

1. Documents reviewed:

Rangitoopuni Application under the Fast Track
Approvals Act. Assessment of Environmental Effects
and Statutory Analysis. Prepared for: Rangitoopuni
Developments Limited Partnership (Te Kawerau a
Maki and Avant Property Development Limited) by
Campbell Brown Planning and Resource Management
Specialists Limited, 5" May 2025.

List of Appendices
Appendix A, Proposed Conditions

Appendix B, Cultural Impact Assessment
Appendix G, Archaeological Report
Appendix H, Geotechnical Reports
Appendix I, Preliminary Site Investigation

Appendix L, Proposed Auckland Unitary Plan
Documents

Appendix N, Scheme Plans
Appendix V, Earthworks Management Plan

2. Reasons for Consent

2.1 The proposed works, as described in the FTAA application and
supporting document, do not affect scheduled archaeological
sites in Schedule 14.1 (Schedule of Historic Heritage) in the
Auckland Unitary Plan operative in part (13 June 2025) [AUP
OIP]. No consents are required under Chapter D.17 Historic
Heritage [AUP OIP].

3. Subject Matter

3.1 The proposal is for a listed project under Schedule 2 of the




Fast-Track Approvals Act 2024 (‘FTAA’) by Te Kawerau a Maki
in partnership with Avant Property Development Limited
(‘Avant’) under Rangitoopuni Developments Limited
Partnership (‘RDLP?).

3.2 Rangitoopuni proposes to develop two properties (Lot 1 DP
590677 and Lot 2 DP 590677) at Old North Road and Forestry
Road, Riverhead (‘the site’) for a proposed countryside living
subdivision and retirement village referred to collectively as
‘Rangitoopuni’. The site is Treaty Settlement Land that was
returned to Te Kawerau a Maki as part of their settlement with
the Crown, through the Te Kawerau a Maki Claims Settlement
Act 2015.

3.3 Rangitoopuni represents a unique opportunity to develop
Treaty Settlement Land and provide a master-planned
community for Riverhead that will enable the provision of
approximately 500 homes through the proposed countryside
living subdivision (Lot 1 DP 590677) and a retirement village
(Lot 2 DP 590677), in addition to a range of infrastructure, open
space and public facilities.’

e The proposed subdivision will be made up of 208 lots
with community facilities including a community
building, residents carpark, bush trail and outdoor
recreation areas, such as a basketball and tennis
court.

e The retirement village is also proposed for a portion
of Lot 2 DP 590677. This retirement village will be
made up of 296 units (260 villas and 36 care units), as
well as a café, wellness centre, and amenity building.

3.4 The location and components of the Rangitoopuni
development are illustrated in Figure 1.

3.5 In accordance with clause 2(1)(h)-(i) of Schedule 8 of the Act,
the applicant has provided an assessment by a Subject Matter
Expert as Appendix G? in the application documents.

3.6 The methodology used for this SME assessment (ibid) is a desk
top evaluation. No field survey was undertaken to test and
verify research data through visual survey or subsurface
testing. The research undertaken follows normal professional

practice, that is, data collection and analysis from

1 Rangitoopuni Application under the Fast Track Approvals Act. Assessment of Environmental Effects and Statutory Analysis. Prepared for: Rangitoopuni Developments Limited Partnership (Te Kawerau & Maki and Avant Property
Development Limited) by Campbell Brown Planning and Resource Management Specialists Limited, 51" May 2025.

2 Rangitoopuni: Archaeological Assessment. Report to Te Kawerau a Maki and Avant. Prepared by CFG Heritage Limited (Leela Moses), March 2025.



acknowledged professional sources (e.g. relevant reports,
archives) as well as the New Zealand Archaeological
Association site record files (ArchSite) and Auckland Council
public data sets (GeoMaps and Cultural Heritage
Inventory/Tatangi Ora). The assessment notes the limitations
of a desk top study and states that “this study is not intended
as a full archaeological assessment... where there is a
likelihood of archaeological evidence being disturbed further
archaeological assessment may be required.”

3.7 This memo provides an analysis of risk to the potential
archaeological and historic heritage sites for the Rangitoopuni
development areas.

P, [7512]DR159067
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__"w“f . ) ¥ Retirementyvillage]
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* Archaeological sites
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% [ Retirement village e

; Lot 1 DP 590677 (Countryside Living subdivision) 0 0 500 m
b D Log broges .

Figure 1. Overview of Rangitoopuni proposed development
areas. Source: CFG Heritage, March 2025.

4. Summary of key issues

4.1 There are no recorded historic heritage or archaeological sites
within the proposed Rangitoopuni proposed development
areas.

4.2 There are a number of recorded historic heritage sites and

archaeological sites located within 1 km of the proposed
works. These are all related to 19" and early 20" century
European settlement and industry activities including a 19"
century timber mill (R10/1376) and the Riverhead Mill

3 Rangitoopuni: Archaeological Assessment. Report to Te Kawerau a8 Maki and Avant. Prepared by CFG Heritage Limited (Leela Moses), March 2025.



(R10/721), which are both located on waterways around the
southeast corner of Lot 2 of the proposed works.*

4.3 Within the Riverhead Forest itself are a number of recorded
19th and early 20th century gum digging sites; including a
recorded camp (Pukeatua Depot (R10/695)) and gum digging
holes (CHI items 17228 and 17234). An additional two sites,
including a bridge (Fridays Bridge) and a timber mill (Carters
Mill) are illustrated by Madden (1966). None of these sites are
located within the proposed project area.

4.4 There are no pre-European Maori sites recorded within 1 km of
the proposed works.

4.5 Although no field survey has been carried out as part of the
archaeological assessment a review of 20" century aerial
photography demonstrates that the development area has
been through at least three forestry rotations with no apparent
evidence of archaeological sites. There are also no indication
of archaeological sites visible in hill shade models derived
from LiDAR.

4.6 The CFG Heritage assessment concludes that there is no
reasonable cause to suspect that archaeological sites will be
negatively impacted by the proposed works.

4.7 To mitigate the risk of subsurface archaeological discovery
within the project area CFG Heritage advise that works are
undertaken under the Accidental Discovery Rule in Chapter
E11.6.1 of the Auckland Unitary Plan.®

4.8 The AEE confirms that Accidental Discovery Protocols will be
followed should unrecorded archaeological remains be
encountered during development earthworks.®

5. Overall comment

5.1 The archaeological assessment makes two
recommendations’; as follows:

e That works are undertaken under the Accidental
Discovery Rule in Chapter E11.6.1 of the Auckland
Unitary Plan;

e Since archaeological survey cannot always detect sites
of traditional significance to Maori, or wahi tapu, the
appropriate tangata whenua authorities should be

4 Rangitoopuni: Archaeological Assessment. Report to Te Kawerau a Maki and Avant. Prepared by CFG Heritage Limited (Leela Moses), March 2025.
5 Rangitoopuni: Archaeological Assessment. Report to Te Kawerau a8 Maki and Avant. Prepared by CFG Heritage Limited (Leela Moses), March 2025.

6 Rangitoopuni Application under the Fast Track Approvals Act. Assessment of Environmental Effects and Statutory Analysis. Prepared for: Rangitoopuni Developments Limited Partnership (Te Kawerau a Maki and Avant Property
Development Limited) by Campbell Brown Planning and Resource Management Specialists Limited, 51" May 2025.

7 Rangitoopuni: Archaeological Assessment. Report to Te Kawerau a Maki and Avant. Prepared by CFG Heritage Limited (Leela Moses), March 2025.



5.2

6.1

6.2

consulted regarding the possible existence of such sites,
and the recommendations in this report.

| agree with and support the CFG Heritage assessment of the
potentialriskto previously unidentified archaeological/historic
heritage features within the development area. | also agree that
it is appropriate for the development earthworks to proceed
under the provision of the AUP Accidental Rule in Chapter
E11.6.1 of the Auckland Unitary Plan.

Comment on proposed conditions

The application nominates the following condition (AEE
Appendix A) to mitigate effects on historic heritage as follows:

Earthworks
Accidental discovery protocol

Condition (51) If, at any time during any earthworks
authorised by these consents, any archaeological
features (including human remains, archaeology and
artefacts) are uncovered on the subject site, works
must cease and the Council and Heritage New Zealand
Pouhere Taonga (09 307 9920) must be notified
immediately, and the following accidental protocol
must be followed:

a) All earthworks must cease in the immediate vicinity
(at least 10m from the site of discovery) while a suitably
qualified archaeologist is consulted on the type of
remains;

b) If the material is identified by the archaeologist as
human, archaeology or artefact, earthworks must not
be resumed in the affected area (as defined by the
archaeologist). The consent holder must immediately
advise the Council, Heritage New Zealand Pouhere
Taonga and NZ Police (if human remains are found) and
arrange a site inspection with these parties
immediately after discovery.

c) If the discovery contains koiwi, archaeology or
artefacts of Maori origin, representatives from Te
Kawerau a Maki are to be provided information on the
nature and location of the discovery.

d) The consent holder must not recommence works
until approved by the Council.®

| also support the inclusion of an Accidental Discovery
Protocolin the Rangitoopuni application conditions (Condition




6.3

6.4

6.5

7.1

7.2

7.3

7.4

51).

However, in the Auckland Region, earthworks must comply
with the standard specified in the Accidental Discovery Rule
(ADR) in the Auckland Unitary Plan (AUP) operative in part
(updated June 13 2025) (Chapter E11.6.1 and E12.6.1).

Although proposed Condition 51 is based on the AUP ADR, itis
abbreviated. For consistency with standard consent
conditions issued in the Auckland region, it is recommended
that the specific wording of the Accidental Discovery Rule
provided for in Chapters E11 and E12 in the Auckland Unitary
Plan Operative in part (updated 13 June 2025) is retained.

| recommend that the wording for proposed condition 51.
should be replaced with the following —.

If, at any time during site works, sensitive materials
(koiwi/lhuman remains, an archaeology site, a Maori
cultural artefact, a protected NZ object), contamination
or a lava cave greater than 1m in diameter) are
discovered, then the protocol setoutin standards E11.6.1
and E12.6.1 of the Auckland Unitary Plan (Operative in
Part) shall be followed.

Recommendations

| have assessed the effects of the proposed Rangitoopuni
application on the historic heritage resource, the magnitude of
these effects, and whether adverse effects are avoided,
minimised or mitigated.

There is no National Policy Statement on Historic Heritage to
assess this application against.

In reviewing the application documentation, the condition
nominated by the applicant is sufficient to mitigate the
potential risk of archaeological/historic heritage discovery and
give effect to s6 (f) of the RMA.

For consistency and brevity, it is recommended that the
wording of Condition 51 in the proposed application (AEE
Appendix A) relating to Accidental Discovery Protocols is
replaced with the wording provided in paragraph 7.5.

Peter
Kensingto
n

Landscape and
Visual Impact

1. Visibility of Retirement Village - Opportunity for the
applicant to provide further information to address the
following preliminary feedback:

Currently unconvinced by the application material that the
easternmost retirement villas will not be visible from the existing
Riverhead Village settlement. | note that the Boffa Miskell Urban
Design and Landscape Effects Assessment (Application Appendix

Yes

Yes
17.06.25

I’'m currently unconvinced by the application material that the
easternmost retirement villas will not be visible from the
existing Riverhead Village settlement. | note that the Boffa
Miskell Urban Design and Landscape Effects Assessment
(Application Appendix HH), at pages 27 and 33, states
categorically that this will be the case, but from my review of
the application drawings, it is difficult to be so certain.




HH), at pages 27 and 33, states categorically that this will be the
case, but from my review of the application drawings, it is difficult
to be so certain.

2. Activities outside the Lot 2 boundary — opportunity for
the applicant to provide comment in respect to the
following matters:

I would like confirmation as to what land use activity will occur on
Lot 2 outside the retirement village ‘boundary’ (i.e. will this land
continue as pine forest?). While a copy of the current Forest
Harvest Plan has been appended to the Boffa Miskell assessment,
there is no explanation of this document and/or confirmation as
to what the future forest replanting and harvesting regime will be
following construction and occupation of the retirement village.

3. LRV - provide response to this comment

I suggest that the 40% LRV (Light Reflectance Value) in the
proposed Design Guidelines for future buildings in both the rural
residential subdivision (Lot 1) and retirement village (Lot 2)
should be lesser and potentially different for exterior walls and
roofs. The LRV requirement should also not apply for timber
materials, which can often have a light appearance, but be
appropriate because the material is natural.

4. Track — provide clarification to this question

Is the proposed track between the retirement village (Lot 2) and
Riverhead Village part of the current application? The Boffa
Miskell assessment makes reference to this as a positive aspect of
the proposal, but the application AEE suggests this would be for a
future application.

2. 1 would like confirmation as to what land use activity will occur
on Lot 2 outside the retirement village ‘boundary’ (i.e. will this
land continue as pine forest?). While a copy of the current
Forest Harvest Plan has been appended to the Boffa Miskell
assessment, there is no explanation of this document and/or
confirmation as to what the future forest replanting and
harvesting regime will be following construction and
occupation of the retirement village.

3. |suggest that the 40% LRV (Light Reflectance Value) in the
proposed Design Guidelines for future buildings in both the
rural residential subdivision (Lot 1) and retirement village (Lot
2) should be lesser and potentially different for exterior walls
and roofs. The LRV requirement should also not apply for
timber materials, which can often have a light appearance, but
be appropriate because the material is natural.

4. Isthe proposed track between the retirement village (Lot 2)
and Riverhead Village part of the current application? The
Boffa Miskell assessment makes reference to this as a positive
aspect of the proposal, but the application AEE suggests this
would be for a future application.

5. Suggested condition amends

m-

Rangitoopuni

Proposed Conditions

Rob
Mainwarin

g

Urban Design

Access

1. ltwould be good if the proposals at the head of the vested
Forestry Road (Lot 3) can be clarified.

a. Residential Lot 1 is gated to vehicles on Old North
Road. Please confirm if there is to be a controlled
gate at the head of Forestry Road/beginning of
Barlow Road? (otherwise, the other gates can be
bypassed)

b. Please confirm the path along the Retirement Lot 2
spine road continues to the vested
road. (landscaping and roading plans differ)

2. Please provide a plan for the Riverhead end of the eastern
path, and confirm if there will be any signage, lighting, or
cart parking etc. If the path is outside of this application (as
Peter’s comment), it will still be helpful to understand the
intention.

Yes

Yes

Information sought in s67 response key, subject to that no overall
concerns at this point.




3. The proposed retirement village is surrounded by pine
plantation. Please clarify how this will be accessed
(particularly the southern and eastern sections).

Water and Waste Treatment plants (Lot 2):
4. Theretirementvillage includes on-site fresh and

wastewater plants either side of the entrance
road. Schematic layouts are included in the engineering
information, and | note that the water treatment plant will
be in 2 x 40’ containers, and the wastewater plant includes
a4 x5m control shed. It will be helpful to understand how
the treatment plants integrate with the scheme by
confirming:

o What structures are above/below ground

If all tanks will be completely buried, or if tops will
be visible

Any access / hard standing requirements

Any security / fencing / screening / planting

How tanks are integrated within 1:3 batters

Any restrictions on planting

O

O O O O

Similarly, paired 22,500L firefighting tanks are required
across both lots. Locations are indicative at this stage but
will need to be coordinated with tree planting.

Jennifer Waste Solutions No S67 No No The applicant has provided a comprehensive waste management plan for
Jack the development.
This is generally suitable. | would advise to defer to the traffic engineer for
any additional assessment as required for any truck tracking or
manoeuvring assessment.
Rue Ecology - 9. Thelodgement feedback does not differ significantly from the
Statham Terrestrial

1. The applicant has not confirmed that the exotic forest
harvesting is / will be compliant with NES-CF 2017, notably
Schedule 4 and Schedule 6

a. Both schedules require consideration of threatened
fauna species, including regionally threated species
(lizards, birds, and bats).

b. Would be useful for completeness to submit both those
plans for consideration in the application, including the
fauna management plans as required by those
Environmental Regulations.

c. Application lacks the harvest cycle plan, as referred to
in Section 1.3 of the EclA.

2. The application is based on subjective analysis.

a. Noformal fauna surveys were undertaken (see EclA
section 3.3)

feedback provided pre-lodgement, for application PRR00042504




b. The EclA can place little weight on effects assessment
on fauna; noting that fauna assessments and
management is required for NES-CF

c. |suggestthatformalfauna surveys are carried out to
inform the development, notably on birds and bats.

3. Request management plans suggested to be submitted as part
of the application, these include

a. Detailed planting and maintenance plans (not
concepts), noting that the conditions of consent require
planting and implantation plans to be updated and
certified.

b. Weed eradication and pest animal control

c. Draftfauna management plans are provided, prior,
during and post development (notably birds, bats, and
lizards), but are not specific to each staging area.
Conditions of consent have been provided to update
these management plans.

4. Lot 2 hasthe potential to create higher ecological outcomes
than Lot 1 CSL

a. Applicant has not addressed the specific pre-app
feedback concerning increasing the clustering of house
sites to reduce edge effects and habitat fragmentation
created by the spread-out form. Please provide
response.

Planner Note — Ecological input provided from that perspective.
Overall planning comments to follow but a response to the
decisions and reasoning that informed the approach and
distribution including matters beyond ecological considerations
encouraged.

5. The wetlands are likely to provide habitat for threatened wetland
avifauna (notably bittern).

a. The proposed walkways are located next to the largest
of wetlands which is likely to disturb these birds.

b. Applicant has not considered or provided comments on
Council Ecologist suggestion of relocating walkways
away from the most sensitive habitats (noting the lack
of specific fauna assessment). Please provide
response.

Planner Note — Ecological input provided from that perspective.
Overall planning comments to follow but a response to the
decisions and reasoning that informed the approach and location of
the walkways including ecological effects and other considerations
encouraged.




6. The planting conceptisincomplete according to Ecologist.

a. Does notinclude wetland or wetted edge riparian
restoration.

b. Unclear if the planting is ecosystem derived and
contains some species that are not appropriate for the
location or are naturally uncommon and not
recommended.

c. The planting plan does not reflect the current and
expected site conditions, e.g. ex-forestry which has
significant management and access constraints.

d. ‘Generalrevegetation’, ‘riparian planting’ specifications
are incomplete and not consistent with Appendix 16 (or
Te Haumanu Taiao)

e. Low planting conceptis not clear if this is for
restoration or amenity. If the latter, it should not be
considered forest or ecosystem restoration.

f. Suggested change is to provide for greater setback from
development to the forest restoration and remove ‘low
planting’ entirely.

7. Avresidents society will be responsible for ongoing management
of the forest restoration and public access (e.g. walkways).

a. If outstandingissue, is who funds the ongoing
management and legal mechanism to ensure
compliance? Will an initial fund be set up to ensure
success of the planting or will this be left to the
Residents association?

b. Former forestry site and revegetation of this land will
result in greater management constraints and costs

c. Walkways do not appear to be subject to conditions of
consent as to their construction and location.

8. Conditions of consent.

a. None of the conditions of consent relate to the
implementation of revegetation planting and the
standards to which the planting must reach prior to
224(c).

b. Many of the conditions do not provide for specific
timing or staging as to when the works will be
undertaken, meaning that many of the outcome
proposed by the development are subjective and
unenforceable by Council.

c. Conditions 72 and 73 relate to landscaping for visual,
landscape and amenity purposes only, not
revegetation.




i. Condition 76 refers to revegetation, but only as
far as the location of the building platforms.

ii. Condition 76 does not include the public
access trails, and to whom the responsibility of
construction lies; or timing / staging.

iii. Condition 169 refers to identifying covenant
areas, including revegetation, however, as
noted above, this is not tied to the
implementation of planting.

d. Asabove; the revegetation planting is not tied to any
specific timeframe or outcomes (e.g. canopy closure
and weed & animal pest management), meaning that
the planting.

e. Bonding surety figure is not reflective of the
complexities of undertaking revegetation. Given the
above comments where the revegetation is not tied to
the subdivision, it is unclear if either condition 192 or
193 is related to ecological restoration planting.

f. Itappearsthat the residents society will be wholly
responsible for restoration planting and the weed and
pest animals control, even though none of these
specific ecological outcomes is required to be
undertaken by the consent holder. Council will have no
enforcement ability under the RMA for works that are
not required, or areas subject to conditions of consent.

g. The applicant does not provide sufficient details on cat
restrictions and to whom the enforcement will lie.
Whilst the initiative is welcome, it comes without
specific detail. Council does not have any by-laws
relating to this site restricting cat ownership, and there
are no regional restrictions on cat ownership. The
applicant does not provide specifics as to how this can
be enforced, the penalties, and by whom. Auckland
Council does not have resource to enforce this consent
notice.

h. Fauna management conditions do need revising to be
up-to-date with Auckland Council’s best practice /
enforceability requirements; and do not provide for
staging. | can provide appropriate recommendations.

Planners Comments: Review underway in respect to the matters
and suitability of the proposed conditions raised in item 8 and 9
above. This response is shared but suggested applicant team await
that clarification.




C/0
Rebekah
Devonshir
e

Rodney Local
Board

Opportunity provided to the applicant to respond to matters and
concerns identified in points 7-26.

Not
requested

Yes

1. The Rodney Local Board supports the development of Treaty Settlement
Land and the integrated Maori Development of the proposed retirement
village. We support Te Kawerau a Maki’s goal of promoting and providing for
their cultural, economic, social and environmental wellbeing.

2. We support the proposed construction of the new public carpark and the
network of public walking and cycling tracks that connect to the existing
tracks in the Riverhead Forest.

3. We support the new pedestrian connection from the proposed
development to the Riverhead township via Duke Street

4. We support the environmental upgrades proposed within the
development including the riparian and revegetation planting and pest
control.

5. We support the proposed construction of the resident’s community
centre including the basketball and tennis courts.

6. However, we have several concerns relating to flood risk, traffic safety
and infrastructure constraints that are detailed below

Natural Hazard Risk

7. We express concern that the proposed development is within an area
with identified flood hazards and includes the diversion of overland flow
paths, and land that has been identified with localised ‘shallow
instability’ issues.

8. We express concern that the scale of the proposed development will
significantly increase the impervious surfaces and may result in flood
waters being diverted to lower lying neighbouring properties especially
in flood prone areas of Duke Street during extreme weather events.

9. We express concern that not all roads within the development will be
able to provide safe vehicle passage during flood events. We note that
per expert evidence provided by the applicant, that the level of Forestry
Road will be lifted to ensure that the maximum ponding depth within the
road does not exceed 200mm. However, we are concerned that one
area of the road (50 and 100 Forestry Road) there is no ability to avoid a
minor increase in flood levels.

10. We are concerned that the proposed engineered mitigations, retaining
walls and changing of the landform with the extensive earthworks
proposed may fail during extreme weather events and this will impact
low lying areas such as properties adjacent to the Riverhead Forest.
These properties experienced widespread flooding during the 2023
extreme weather events with flooding and slips in Mill Flat Road near
Boundary Road. This development may exacerbate these issues.

11. We request a full hydrological impact assessment and an integrated
stormwater planning for the Rangitopuni stream, Riverhead and Kumeu
River catchments including all drainage sub-catchments is completed
before this proposed development is approved.

Traffic Safety and Congestion




12.

13.

14.

15.

16.

17.

18.

19.

20.

We have concerns about the proposed development near Old North
Road and how this will impact regional and interregional traffic using
Old North Road between Kumeu and Helensville / Kaukapakapa. Both
holiday traffic and freight use this route as an alternative to the State
Highway network due to this being a short cut that avoids Helensville
township when driving from Auckland to Northland.

We are concerned about the adverse effects on traffic safety along Old
North Road with the proposed multiple new vehicle access ways onto
this road. There have been serious crashes along Old North Road in
2025, and this is a high-speed road environment and due to the
geometry of the road there is often limited visibility. We request that
these new vehicle accessways are reviewed by Auckland Transport for
safety and any recommendations/upgrades are included in the
conditions of consent.

We are concerned that the increase in vehicle traffic generated by this
development will impact traffic safety at the following intersections,
Deacon and Forestry Road and Deacon and the Riverhead Road. Both
high-speed intersections have limited visibility, and we request that
these are upgraded as part of the conditions of consent.

We are concerned that the existing road infrastructure in and around
Riverhead is already under significant pressure, with Old North Road
frequently experiencing congestion, particularly during peak commute
times. Congestion on SH16 from Kumeu into the city is a complete
bottleneck and this causes massive driver frustration and motorists to
take additional risks. The bus service through Riverhead is only every
hour and there is no funding to increase the frequency, therefore future
residents will be reliant on their cars for transportation.

Riverhead has limited access to public transport services, which may
not meet the increased demand generated by this development,
particularly from a retirement population who may rely more heavily on
accessible transport. We request that consideration must be given to
the integration of this projectinto the regional public transport network.

We are concerned about the cumulative effects on road safety and
congestion, if Private Plan Change 100 (PPC100) is consented together
with this development.

We request that if consent is granted for this development, then before
any construction starts, the Stage two of SH16 safety upgrades
including the new roundabout at the Coatesville Riverhead Highway
intersection and the four laneing between Kumeu and Brigham Creek
Roundabout are completed.

Other projects that need to be delivered if PPC100 is approved along
with this development include the construction of the Northwest Rapid
transport network from Brigham Creek into the city and the Kumeu
alternative State Highway bypass.

Infrastructure
We express concern about the school capacity as nearby primary and

secondary schools are already experiencing high roll numbers. The
addition of over 200 countryside living households may bring new




21.

22.

23.

24.

25.

26.

families to the area, potentially exacerbating current capacity
constraints. Forward planning with the Ministry of Education is
necessary to ensure adequate provision.

We express concern about the healthcare and medical facilities;
Riverhead currently has limited local medical services. The proposed
aged care and retirement village component will increase demand for
GPs, emergency response, and specialist care. Clarity is needed on
how this will be addressed, including funding and integration with the
regional health services.

We express concern that with private roads forming the majority of the
development’s internal access network, there must be assurance that
emergency vehicles (ambulance, fire, police) can adequately and
efficiently access all properties.

Other

We express concern that the development is being serviced by a private
waste provider not the Council refuse and recycling service and this
may impact on Council’s waste minimisation plans going forward.

We express concern that the retirement village will not be serviced by
Watercare for water and wastewater and there will be an increased risk
to the environment during extreme weather events if this onsite
wastewater system fails. We request that conditions of consentinclude
strict monitoring by both the applicant and the Council compliance
team.

We express concern about the significant earthworks proposed by this
development and the impact that this will have on surrounding
neighbours with regards to noise, dust and odour especially with the
proposed operating hours of construction expected to be between 7AM-
7PM Monday to Saturday. We suggest that operating hours are
amended to 8am to 6pm during the weekdays and Saturdays 8am to
midday.

We support the principle of enabling housing that aligns with Treaty
Settlement outcomes, we urge the EPA and the applicant to ensure that
critical infrastructure and community services are planned, funded,
and delivered in tandem with the development.




