


2. SUMMARY 

2.1 AVJ does not oppose the Delmore project, however there are a number of interface and 

project delivery matters which need to be worked through and correctly assessed by the 

panel in terms of the deliverability of the Delmore project and its environmental effects. 

2.2 The most significant interface issue is that Grand Drive does not physically extend to 

the Delmore site, though the unformed paper road does.   

2.3 While AVJ considers that it has no obligation to physically construct the connection, it is 

willing to take practical steps to assist the Applicant / Vineway to do so.  AVJ has been 

in discussions with Vineway with a view to reaching an agreement to enable both AVJ 

and Vineway to efficiently develop their respective land.  Presently though, the scope 

and terms of any agreement are undefined, and no agreement is in place (though there 

has been some very recent action by Vineway to progress an agreement).   

2.4 AVJ has been a good neighbour and has completed its contract with Auckland Transport 

earlier than contractually required.  As a result, there is an unformed (paper) road 

connecting Grand Drive to the Delmore site. 

2.5 The reasons why AVJ considers that it is not required to construct the road connection 

are set out in this submission and Ms Daniel’s evidence prepared for the first application.  

It is noted that Vineway’s interpretation of AVJ’s contract with Auckland Transport as 

well as Vineway’s interpretation of the AVJ’s resource consent conditions are at odds 

with Auckland Transport and Auckland Council.   

2.6 In addition: 

(a) In relation to the Grand Drive / SH1 intersection upgrade, if one is needed then 

there should be conditions ensuring the joint and proportional funding of the 

upgrade from day one, rather than creating a future barrier for development once 

a trigger point is reached. 

(b) In relation to the provision for Road 9 (connection point 2) alternative designs are 

available which would achieve good connectivity, while avoiding or mitigating the 

difficulties which Vineway have identified. This is explained in the evidence of Mr 

Roberts, attached. 

2.7 AVJ notes the substantial changes to the Delmore Application since the first application, 

in particular modified approaches to wastewater servicing, water supply and stormwater 

management.  AVJ has relied on those changes remaining in place in preparing this 

submission and the consent conditions providing sustainable long-term outcomes and 

would wish its expert witnesses to participate in any discussions which might accelerate 

connection to or increase demand on infrastructure services as well as the matters 

raised in this submission. 

2.8 AVJ wishes to review and comment on draft conditions at the appropriate time.  

  



3. BACKGROUND  

3.1 AVJ and Vineway are developing adjacent parcels of land. AVJ has a resource consent 

to develop 575 dwellings (the “Ara Hills development”). Appendix 9 of Vineway’s fast-

track application helpfully shows the two developments alongside each other (with AVJ’s 

development to the right). 

3.2 Vineway and AVJ have had a relatively long-standing disagreement regarding the 

development and extension of Grand Drive, a portion of road that currently remains 

unformed.  

3.3 This extension is helpfully shown in figure 1 below, page 43 of Vineway’s Assessment 

of Environmental Effects (“AEE”) dated 23 December 2025: 

 

  

Figure 1: Plan showing location of Grand Drive Extension 



3.4 Presently, Grand Drive stops before Vineway’s land (image taken from GeoMaps), figure 

2: 

 

3.5 A more recent drone photo of works is set out below, figure 3. 

 

Figure 3: Aerial photo of Grand Drive and Vineway Site (February 2026) 

 

Figure 2: Aerial showing Grand Drive and the future route of the Grand Drive extension 



3.6 From AVJ’s perspective, it will undertake the works needed to curve Grand Drive to the 

north to connect to Kikorangi Drive and provide road connectivity within the Ara Hills 

development.  

3.7 Vineway has set out on page 42 of its AEE that access to the Delmore development for 

Stage 1 will be via Grand Drive.  

3.8 There is approximately 120m between the current termination of Grand Drive and the 

Delmore site’s eastern boundary. For the road network within the Delmore site to 

connect to Grand Drive, the Grand Drive Extension needs to be constructed.  

3.9 Fundamentally, Vineway and AVJ disagree with who should provide what Vineway has 

termed the “Grand Drive Extension”. 

3.10 By way of further context, AVJ is open to working with Vineway on a potential agreement 

covering interface / infrastructure, including the road, but at the time of this submission: 

(a) There are no agreements between AVJ or Vineway in place; and 

(b) The scope and terms remain undefined, though recent work has taken place.  

3.11 Therefore, unless and until an agreement is signed and provided to the Panel, the Panel 

must proceed on the basis that there is no agreed solution to deliver the Extension.  

4. VINEWAY’S POSITION  

4.1 Broadly, Vineway appear to argue that what it has termed the “Grand Drive Extension” 

should be constructed and delivered by AVJ. Its position is set out in detail on pages 43 

and 44 of its AEE. The main arguments (which are not accepted) are made by Vineway 

are: 

(a) AVJ is required to vest the Grand Drive Extension all the way to the Delmore 

Boundary by April 2028; 

(b) Condition 13(f) of the Ara Hills resource consent states that the road is “to be 

formed from the entry road across the site to the western boundary”, which is the 

Delmore development boundary; 

(c) Grand Drive Extension is subject to a Notice of Requirement, providing a clear 

indication that the road will be delivered in future; 

(d) The width of the area identified as road to vest in the Ara Hills scheme plan is not 

sufficient to construct the full NoR6 Road; 

(e) The alignment of the area identified as road to vest is also not aligned with the 

alignment of the NoR6 road as shown on the NoR6 concept plan, as the 

subdivision consent approved for the Ara Hills development was granted prior to 

the NoR6 being notified;  



(f) Vineway confirms that if not constructed by others, it will construct the Grand Drive 

Extension, noting however that AVJ owns the land and the land is therefore does 

not form part of the project description in Schedule 2 of the FTAA; and 

(g) Vineway proposes a condition of consent requiring that access to the site is 

constructed and operational prior to a s 224(c) certificate for the first stage of the 

subdivision.  

5. AVJ’S POSITION 

5.1 As set out in the summary, in principle, AVJ does not oppose the Delmore project, 

however as indicated above, there remain outstanding issues that must be resolved 

between AVJ and Vineway before the Delmore application can be progressed.  

5.2 AVJ has no obligation to deliver the Grand Drive Extension under the resource consent, 

and in any event, its obligations under the existing resource consent have already been 

met by vesting the Grand Drive Extension as a paper road.  

5.3 It is further noted that the Grand Drive Extension was only required to be vested by April 

2028. AVJ have endeavoured to be neighbourly in vesting the paper road much earlier 

than AVJ’s Infrastructure Funding Agreement required.  

5.4 While Vineway seeks to convince the Panel that AVJ is required to construct the Grand 

Drive Extension, it is not clear that the Panel has scope within its function to reach an 

interpretation regarding the obligations of: 

(a) A contract which Vineway is not party to; and/or  

(b) A resource consent which Vineway is not the consent holder of (or consent 

authority for).  

5.5 Vineway has known that neither AVJ nor Auckland Council accepts its interpretation of 

the Ara Hills consent conditions for around a year.  

5.6 Addressing Vineway’s submissions in turn: 

(a) Vineway is correct that AVJ was required to vest the land for the Grand Drive 

extension by April 2028.  AVJ has done so and the land has vested.  Vesting, in 

this case, did not require construction of a carriageway. 

(b) AVJ is working from an existing resource consent, and that consent –  

(i) Does not provide for an obligation to physically deliver the Grand Drive 

Extension (i.e. construct the carriageway); and 

(ii) Obligates AVJ to vest the Extension as a paper road. 

Condition 13(f) referred to by Delmore does not require the formation of a formed 

road to the western ‘site boundary’ rather AVJ the reference to the western 

boundary relates to the ‘stage boundary’. This aligns with the approved roading 



drawings that show the physical extent of the local road and the requirements of 

the IFA with Auckland Transport. Auckland Council and Auckland Transport 

agreed this as part of the JWS under the first application. The evidence AVJ 

provided under the first Delmore application outlined that the construction of this 

additional extension of Grand Drive would require additional earthworks, a stream 

reclamation and removal of protected vegetation that do not form part of the 

underlying consent. This remains the case. 

(c) When AVJ’s resource consent was granted, there was no indication of 

development on the Delmore site.  It had not been live zoned and there was no 

resource consent for development.  Even now, the future development strategy 

anticipates zoning and infrastructure not being provided for many years. It is 

therefore unsurprising that that AVJ’s resource consent does not require or 

anticipate a built connection to the Delmore site.  The position for the Delmore site 

is different, it is connecting into a site which has a resource consent, is being 

actively developed and has a plan change process to increase yield beyond the 

575 consented lots. 

(d) Delmore is correct that NoR 6 extends beyond the extent of the paper road.  

However, a NoR does not impose any obligation on a landowner to participate in 

the construction of the designated project. 

(e) For Vineway to achieve the required road connection, in the required alignment, 

then works on land beyond the paper road are necessary and additional resource 

consents will be needed to achieve this.  

(f) AVJ is willing to provide access to Delmore, for a peppercorn fee, to enable it to 

have access and construct the Grand Drive extension – in conjunction with a wider 

agreement to make sure that all interface and infrastructure issues are resolved. 

This is to prevent a situation where the remainder of the connectivity from the 

Delmore site to AVJ’s site is not provided, and to ensure that other infrastructure 

capacity and connectivity matters are efficiently and effectively delivered at a time 

that works for both AVJ and Vineway.  There are numerous examples across 

Auckland where this has proven to be problematic and delayed the delivery of 

housing to Aucklanders, e.g. Paerata.  To provide the panel with some (but not 

all) of the kinds of matters which need to be resolved:  

(i) Agreement on the finished ground levels along the shared southern 

boundary; and  

(ii) An additional road connection along the shared southern boundary (Stage 

9) should be provided for to allow for good connectivity between the future 

communities. 

(g) Any condition imposed by the Panel regarding the Grand Drive extension needs 

to be clear that the road is to be delivered by the consent holder (Vineway). The 

condition clearly relies on third-party approvals.  



5.7 AVJ has been advised that an example of neighbouring developments where 

connectivity is being precluded by the way in which development is unfolding can be 

seen at the boundary between 6-8 Te Rata Boulevard and 2 Metoriti Crescent in 

Paerata.  The road is not physically built to the boundary, but more importantly the land 

parcel connecting the road has not been vested in Auckland Transport, it remains 

privately owned, see figures 4A and 4B below.  This outcome must be avoided. 

 

Figure 4A: Orange arrows marking lack of formed connections to the boundary at 6-8 Te Rata Boulevard 
and 2 Metoriti Crescent in Paerata 

 
Figure 5B: Ownership details, showing that the stub road connecting the roundabout between 6 and 8 Te 
Rata Boulevard remains privately owned. 

 
  



6. OTHER CONNECTIVITY MATTERS 

Grand Drive SH1 interchange threshold and potential upgrade 
 
6.1 Auckland Transport have raised two concerns relating to further transportation 

assessment and upgrades, as set out in Appendix 24.1, sections 9 and 10 and Vineway 

have proposed conditions to address each issue.   Snips of AT’s feedback are included 

below with Vineways’ response in red as figure 5 and figure 6. 

 

Figure 6: Snip of Vineway's Second FTC Application - Appendix 24.1, section 9 

6.2 In relation to section 9, while it is not for this panel to impose a condition on Plan Change 

119, it is concerning that Vineway considers that a condition limiting development within 

its plan change could or should be linked to an upgrade on Upper Orewa Road, when it 

is difficult to see that route being attractive for people living or visiting the PC119 area.  

Vineway’s recommended condition seems to be an attempt to have AVJ fund a 

connection that it will have to establish as part of its later stages.  AVJ considers that 

this condition should be linked to a yield trigger solely within the Delmore Project.   

 



 

Figure 7: Snip of Vineway's Second FTC Application - Appendix 24.1, section 10  

6.3 In relation to section 10, while similar tiggers are relatively commonplace, they have 

drawbacks.  In this case, it seems to AVJ that the trigger is set so that Delmore could 



complete stage 1, pay down debt and land bank the remaining development, seeking to 

force AVJ to fund the upgrade itself.  Having partially implemented the consent, Vineway 

would not be at risk of its consent lapsing.  However, such a strategy would be at odds 

with the intent of the purpose of the Act, which is to facilitate delivery of the project – not 

just part of a project.  

6.4 Vineway have signalled that they expect any trigger on the Grand Drive SH1 interchange 

to be replicated to be captured by the plan change process.  

6.5 It is a reasonable for this requirement to be shared on a pro-rata basis having regard to 

the existing consented environment.  It would be better if Vineway, and AVJ, entered a 

funding agreement with AT so that a clear and proportionate funding mechanism was in 

place prior to consent being granted.  This would avoid the kind of strategic game-

playing that is identified above at paragraph 6.2 and has been seen elsewhere across 

Auckland, e.g. at Park Road.  

6.6 We understand that Vineway has already signalled that they expect any trigger on the 

Grand Drive SH1 interchange to be captured by the plan change process. Any decision 

by the panel on this point should be clearly signalled in the decision and any condition(s) 

imposed by the panel so that it is not relitigated.  

Additional road connection along the shared southern boundary (Stage 9) 

6.7 The Delmore project needs to respond to the finished ground levels along the shared 

southern boundary and an additional road connection along the shared southern 

boundary (stage 9) should be provided for to the boundary to allow for good connectively 

between the future communities.  

  



6.8 Auckland Transport has outlined some key connection points that must be made to 

AVJ’s land.  These are shown in section 4 of Annexure 24.1, provided as Figure 7: 

 

Figure 8: Snip of Vineway's Second FTC Application - Section 4 of Annexure 24.1  

6.9 These connections are listed as 1 – 4 by Vineway in Appendix 9.1(figure 1), provided 

here as figure 8.  



 

Figure 9: Snip of Vineway's Second FTC Application - Appendix 9.1 

6.10 AVJ’s primary concern is the linkage shown as 2. See section 2.2 of that Appendix, 

pasted below. 

Delmore Appendix 9.1, Section 2.2 

 

Figure 10: Snip of Vineway's Second FTC Application - Appendix 9.1 section 2.2 



6.11 AVJ’s masterplan shows earth worked levels lower than is depicted in Vineway’s 

Appendix 9.2 listed above.  It is also noted that the ground slopes considerably in this 

location and by repositioning the connecting stub road slightly, the levels would match 

much better and the resulting earthworks and gradients could be substantially reduced. 

6.12 This is set out in the evidence of Mr Roberts. 

Yours faithfully,  

 

 

Katelyn Orton 

Project Director – NZ 

With delegated authority to sign on behalf of AVJ Hobsonville Pty Limited by Avid Property 

Group / owner of AVJ 

  



Attachments 

 

Attachment 1: Mitch Roberts evidence for the Delmore Second Application  

 

Attachment 2: Ila Daniels evidence for the Delmore First Application1 

 

  

 
1 Provided to provide context regarding interpretation of AVJ’s resource consent 




