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1. SUMMARY 

This Integrated Transport Assessment assesses potential transport effects related to a proposal to 

develop a residential led mixed use building at 188 Beaumont Street. The development involves 

the construction of a new building that would include 210 apartments and 624 sqm of retail 

activities on the ground floor. Specifically, this report addresses potential adverse transport effects 

of the project on the environment as part of a substantive application under the Fast-track 

Approvals Act 2024.  

 

The proposal is located in the Business City Centre zone, so it does not require resource consent for 

trip generation under Chapter E27 of the Auckland Unitary Plan (AUP) or under the provisions of 

the Wynyard Precinct. However, this assessment does include an evaluation of transport effects for 

completeness, despite no consent being required. A consideration of actual and potential transport 

effects shows that the proposal will only add a small amount of additional traffic and is unlikely to 

result in any noticeable change to traffic conditions. Accordingly, we conclude there will be no 

noticeable adverse traffic or transportation effects as a result of the proposal, i.e. transport effects 

will be less than minor. A consent is required under the Precinct provisions to access Beaumont 

Street and consents are required under the AUP section E27 to have 2.3m headroom above 

accessible parking, and to have an aisle width that does not meet the AUP standards but does 

meet the Australian and New Zealand parking standards.  A consent is also required because the 

access onto Beaumont Street exceeds a gradient of 1 in 20 for the first 4 metres. 

 

Commuter travel patterns of residents in the Wynyard area have been recorded as part of the New 

Zealand Census of Population and Dwellings. An assessment of that data shows that people who 

live in the Wynyard area are less likely to drive to work than most Aucklanders, and more likely to 

walk to work and work from home than most Aucklanders. In terms of this propensity for walking 

and driving, the residents are similar to other inner city Auckland residents. This means residential 

development provided on this site can be expected to result in lower traffic demand than areas 

outside the Auckland Central Area have and will have higher levels of walking like the other 

Auckland Central Area precincts.  

 

All of the transport infrastructure needed to support the proposed development is already in place. 

No external traffic or transport constraints have been identified which would prevent the 

proposal from being approved. No external traffic or transport mitigation measures are required. 
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2. QUALIFICATIONS 

John Parlane is a traffic engineer and transportation planner with 38 years of experience working in 

Auckland and London. He holds degrees in engineering (BE(Civil)) from the University of Auckland 

and economics (BApplEcon) from Massey University. His work is focused on assessing traffic and 

transportation effects of developments and designing traffic mitigation measures.  

3. INTRODUCTION AND SCOPE 

This report has been prepared in relation to the proposed development of a residential-led mixed 

use building on an undeveloped site located in the northern part of the Wynyard precinct. 

 

This report addresses what the likely trip generation of the proposal will be and includes 

consideration of the accessibility of the site by walking and cycling. 

  

The development has been assessed against the transportation standards of the AUP and against 

the standards as modified by Plan Change 79 (consent order version dated 6 March 2026). The 

report is structured as an Integrated Transport Assessment for a site-specific development. 

 

3.1 Subject Site 

The site is located on the southwestern corner of Jellicoe Street and Beaumont Street as shown in 

in Figure 1. 
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Figure 1: Aerial image of the Site Location 

The northern part of the site is currently used for car parking. The southern part of the site is part 

of a service access for the Orams Marine boat yard. It includes a very wide vehicle crossing onto 

Beaumont Street. 

 

The land to the north on the other side of Jellicoe Street is the Silo Park recreational area. The site 

on the opposite side of Beaumont Street is currently used as a non-accessory carpark and the site 

immediately to the south is used for marine activities by Orams Marine. 

  

4. EXISTING ACTIVITIES 

4.1 Existing Land Use 

Most of the site is currently used for car parking. There are 100 spaces marked out for private use 

on the eastern part of the site. There is space for approximately 35 additional cars on the smaller 

western end of the site. Access to the main carpark is via an electronic sliding gate on Jellicoe 

Street as shown in Figure 2. 
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Figure 2: Jellicoe Street Entrance 

The 35 parking spaces located at the western end of the site are in an unmarked area accessed 

from the end of Jellicoe Street in front of the marina. 

 

A very wide truck access and storage area makes up the balance of the site providing direct access 

for large loads from Beaumont Street via a 15 metre wide vehicle crossing. 

  

4.2 Traffic Generated by the Existing Activities 

Using the trip rate of 0.38 trips per car space contained in I214.8.2 of the AUP Wynyard Precinct 

rules we can estimate the trip generation of the existing 100 car spaces as being 38 vehicles per 

hour during the peak hours (being 8.00am to 9.00am and 4.30pm to 5.30pm). 

 

The 35 additional cars that can park on the western end of the site would generate an additional 

14 trips per hour bringing the total to 52 trips per hour. 
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4.3 Zoning 

The site is zoned Business City Centre Zone as shown in Figure 3. The site is also located within the 

Wynyard Precinct and is located within Sub-precinct E on the eastern end and sub-precinct C on 

the western end. 

 

  

Figure 3: AUP Zoning 

5. CURRENT TRANSPORT ENVIRONMENT 

 

Beaumont Street is a two lane street marked with a simple centreline which carries around 5230 

vehicles per day (south of Pakenham Street). It provides a north-south route from Fanshawe Street 

into the Wynyard Quarter Area. It is not an arterial road and does not have an Arterial Roads 

control over it in the AUP. 

 

There is a wide footpath on the Beaumont Street frontage of the site, and a bus stop directly 

outside the site as shown in Figure 4. 
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Figure 4: Beaumont Street Frontage 

 

Jellicoe Street is a cul-de-sac running from Beaumont Street and terminating at a marina. It is not 

marked with a centreline and has been built to include wide footpaths on either side and high 

quality planting which provide excellent pedestrian amenity as shown in Figure 5. 
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Figure 5: Jellicoe Street Pedestrian Amenity 

 

Beaumont Street intersects with Jellicoe Street at a Stop sign controlled intersection. Despite 

Beaumont Street being a busier street than Jellicoe Street, Jellicoe Street traffic has right of way. 

This appears to have been done to provide traffic calming on Beaumont Street. 

 

5.1 Existing Walking Routes 

High quality footpaths already exist on both Jellicoe Street and Beaumont Street, and these 

connect to the existing walking network. The existing walking catchment is shown in Figure 6 with 

the 10-minute walk shown in red, the 20 minute walk shown in brown and the 30 minute walk 

shown in blue. 

 

This shows that almost the entire Wynyard Quarter area is already walkable from the site in 10 

minutes, which includes the Northern Busway on Fanshawe Street which is part of the Rapid 

Transit Network (RTN). A 20 minute walk includes Victoria Park and most of the Downtown area of 

Auckland including the Waitematā Train Station (formerly Britomart) and the Downtown Ferry 

Terminal. A thirty minute walk includes most of the Central Area and just reaches the University of 

Auckland and Auckland University of Technology. 
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Figure 6: Walking Catchments for 188 Beaumont Street (10, 20 and 30 min) 

 

5.2 Cycling Facilities 

The Wynyard Precinct and neighbouring Viaduct Precinct are well served by an excellent network 

of dedicated cycle lanes around the area and shared paths within the area as shown in Figure 7. 

10 min 

walk 

20 min walk 

30 min walk 
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Figure 7: Auckland Cycleway Map1 with location of site indicated by red star 

 

Cycling isochrones are shown in Figure 8 for bike journeys starting at the site. Again a 10-minute 

trip is shown in red, a 20-minute trip in brown and a 30-minute trip in blue. 

 

 

Figure 8: Cycling Isochrones 

 

 
1 AT Website. Retrieved from:  

https://mahere.at.govt.nz/portal/apps/webappviewer/index.html  

10 min ride 

20 min ride 

30 min ride 
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5.3 Public Transport 

 The area is served by a high quality and rapid transit bus service. Local services include the City 

Link, Number 20, and Number 75. A short walk to Fanshawe Street gives access to the Northern 

Busway services which are part of the RTN as shown in Figure 9. 

 

 

Figure 9: Bus Services map with location site indicated by red star2  

Waitematā Station is a 20 minute walk from the site. All Auckland train services terminate at this 

station.  

 
2 AT Central Guide. Retrieved from AT.govt.nz  



 

 612 ITA v7 250326.docx | 16 

 

The ferry terminal is a 17 minute walk from the site. Ferry services there are available to 

Devonport, Northcote, Beach Haven, Hobsonville, West Harbour and Half Moon Bay as well as the 

Gulf Islands. 

 

5.4 Fanshawe Street 

Fanshawe Street was previously one of the busiest arterial roads serving the Central Area and its 

role was moving private vehicles (many of which had one occupant) as efficiently as possible on 

and off the Northern Motorway. 

 

I have obtained and reviewed the last sixteen years of data available from Waka Kotahi/NZTA for 

the motorway onramp and off ramp at Fanshawe Street. I then plotted this as shown in Figure 10. 

The data clearly shows an ongoing decline in traffic on both the on ramp and the off ramp. The 

time period is significant because it covers the lifespan of the Wynyard Precinct rules and it shows 

how the external traffic that was assumed in the past to be a fixed amount has halved. 

  

 

  

  

Figure 10: Long Term Traffic Decline on Fanshawe Street Motorway Ramps 

 

Over the last twenty years traffic entering and leaving the central area on Fanshawe Street has 

declined from 44,477 vehicles per day to 22,770 vehicles per day in 2023 (or an annual arithmetic 

growth rate of -2.9% per year). 
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This decline in traffic of around 21,700 vehicles per day is largely the result of the Northern Busway 

which officially opened in February 2008. Both the Constellation Station and Albany Stations had 

already been operating since December 2005 with buses using the shoulder lanes on the 

motorway, and their patronage has steadily increased since the opening of the Northern Busway. 

While I do not have access to bus passenger numbers along Fanshawe Street I have plotted total 

monthly patronage on the whole Northern Busway in Figure 11. 

 

  

Figure 11: Northern Busway Monthly Ridership3  

 

This figure shows the rapid growth in the order of 25% per year that has occurred from 2008 until 

the end of 2019 just prior to the Covid-19 pandemic. AT’s own forecasts are that this growth will 

continue into the future with an expected increase in patronage of 170% to 21,700,000 annual 

trips expected by 20384. 

 
3 Data retrieved from https://at.govt.nz/about-us/reports-publications/at-metro-patronage-report 

4 AT Board Meeting agenda 29 April 2021 Item 11, Northern Busway Enhancements Detailed 

Business Case, Retrieved from https://at.govt.nz/media/1986368/11 northern-busway-

enhancements-dbc board-pap.pdf 
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6. THE PROPOSAL 

6.1 Activities 

The proposal involves the development of a new residential led mixed use building on the site with 

210 apartments across the ‘Marina’, ‘Tower’ and ‘Beaumont’ components of the building as well as 

624 sqm of retail floor space on the ground floor to provide activated edges. Warren and Mahoney 

have prepared a scheme plan as shown in Figure 12. 

 

  

 

 

Figure 12: Proposed Development (Source Warren and Mahoney) 

 

The ground floor will include carparking and loading areas that would be screened from the street 

frontage by retail activities located on the corner of the site and at the waterfront end of Jellicoe 

Street.  

 

Water features and a pedestrian lobby would complete the Jellicoe Street frontage. The Beaumont 

Street frontage would provide the vehicle access to the site in the same location as the existing 

access, albeit reduced in scale. A second pedestrian lobby will front Beaumont Street. 

The buildings will include three further levels of carparking on a podium screened by residential 

apartments.  

 





 

 612 ITA v7 250326.docx | 20 

 

 

 

This means the total width required for two spaces and an aisle is 16.6m, and 16.8m is available. 

 

The stacked parking spaces will all be allocated to the same unit occupier. In total there are 64 

stacked spaces. 

 

6.3 Bicycle Parking 

Parking for residential visitor bikes is required by the AUP at a rate of 1 space per 20 dwellings and 

1 space per 350sqm of retail.  That gives a total requirement of 12 visitor bike spaces.  These will be 

provided around the buildings where they are publicly accessible.  

 

Secure bicycle parking is required under the AUP at a rate of 1 space per 300sqm for the retail 

activities and 1 space for each dwelling without a dedicated garage or basement car parking space, 

which equates to 210 spaces for the 210 units.  That gives a requirement of 2 spaces for the retail 

areas and 210 spaces for the residential areas or 212 in total.  Three secure bike rooms are 

proposed with spaces for 36 bikes, 66 bikes and 30 bikes, giving a total of 132 secure bike spaces in 

the bike rooms.  That means there is a shortfall of 80 spaces in terms of the AUP (prior to PC79).  

Additional secure bike storage can be provided within the individual dwellings which is permitted 

under the provisions of PC79.  While the proposal falls short of secure bike parking by 80 spaces 

under the AUP, it complies with the requirement for secure bike parking under PC79.   

 

A condition of consent is proposed to ensure the minimum bicycle parking provision in accordance 

with the requirements of PC79.  

  

6.4 Access 

Vehicle access will be via a two way 6.663 metre wide vehicle crossing on Beaumont Street.  While 

the site also has frontage to Jellicoe Street, access to Jellicoe is less desirable given the high 

pedestrian amenity available on that street. Beaumont Street is not an arterial road and does not 

perform a specific transport function that would make access to the site problematic. Jellicoe 

Street on the other hand will have retail and food and beverage activities as a result of the Project 

and has a northern aspect on a street that carries very little traffic. Under the AUP, the maximum 
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width for vehicle crossings in the City Centre Zone which serve 10 or more parking spaces and 

provide for two-way movements is 6m.  As this standard is exceeded by 0.663m, a resource 

consent is required to access Beaumont Street.   

 

The internal access system has been designed to accommodate the B85 car as required by the 

AUP. The two way ramp system provides access to three upper levels of parking at a maximum 

gradient of 1 in 6. Transitions at 1 in 8 are provided to ensure the underside of cars do not scrape 

entering and leaving the ramp. The headroom for the internal access system is 2.3 metres . These 

aspects of the development comply with the requirements of the AUP for regular carparking, but a 

consent is required for access to accessible parking as the headroom is less than 2.5m. Tracking by 

the B85 car is shown in Figure 13. 

 

 

 

Figure 13: B85 Car Tracking 

 

The AUP has a requirement for a platform area at the point where a driveway meets a footpath 

that is no steeper than 1 in 20. A slope of 1 in 12 is proposed.  Originally this standard was intended 

to ensure drivers exiting a site did not have to drive up a steep slope and park on a grade to allow a 

pedestrian to cross the access. At the time the AUP was developed this requirement was extended 

to ramps that travel down to a footpath as well.  It appears to be an error in the plan because there 

are no traffic safety reasons to apply the control to vehicles driving down a slope.  A ramp down to 

the footpath of 1 in 12 is proposed rather than the 1 in 20 required by the AUP.  Over a 4m length 

the vertical difference is only 133mm. 
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6.5 Loading 

A loading space has been included on the ground floor level that is wide enough for two trucks. The 

headroom available in the loading area and access to the loading area is 3.8 metres. Access to the 

loading space is via the shared entry from Beaumont Street and trucks are able to leave the site in 

a forward direction.  

 

The AUP requires two loading spaces for activities greater than 20,000sqm.  The proposal complies 

with this requirement.  Tracking for a Rubbish Direct truck (the proposed contractor) entering the 

loading space is shown in Figure 14.  The tracking indicates the rubbish truck will have no problems 

entering the building, reversing into the loading space, and then exiting the building again. 

 

 

Figure 14: Truck Tracking Rubbish Direct 

 

6.6 Transport Consents Required under Chapter 27 of the AUP 

No consent is needed for trip generation because the site is in the Business – City Centre zone. 

Parking will comply with maximum parking ratios for specific activities in the Wynyard Precinct, 

which are one space per 80sqm for residential activities and 1 space per 150sqm for other 
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activities. The stacked parking included in the proposal is permitted by the AUP where a dwelling 

provides more than one parking space in accordance with E27.6.3.3(3). 

 

To summarise, the following consents are required under Chapter E27 (and PC79 under the 

consent order) of the AUP: 

 

 Non-compliance with Standard E27.6.2(6) of the AUP which requires 212 secure bike 

parking spaces.  However, the proposal meets the secure bike parking requirements of 

PC79 which takes a more pragmatic approach. 

 Non-compliance with Standard E27.6.2(8) of the AUP which requires one loading space for 

the retail activities and two loading spaces for the residential activities (three loading 

spaces total).  A total of two loading spaces are provided as part of the proposal; 

 Non-compliance with E27.6.3.1(1) and Table E27.6.3.1.1(T117) of the AUP as some aisles 

of the parking building do not meet these standards which require an aisle width of 7.1m 

for parking spaces that are 2.4m wide (6.8m is proposed for some parking spaces in the 

development); 

 Non-compliance with Standard E27.6.3.5(1) of the AUP and Standard E27.6.3.5(1) as 

amended by PC79 as the head room in some accessible spaces is less than 2.5m (2.3m is 

proposed); 

 Non-compliance with Standard E27.6.3.6 of the AUP as the access ramp to the street 

exceeds a gradient of 1 in 20 (1 in 12 is proposed); 

 Non-compliances with Standards E27.6.4.2 and E27.6.4.3 as the proposed access has a 

total width of 6.663m, which is 663mm wider than the maximum 6.0m in the standard; 

 Non-compliance with Standard E27.6.3.2(A) of PC79 to the AUP as fewer accessible spaces 

are being provided than required although the provision still meets AUP standards and 

NZS4121.  (Six accessible car parks are provided but PC79 requires 11); 

 Non-compliance with I214.6.11 of the Wynyard Precinct provisions for establishing access 

to Beaumont Street. 

 

6.7 Assessment of Against the Assessment Criteria 

6.7.1 Number of Secure Bike Spaces 

The number of secure bike spaces falls short of the AUP requirement (prior to modification by 

PC79) by 80 spaces.  A total of 132 spaces are provided in three bike rooms in the basement.  The 

proposal complies with the modified standards of PC79.  The proposed provision will be sufficient 

to meet the needs of cyclists as required by E27.8.2(6)(a) and the provision is also practicable and 
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adequate as required by E27.8.2(6)(b).  As noted above, the non-compliance will not exist once 

PC79 is incorporated into the AUP.   The levels of bike parking proposed can therefore be 

supported. 

 

6.7.2 Number of Loading spaces 

Adding the loading requirement for the retail activities to the requirement for the residential 

activities results in a requirement for three loading spaces.  Two are provided as part of the 

proposal on the basis that the activities will share the combined loading area.  An assessment 

against the relevant assessment Criterion E27.8.2(7) is set out below. 

 

 

 

 

Assessment Criterion Assessment 

(7) any activity or development which provides fewer 

than the minimum number of loading spaces under 

Standard E27.6.2(8):  

 

 (a) effects of the loading arrangements 

proposed for the site on the safe and efficient 

operation of adjacent transport network;  

From an effects perspective, I consider 

there is no need to have a third loading 

space for this proposal.  The 

requirement only arises because the 

AUP has loading requirements for two 

categories of land use and this 

development has a requirement in each 

category.  The two spaces will be 

adequate to meet the combined 

demand so there will be no external 

effects of infringing the standard. 

 (b) the specific business practice, operation or 

type of customer associated with the proposed 

activities; 

In my opinion, it would be extremely 

unusual to have three trucks visit the 

site at the same time based on the 

expected demand of the apartments 

and two small retail areas. 

 (c) the extent to which an accessible and 

adequate on-street loading space is available 

There are no on-street loading spaces 

nearby, but the two spaces will meet 
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nearby or can be created while having regard to 

other demands for kerbside use of the road;  

expected demand of the apartments 

and two small retail areas. 

 (d) the extent to which loading can be provided 

informally on site or on another site in the 

immediate vicinity; 

Loading cannot be provided on another 

site. In any case, the two loading spaces 

provided will be adequate to meet the 

expected demand. 

 (e) the extent to which the reduction in loading 

spaces will contribute to the efficient use of land 

and the growth and intensification provided for 

in this Plan. 

The space is better used for other 

activities.  There is no actual need for 

three loading spaces on the site 

because the residential and commercial 

activities can share the same loading 

spaces.  That creates an efficiency in 

terms of land use. 

 

 

6.7.3 Parking Dimensions and Headroom 

The table below presents the relevant assessment criterion E27.8.2(8) which is used to assess both 

parking dimension non-compliances, being E27.6.3.1(1) and Table E27.6.3.1.1(T117) which relate 

to aisle width and Standard E27.6.3.5(1) of the AUP and Standard E27.6.3.5(1) as amended by PC79 

which relate to headroom. The two right hand columns are our assessment against that criterion. 

 

Criterion Assessment of 6.8m aisle Assessment of 2.3m 

headroom 

(8)  any activity or development which 

infringes the standards for design of 

parking and loading areas or access 

under Standard E27.6.3, E27.6.4.2, 

E27.6.4.3 and E26.6.4.4: 

  

 (a) effects on the safe and efficient 

operation of the adjacent transport 

network having regard to:  

There is no impact on the 

adjacent road network in 

terms of any of these 

matters.  The non-

complying aspect is not 

near the road.  

 

 

 

 

Having 200mm less than 

the required headroom 

  (i) the effect of the modification 

on visibility and safe sight 

distances; 
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  (ii) existing and future traffic 

conditions including speed, 

volume, type, current accident 

rate and the need for safe 

manoeuvring; 

 

The width of an internal 

aisle will not have any 

impact beyond the site and 

cannot affect pedestrians 

or passing traffic. 

 

above six accessible 

spaces will not have any 

impact out on the street. 

  (iii) existing pedestrian 

numbers, and estimated future 

pedestrian numbers having 

regard to the level of 

development provided for in 

this Plan; or 

  (iv)  existing community or 

public infrastructure located in 

the adjoining road, such as bus 

stops, bus lanes, footpaths and 

cycleways. 

 (b) effects on pedestrian amenity 

or the amenity of the streetscape, 

having regard to: 

See below See below 

  (i) the effect of additional 

crossings or crossings which 

exceed the maximum width; or  

Again, a minor non-

compliance with a 

standard for parking 

spaces within a building 

cannot impact on 

pedestrians walking past 

the building. 

The reduced headroom 

of 2.3m instead of 2.5m 

does not impact 

pedestrians or the 

streetscape. 

  (ii) effects on pedestrian 

amenity and the continuity of 

activities and pedestrian 

movement at street level in the 

Business – City Centre Zone, 

Business – Metropolitan Centre 

Zone, Business – Town Centre 

Zone and Business – Local 

Centre Zone. 

  (c) the practicality and adequacy 

of parking, loading and access 

arrangements having regard to: 

  

  (i) site limitations, configuration 

of buildings and activities, user 

The slightly narrower aisle 

serving a few parking 

The 2.5m headroom 

cannot be provided on 
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requirements and operational 

requirements;  

spaces within the building 

complies with the 

requirements of 

AS/NZS2890.1, which is the 

standard recognised by 

MBIE for the design of 

carparking buildings.  

Regular users learn very 

quickly how to access their 

own parking space. We 

tend to provide more 

space for Visitors and 

customers because they 

are not necessarily regular 

users. 

the upper levels of the 

carpark building.  2.3m 

headroom makes lifting 

a wheelchair onto or off 

a car roof more difficult. 

However, that is a 

common place situation 

in all of the publicly 

owned parking buildings 

in the Central Area. 

  (ii) the ability of the access to 

accommodate the nature and 

volume of traffic and vehicle 

types expected to use the 

access. This may include 

considering whether a wider 

vehicle crossing is required to:  

The spaces concerned are 

all residential parking 

spaces that will be used by 

regular users who will be 

familiar with the turn 

manoeuvre required to 

access the spaces. 

The access complies with 

all relevant standards. 

   • comply with the tracking 

curve applicable to the 

largest vehicle anticipated 

to use the site regularly;  

A B85 car can still enter 

and leave these spaces.  

Some drivers may need to 

turn in and then reverse 

slightly.  This is normal for 

domestic parking spaces. 

Complies 

   • accommodate the traffic 

volumes anticipated to use 

the crossing, especially 

where it is desirable to 

separate left and right turn 

exit lanes;  

Complies Complies 

    o the desirability of 

separating truck 

Not relevant Not relevant 
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movements accessing a 

site from customer 

vehicle movements;  

    

 

 o the extent to which 

reduced manoeuvring 

and parking space 

dimensions can be 

accommodated 

because the parking will 

be used by regular users 

familiar with the layout, 

rather than by casual 

users, including the 

number of manoeuvres 

required to enter and 

exit parking spaces;  

Note: Parking spaces for 

regular users can be 

designed to undertake 

more than one 

manoeuvre to enter 

and exit parking spaces 

in accordance with 

AS/NZS 2890.1:2004 

Off-Street Parking.  

Both the AUP and 

AS/NZS2890.1 recognise 

that residential parking can 

allow a slightly tighter 

manoeuvre than spaces 

designed for customers or 

visitors to a commercial 

site.  This is because the 

car parks are used by 

regular users who can 

quickly learn how to 

navigate the space.  

The note to this criterion 

specifically accepts the 

effects proposed. 

The reason tighter turns 

can be accepted is because 

residential users will park 

in the same parking space 

each time, so they become 

use to the manoeuvres 

required. 

All of these spaces will 

be used by regular users. 

They are within the 

residential part of the 

parking area. 

Spaces are available for 

visitors, including visitors 

requiring accessible 

parking, in the Jellicoe 

Street public parking 

area. 

  (iii) any use of mechanical 

parking installation such as car 

stackers or turntables does not 

result in queuing beyond the 

site boundary; or   

Not relevant Not relevant 

  (iv) any stacked parking is 

allocated and managed in such 

a way that it does not 

compromise the operation and 

use of the parking area.  

Not relevant Not relevant 
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In my view, both of the minor non-compliances with the parking standards meet the relevant 

assessment criteria and consent can be granted for these non-compliances, because the effects are 

less than minor. 

 

 

 

6.7.4 Gradient of the Access at the Street Boundary 

A consent is required to exceed a gradient of 1 in 20 adjacent to the footpath under standard 

E27.6.4.4(3). The standard was intended for driveways that slope up to a footpath where visibility 

issues can occur as shown in the AUP. 

 

 

 

There is no possibility of sight line issues occurring where a driveway slopes down to a footpath as 

is proposed.  In this particular case there are no sightline issues as pedestrians will be clearly seen 

by the driver of the vehicle when coming down the slope (regardless of its steepness).  On this 

basis, the proposed gradient of the driveway sloping down to the footpath would not result in any 

adverse effects. In this case, the difference between a 1 in 12 downgrade and the permitted 1 in 20 

downgrade is that a driver will be only 133mm higher and have a better view. 
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6.7.5 Width of the Access 

The AUP sets a maximum width for a vehicle crossing in the zone of 6m.  A split access with a total 

width of 6.663m is proposed.  The additional width allows a separator to be built between the 

entry and exit sides which improves pedestrian amenity.  The assessment of this against R27.8.2(8) 

is set out below. 

 

Criterion Assessment of the Access width 

(8)  any activity or development which infringes the 

standards for design of parking and loading areas or 

access under Standard E27.6.3, E27.6.4.2, E27.6.4.3 

and E26.6.4.4: 

 

 (a) effects on the safe and efficient operation of 

the adjacent transport network having regard to:  

The additional width will not impede 

visibility or sight distances for drivers 

entering or leaving the site. 

 

Any potential adverse effects on 

pedestrian numbers (including 

having regard to the potential  

increase in pedestrian numbers as a 

result of the level of development 

provided for in the AUP) is mitigated 

by providing a visibility splay. 

 

The proposed access is likely to be 

safer and more convenient for 

drivers and pedestrians regardless of 

any increase in traffic or the number 

of pedestrians because the 

separation of entering traffic and 

exiting traffic reduces the potential 

for conflict with pedestrians. 

 

There is no community infrastructure 

affected by the infringement of the 

standard. 

  (i) the effect of the modification on visibility 

and safe sight distances; 

  (ii) existing and future traffic conditions 

including speed, volume, type, current 

accident rate and the need for safe 

manoeuvring; 

  (iii) existing pedestrian numbers, and 

estimated future pedestrian numbers having 

regard to the level of development provided 

for in this Plan; or 

  (iv)  existing community or public 

infrastructure located in the adjoining road, 

such as bus stops, bus lanes, footpaths and 

cycleways. 
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 (b) effects on pedestrian amenity or the amenity 

of the streetscape, having regard to: 

 

  (i) the effect of additional crossings or 

crossings which exceed the maximum width; 

or  

The additional width all results from 

having a separator between the 

entry side and exit side.  This means 

pedestrians only need to cross half 

the width at a time which makes the 

vehicle crossing safer than if it were 

6m without a separator.  That makes 

the design more convenient for 

pedestrians passing the site.  Given 

the location the number of people 

walking past is expected to increase 

so the benefits of the design are 

even more important. 

  (ii) effects on pedestrian amenity and the 

continuity of activities and pedestrian 

movement at street level in the Business – City 

Centre Zone, Business – Metropolitan Centre 

Zone, Business – Town Centre Zone and 

Business – Local Centre Zone. 

  (c) the practicality and adequacy of parking, 

loading and access arrangements having regard 

to: 

 

  (i) site limitations, configuration of buildings 

and activities, user requirements and 

operational requirements;  

As the building is new, it has been 

designed to accommodate an access 

width of 6.663m when considering 

parking, loading and access 

arrangements.  

  (ii) the ability of the access to accommodate 

the nature and volume of traffic and vehicle 

types expected to use the access. This may 

include considering whether a wider vehicle 

crossing is required to:  

 

   • comply with the tracking curve applicable 

to the largest vehicle anticipated to use the 

site regularly;  

The access complies with tracking 

requirements.  It has deliberately 

been made as tight as possible to 

ensure slower traffic speeds. 
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   • accommodate the traffic volumes 

anticipated to use the crossing, especially 

where it is desirable to separate left and 

right turn exit lanes;  

The access can accommodate the 

expected traffic flows.  Turn 

separation is not required for a low 

volume access like this one. 

    o the desirability of separating truck 

movements accessing a site from 

customer vehicle movements;  

It is better not to separate vehicles 

by class in this instance because that 

would require another access on a 

high pedestrian amenity street. 

    

 

 o the extent to which reduced 

manoeuvring and parking space 

dimensions can be accommodated 

because the parking will be used by 

regular users familiar with the layout, 

rather than by casual users, including 

the number of manoeuvres required to 

enter and exit parking spaces;  

Note: Parking spaces for regular users 

can be designed to undertake more 

than one manoeuvre to enter and exit 

parking spaces in accordance with 

AS/NZS 2890.1:2004 Off-Street Parking.  

Not relevant 

  (iii) any use of mechanical parking installation 

such as car stackers or turntables does not 

result in queuing beyond the site boundary; or   

Not relevant 

  (iv) any stacked parking is allocated and 

managed in such a way that it does not 

compromise the operation and use of the 

parking area.  

Not relevant 

 

Having regard to the assessment criterion the proposed access can be supported. 

 

6.8 Plan Change 79 Assessment (Consent Order Version 6 March 2026) 

Plan Change 79 (PC79) introduced a number of changes to the AUP traffic and transport standards 

that require assessment.  These are set out below: 
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Standard Requires Assessment 

E24.6.2 Sets standards for lighting of access in 

residential zones. 

N/A - Not a residential zone but 

lighting in pedestrians’ access will 

comply with requirements. 

E27.6.1 Trip generation limits adds a second 

threshold of 40 dwellings. 

N/A - This change doesn’t apply 

because the site is in the Business-

City Centre zone. 

E27.6.2(6) Adds specific requirements for location of 

secure bike parking.  It can’t be in an 

outdoor space, it must be accessible, 

sheltered, lockable and secure.  

Adds basement parking as an exclusion 

from requiring secure bike parking. 

Complies - Spaces for bikes will be 

in a bike room that meets the 

requirements. 

 

All apartments have a dedicated 

parking area, so no secure bike 

parking is required for residential 

components. 

E27.6.2(8) Adds a requirement for small van loading 

spaces for residential activities. 

N/A - Not required for 

developments greater than 

5000sqm. 

E27.6.3.1 Requires accessible spaces to meet 

NZS4121:2001 

Does not comply - Some accessible 

spaces will not have 2.5m 

headroom so the ability to hoist 

wheelchairs will be compromised 

in those spaces.  However most 

people using an accessible space 

do not hoist wheelchairs.   

E27.6.3.2 Size and location of van loading spaces. N/A - None are required. 

E27.6.3.2(A) For the 624sqm of retail PC79 sets a 

theoretical parking demand of 1 space per 

25sqm or 25 parking spaces despite this 

area never having required that level of 

parking.  Two accessible spaces are then 

required because the demand is between 

21 and 50. 

 

For 210 dwellings PC79 requires 3 for first 

50 dwellings plus 1 per 25 additional 

Does not comply – PC79 requires a 

minimum of 11 accessible parking 

spaces, and the development 

provides a total of 6 only.  
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dwellings or nine spaces.  Added to the 

retail requirement of 2 spaces gives a total 

of 11. 

E27.6.3.3 Tracking curve for a Van. Not relevant. 

E27.6.34(A) Heavy vehicle access in a residential zone Not relevant. 

E27.6.3.5 Vertical clearance of 2.8m for vans and 

3.8m for trucks. 

Complies - The loading space has 

3.8m of vertical clearance. 

E27.6.3.7 Lighting in residential zones. Not relevant. It is not a residential 

zone. 

E27.6.4.3 Speed management devices in residential 

zones. 

Not relevant. 

E27.6.6 Pedestrian access in residential zones. Not relevant. 

E27.6.7 Each undercover space must be capable of 

having charging installed for electric 

vehicles. 

Will comply - The building will be 

designed to make charging 

possible. 

 

The only consent required under PC79 is to provide fewer than the required 11 accessible parking 

spaces (i.e. a shortfall of 5 spaces).  The number proposed complies with NZS4121. 

 

PC79 adds an assessment criterion (4A) to E27.8.2.   

 Criterion Assessment 

(4A)  any activity or development that provides less 

than the required number of accessible parking spaces 

under Standard E27.6.3.2.(A):  

 

(a) the trip characteristics of the proposed activities 

on the site requiring accessible parking spaces;  

The trip generating potential of 

the development does not mean 

any additional accessible spaces 

are required above the 

requirements of NZS4121 and 

the normal provision required at 

the time of Building Consent.   

(b) the extent to which it is physically practicable to 

provide the required accessible parking spaces on 

the site including in terms of the existing location 

of buildings, the type of the existing building(s) 

site dimensions, topography and the availability 

of access to the road;  

Although the spaces could be 

physically provided, there is no 

demand for the number of 

accessible parks required by 

PC79 for the development.   
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(c) the availability and capacity of alternative 

accessible parking in the immediate vicinity, 

including on street and other public accessible car 

parking, with an accessible route to and from the 

building designed in accordance with New 

Zealand Standard for Design for Access and 

Mobility – Buildings and Associated Facilities 

(NZS: 4121-2001), to provide the additional 

parking sought for the proposal;  

There is accessible parking 

available in the Beaumont Street 

carpark for people going to the 

cafes.  The public footpath is an 

accessible route from the parking 

to the cafes. 

(d) mitigation measures to provide accessible parking 

which may include measures such as by entering 

into a shared accessible parking arrangement 

with another site or sites in the immediate vicinity  

Not proposed or required 

because the six spaces are 

expected to meet demand. 

(e) the availability of alternatives to private vehicle 

trips in the immediate vicinity with access to 

public transport by an accessible route designed 

in accordance with New Zealand Standard for 

Design for Access and Mobility – Buildings and 

Associated Facilities (NZS: 4121-2001) and a 

maximum distance of 200m.  

There is a bus stop adjacent to 

the building served by buses that 

allow for easy access.  The wide 

footpaths allow for an accessible 

route to the cafes.  

Note: Accessible parking requirements are further 

controlled by the Building Code. Plan users should refer to 

the Building Code to ensure compliance can be achieved 

at building consent stage. Granting of a resource consent 

does not imply that waivers of Building Code 

requirements will be granted.  

 

 

On balance it is my view that the level of accessible parking required by NZS4121:2001 is the 

appropriate level and will be sufficient to satisfy expected actual demand such that a consent to 

provide fewer spaces than are required by PC79 can be granted. 

 

6.9 Wynyard Precinct Provisions 

Consent required under Wynyard Precinct Provisions 

A consent is required to be able to have an access onto Beaumont Street under Standard 

I214.6.11(3) of the Wynyard Precinct rules. The standard seeks to avoid potential adverse traffic 

safety and efficiency effects on the regional arterial and rapid transit functions of Fanshawe Street, 

as well as protect traffic capacity, and pedestrian and cyclist amenity along Beaumont Street, 

Halsey Street, Daldy Street and Jellicoe Street. In standard I214.6.11(3) it says: 
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The only two streets available to access the site are Beaumont Street and Jellicoe Street. There are 

no traffic capacity issues on Beaumont Street at the site frontage, and pedestrian and cycle 

amenity are higher on Jellicoe Street. In my view the Beaumont Street access is the preferred 

option.   I reached this conclusion based on my site inspections, my traffic counts and my modelling 

of capacity reported later. I do not consider that proposed access will have any adverse effects. 

 

I have assessed the proposed access against the relevant Assessment Criterion I214.8.2(19) 

 

(19) infringing the access to sites with multiple frontages standard:  

(a) the extent to which access to sites are located to allow safe and efficient access to and from 

the site;  

(b) whether the access location and traffic generation from the site compromise the safe and 

efficient operation of the transportation network; and  

(c) whether pedestrian function, and safety of pedestrians on footpaths is compromised; 

 

In my view the proposed access will allow safe and efficient access to and from the site and there 

will be no impact on the safe and efficient operation of the transport network due to the very low 

traffic volumes past the site and expected on the access. There will not be any impact on 

pedestrians.  This is because the access has good visibility and provides a sightline splay to ensure 

drivers and pedestrians can see each other. 

 

Special Information Requirement  

 

The Wynyard Precinct Plan requires a Site Transport Management Plan for all applications for 

commercial activities. The small scale retail activities proposed in the project do not really lend 

themselves to transport demand management of the type anticipated. However, a plan has been 

prepared and is attached as Appendix 1. 
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Figure 15: Mode Share for Wynyard-Viaduct Statistical Area6  

 

The pie chart for the work trip tells us that 27.8% of people worked from home, 27.5% drove a car, 

truck, or van7 and 30.8% walked to work. Buses were used by 8%. All of the other recorded modes 

are minor in comparison and have little impact on transport outcomes. 

 

In Figure 16 we have plotted changes in the main modes over the last ten years. This diagram 

shows that driving to work from the Wynyard-Viaduct Statistical Area is declining in the long term. 

Walking to work has remained reasonably constant but has declined in the last few censuses in 

response to an increase in working from home. Bus use has grown marginally, and the other minor 

modes have shown no change so have been omitted from the graph for clarity. 

 

 

 
6 Statistics NZ, Census of Population and Dwellings 2023 

7 The Census splits these into private and company owned vehicles, but I have combined them for 

my analysis. 
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Figure 16: Mode Changes 

 

Understanding if these figures are high, low, or typical requires a comparison with both Auckland 

as a whole and other Statistical Areas. Figure 17 shows a comparison of mode share in the 

Wynyard-Viaduct area vs Auckland. 

 

  

Figure 17: Mode Share Wynyard vs Auckland Region 

 

The figure shows that people in the Wynyard area drive to work at less than 43%8 of the rate of 

average Aucklanders but are more than nine times as likely to walk to work. 

 
8 27.5 trips per 100 people divided by 65 trips per 100 people = 42.3% 
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Areas. Most of the higher areas are remote or country areas where farming is common. Wynyard-

Viaduct has a higher level of working from Home than any other Central City location. 

 

 

Table 7 All Auckland Statistical Areas Ranked by Working from Home (first 40 of 622 on list) 

  

Taken as a whole the Journey to Work data shows that people living in the Wynyard-Viaduct Area 

are less likely to drive, more likely to walk and have travel patterns consistent with the rest of the 

Central Area rather than with the surrounding inner city suburbs. Travel patterns in the Wynyard-

Viaduct area are considerably less car based than the Metropolitan Centres, Town Centres and 

THAB zones. For these reasons I have concluded that transport and trip making patterns of people 

who live in the Wynyard-Viaduct Statistical Area are more like the Central Area than they are like 

the areas located elsewhere in the city. 

%Drove %Passenger %Bus %Train %Bike %Walk %Ferry %Other % Work 

from 

Rank Work 

from Home

Tawharanui Peninsula 55% 3.1% 0.8% 0.0% 0.3% 1.7% 0.0% 0.6% 38.6% 1

Ara Hill 58% 0.0% 3.8% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 38.5% 2

Gulf Islands 26.1% 0.0% 4.3% 0.0% 0.0% 13.0% 13.0% 8.7% 34.8% 3

Sandspit 61% 3.1% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.6% 0.0% 0.6% 34.4% 4

Cape Rodney 59% 2.9% 0.6% 0.0% 0.1% 1.9% 0.0% 1.3% 33.9% 5

Oneroa West 41.7% 2.1% 1.7% 0.4% 2.9% 6.2% 11.2% 0.4% 33.5% 6

Piha 64% 1.6% 0.0% 0.5% 0.5% 0.5% 0.0% 0.0% 33.0% 7

Dome Valley-Matakana 59% 4.1% 1.4% 0.0% 0.0% 3.0% 0.0% 0.3% 32.1% 8

Tindalls-Matakatia 60% 2.0% 2.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.9% 2.0% 0.9% 31.8% 9

Long Bay 56% 2.4% 8.7% 0.0% 0.0% 1.1% 0.0% 0.7% 31.3% 10

Gulf Harbour South 57% 1.4% 4.0% 0.0% 0.4% 1.0% 4.2% 0.6% 31.3% 11

Coatesville 62% 2.0% 3.8% 0.0% 0.3% 0.0% 0.0% 0.8% 31.1% 12

Pāremoremo West 64% 1.7% 2.3% 0.0% 0.0% 0.6% 0.0% 0.0% 31.1% 13

Milldale 59% 1.6% 8.1% 0.0% 0.0% 0.2% 0.0% 0.7% 30.9% 14

Stanley Point 37.6% 2.0% 1.0% 0.2% 1.7% 9.4% 15.1% 2.2% 30.7% 15

Waiheke East 46.9% 4.3% 3.3% 0.0% 1.4% 1.4% 11.0% 1.4% 30.1% 16

Okahukura Peninsula 63% 2.5% 0.4% 0.0% 0.4% 0.7% 0.0% 2.8% 30.1% 17

Oneroa East-Palm Beach 39.5% 2.1% 3.9% 0.9% 2.6% 2.1% 16.3% 3.0% 29.6% 18

Millwater Central 59% 2.5% 7.4% 0.0% 0.3% 0.9% 0.0% 0.8% 29.1% 19

Waitākere Ranges North 64% 4.1% 0.4% 1.2% 0.0% 0.4% 0.0% 1.2% 29.1% 20

Puhoi Valley 65% 3.3% 2.0% 0.0% 0.1% 0.4% 0.0% 0.4% 29.0% 21

Muriwai Valley-Bethells Beach 68% 1.5% 0.5% 0.0% 0.5% 0.5% 0.0% 0.5% 28.9% 22

Saint Heliers North 54% 1.6% 7.7% 0.6% 3.0% 2.7% 0.0% 1.5% 28.8% 23

South Head 67% 2.7% 0.2% 0.2% 0.0% 0.6% 0.0% 1.0% 28.8% 24

Mahurangi Peninsula 62% 4.0% 1.1% 0.0% 0.6% 1.1% 0.0% 2.3% 28.7% 25

Ardmore 64% 0.8% 0.0% 1.6% 0.4% 4.0% 0.0% 0.4% 28.6% 26

Dairy Flat South 64% 1.6% 4.1% 0.3% 0.0% 0.6% 0.0% 0.6% 28.6% 27

Barrier Islands 58% 1.9% 0.5% 0.0% 1.0% 8.7% 0.0% 1.4% 28.5% 28

Takapuna Central 51% 0.9% 9.5% 0.2% 1.1% 8.1% 0.2% 0.9% 28.4% 29

Devonport 37.6% 1.4% 2.7% 0.5% 3.1% 7.6% 17.5% 1.4% 28.3% 30

Karaka Creek 67% 2.0% 0.0% 1.0% 0.0% 1.0% 0.0% 1.0% 28.0% 31

Wairau Valley 52% 4.0% 8.0% 0.0% 0.0% 8.0% 0.0% 0.0% 28.0% 32

Kingseat-Karaka 66% 2.7% 0.0% 1.3% 0.0% 1.1% 0.0% 0.7% 28.0% 33

Milford Central 52% 1.9% 10.2% 0.3% 1.2% 4.3% 0.3% 1.5% 27.9% 34

Wynyard-Viaduct 27.5% 1.0% 7.8% 1.4% 1.0% 30.8% 0.7% 2.0% 27.8% 35

Āwhitu 68% 2.3% 0.2% 0.2% 0.0% 1.3% 0.0% 0.8% 27.7% 36

Cheltenham 40.2% 1.2% 2.4% 0.6% 2.7% 5.4% 18.6% 1.2% 27.6% 37

Murrays Bay East 61% 2.3% 7.7% 0.0% 0.0% 1.0% 0.0% 0.8% 27.6% 38

Muriwai 67% 1.9% 1.0% 0.0% 0.5% 1.4% 0.0% 0.5% 27.6% 39

Campbells Bay 59% 1.9% 8.7% 0.0% 0.6% 1.4% 0.0% 0.6% 27.5% 40

Main means of travel to work
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9. ASSESSMENT OF EFFECTS 

9.1 Traffic capacity 

While no consent is required for trip generation, we still need to consider whether the 

development would have adverse transport effects on the local and arterial road network. The  

traffic generated by the Proposal has been added to existing traffic counts to get future forecast 

flows for the morning peak as shown in Figure 18. 
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9.2 Morning Peak Intersection Results 

Sidra modelling results for the intersection between Beaumont and Jellicoe Street adjacent to the 

development are shown in Table 8. 

 

 

Table 8 Morning Peak Sidra Results 

 

The intersection will operate at a very high level of service (A on all approaches) after the Proposal 

has been built. There are no observable adverse traffic effects. 

 

9.3 Evening Peak Sidra Results 

Table 9 below shows the evening peak Sidra results. Again, the intersection carries very low traffic 

flows and does not exhibit any adverse traffic effects. The Level of Service will be A. 
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Table 9 Evening Peak Sidra Results 

 

9.4 Morning Peak Network Results 

The Sidra testing included the main intersections on Fanshawe Street and the signals on Halsey 

Street at Gaunt Street. 

  

The results of the morning peak Sidra model at the network level are shown below in Figure 20.  
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Morning Peak Existing Flows Development Flows 

Figure 20: Morning Peak Network Effects 

 

There are no changes in delay or Level of Service predicted on Beaumont Street or on Fanshawe 

Street.  The only change in the model results is a very minor increase in delay  when compared to 

the base situation on Halsey Street south of Viaduct Harbour Drive. 

 

9.5 Evening Peak Network Results 

The network results for the evening peak are shown in Figure 21 below. 
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Evening Peak Existing Flows Development Flows 

Figure 21: Evening Peak Network Effects 

 

As with the morning peak there are no changes in level of service on Beaumont Street or on 

Fanshawe Street as a result of the development. The only change occurs on Halsey Street north of 

Fanshawe Street and that change in level of service is insignificant (C to D). 

 

The testing has shown there are less than minor adverse traffic effects that will result from the 

Proposal. 

9.6 Traffic Safety Effects 

In pre-application discussions with Auckland Council/Auckland Transport, a query was raised as to 

whether visibility splays could be introduced on both sides of the Beaumont Street vehicle access. 

The design of the access onto Beaumont Street includes a 2.5m triangular splay on the left side of 

the exit.  The splay complies with the requirements of AS/NZS 2890.1.  Its purpose is to ensure that 

drivers exiting the building can see pedestrians approaching from the left on the footpath to 

ensure safety.  The standard does not require a splay on the right of two way accesses because the 
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entry lane provides that visibility.  So long as the splay is provided, any potential safety effects will 

be avoided. 

 

10. CONSTRUCTION TRAFFIC 

10.1 Construction Traffic Effects 

Potential traffic effects that might occur during the construction of the buildings include: 

 The effect of additional trucks on the road network coming to and from the site; 

 The need for loading spaces on roads fronting the site and the impact that might have on 

footpaths and a bus stop; 

 Trucks having to reverse on Jellicoe Street because it is not a through road; 

 The potential safety issue of having cranes swinging over a public street. 

 

The number of trucks expected to be generated by the development has been estimated by the 

project managers as shown in Figure 22 below. 

 

 

Figure 22:  Maximum daily truck numbers by month 

 

For most of the construction period this will be fewer than 30 trucks per day or 4 trucks per hour. 

That is insufficient to have any noticeable impact on existing traffic flows. Peak traffic flows of 60 

trucks per day will occur for 3 months late in the project. That is just under 8 trucks per hour or one 

truck on average every 8 minutes. People will notice the trucks travelling to and from the site, but 
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this is not a level of traffic that is high enough to create any noticeable impacts on traffic capacity 

or traffic safety. Any traffic impacts will be traffic noise or pedestrian amenity. These effects will be 

of short duration and very localised in nature. 

 

Construction traffic effects will be less than minor for most of the construction period and minor 

during the busier construction periods. The road network has plenty of capacity to deal with the 

additional traffic expected.   

 

The Beaumont Street road frontage will need to be closed to provide a loading space and the bus 

stop temporarily relocated.  The effect of the closure of the road frontage on pedestrians is that 

some people will need to cross the road and utilise the footpath on the opposite side. The effect of 

the relocation of bus stops is that some bus users will have to walk slightly further to the bus stop 

while others will benefit from a shorter walk. On balance, these effects are minor and no different 

to what occurs when any other building is constructed in the city centre.  There are no effects on 

users of the transport network including pedestrians and car drivers. 

 

Secondary loading spaces will be required on Jellicoe Street midway along the frontage and at the 

western end.  Accessing these loading areas will require a large truck to reverse along Jellicoe 

Street.  That is a potential hazard that will need to be managed by the CTMP (currently still in draft 

form).  If a loaded truck reverses at 3km/h then it would take 12 seconds to get to the midpoint 

loading space and 24 seconds to get to the western loading spaces.  That does not include time 

stopped on the street waiting for assistance before the reversing begins.   The site staff will need to 

manage these movements carefully and provide a guide for the driver and direct traffic and 

pedestrians as necessary to ensure safety.   

 

Finally, because Beaumont Street is the only frontage street that is a through road, it is expected 

that most loads will need to be delivered there and distributed on the site by a tower crane, and 

there will be a need for a crane to swing over a public road.  The potential hazard that could pose 

will need to be managed and mitigated by the CTMP (currently still in draft form as described 

below). 

 

10.2 Draft Construction Traffic Management Plan 

 

A draft Construction Traffic Management Plan has been prepared and is attached as Appendix 2. 

The goal is to manage traffic associated with constructing the buildings to minimise the need to 

reverse trucks on Jellicoe Street. 
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Specific objectives of the draft CTMP have been identified as follows: 

 ensure safety for workers, pedestrians, cyclists, motorists and the general public at all 

times;  

 ensure construction traffic movements on the transport network are appropriately 

managed;  

 minimise disruption to the transport network in the Wynyard Quarter, including impacts 

on local residents, businesses and road users; 

 provide safe access and egress for construction vehicles; and  

 ensure compliance with Auckland Transport (AT) Temporary Traffic Management (TTM) 

requirements.  

 

Building the development will require the temporary relocation of a bus stop on the Beaumont 

Street frontage and the closure of the footpath on Beaumont Street. Consultation will be required 

with AT prior to the bus stop being moved and site traffic management will be required to ensure 

pedestrians cross the street at a safe location.  It is proposed that the temporary bus stop should 

be at least as long as the current bus stop to ensure it has the same capacity and it needs to be 

located so that a bus turning right out of Madden Street can access the bus stop correctly. 

 

Details of the temporary bus stop will need to be agreed with Auckland Transport prior to it being 

installed.  The bus stop itself will need to be the same length as the existing stop to ensure it has 

the same capacity and it will need to be located to ensure that buses can turn right out of Madden 

Street and use the stop safely. 

 

11. CONCLUSION 

 The Wynyard Precinct has excellent walking catchments and a mostly flat walk to get to local 

amenities and high quality public transport. Cycling facilities in and around these areas are some of 

the best in Auckland. Furthermore, the land is located adjacent to the best bus services in the 

region and is located a short walk to the Waitematā Train Station which is a regionally significant 

transport infrastructure providing broader public transport connections to the wider Auckland 

region. 

 

Some consents are required due to minor non-compliance with AUP and PC79 standards.  The non-

compliances have been assessed against the relevant assessment criteria  and the minor non-

compliances will have effects that are less than minor.   
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In my view the transport infrastructure necessary to service this residential-led mixed-use Proposal 

already exists. I have not identified any adverse transport effects that require mitigation. The area 

already has everything in place to cater for the transport needs of additional residents and 

commercial users. 

 

Construction will generate truck trips to the site and require closure of a footpath, relocation of a 

bus stop and potential for cranes to swing over the road corridor.  The effects of these changes on 

traffic will be negligible and their impact on pedestrians will be less than minor in my view. 

 

Any adverse transportation effects generated by the Proposal are assessed to be less than minor. 

The total level of traffic it would generate is not significantly higher than the current parking area 

operating on the site. The removal of that parking is consistent with the AUP goal of limiting 

parking in the area in order to promote other modes. The ongoing reduction in traffic on Fanshawe 

Street and improvements to public transport have resulted in the receiving transport environment 

being able to accommodate the proposal without further mitigation being required. 

 

John Parlane BE(Civil), BApplEcon, CMEngNZ 

Consulting Traffic Engineer 

25 March 2026 
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12. APPENDIX 1 

Site Travel Management Plan 
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13. APPENDIX 2 

Draft Construction Traffic Management Plan 




