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PROPOSED PRIVATE CHANGE 11 TO THE AUCKLAND REGIONAL POLICY 
STATEMENT – EXTENSION TO THE METROPOLITAN URBAN LIMITS, 
TAKANINI STRUCTURE PLAN AREA 2A;  
 
PROPOSED CHANGE 12 TO THE AUCKLAND REGIONAL POLICY STATEMENT 
– EXTENSION TO THE METROPOLITAN URBAN LIMITS, TAKANINI 
STRUCTURE PLAN AREA PART 2B AND 2C; AND  
 
PROPOSED VARIATION 2 TO THE PROPOSED AUCKLAND REGIONAL PLAN: 
AIR, LAND AND WATER – EXTENSION TO THE URBAN AIR QUALITY 
MANAGEMENT AREAS, TAKANINI STRUCTURE PLAN AREA 2A, PART 2B 
AND 2C. 
 

DECISION REPORT OF THE ARPS CHANGE 11, 12 AND PARP: ALW 
VARIATION 2 HEARING PANEL 
 

File Reference: R321-09 

Date: May 2009 

 
1.0 INTRODUCTION 

 
In March 2007, Papakura District Council (PDC) lodged an application with the Auckland Regional 
Council (ARC) to change the Auckland Regional Policy Statement (ARPS) to extend the Metropolitan 
Urban Limits (MUL) in the Takanini area. The subject areas of land are denoted as Areas 2A, Part 2B 
and 2C in the Takanini Structure Plan (see appendix 1, map 1). The MUL extension will provide 
additional capacity for residential development.  
 
The application also included a request to extend the Urban Air Quality Management Areas (UAQMA) 
for Area 2A, Part 2B and 2C. This resulted in a variation to the Proposed Auckland Regional Plan: Air, 
Land and Water (PARP: ALW). These ARPS Changes and Variation are known as: 

 

• Proposed Private Change 11 to the ARPS – Extension to the Metropolitan Urban Limits, Takanini 
Structure Plan Area 2A; and 

• Proposed Change 12 to the ARPS – Extension to the Metropolitan Urban Limits, Takanini 
Structure Plan Area Part 2B and 2C; and 

• Proposed Variation 2 to the Proposed Auckland Regional Plan: Air, Land and Water – Extension 
to the Urban Air Quality Management Areas, Takanini Structure Plan Area 2A, Part 2B and 2C. 

As a result of information presented in submissions, further submissions and at the hearing, the  
Auckland Regional Policy Statement (ARPS) Change 11, 12 and Proposed Auckland Regional Plan: 
Air, Land, Water (PARP: ALW) Variation 2 Hearing Panel (“ the Panel”) has now made decisions on 
these Changes and Variation.  
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1.1 SUMMARY OF THE PANEL DECISIONS  

The Panel’s overall decisions on Proposed ARPS Change 11, 12 and Variation 2 to the PARP: ALW 
are contained in section 5 .1 and 5.2 of this report. In summary, the Panel considers that Area 2A, 
Part 2B and 2C of the Takanini Structure Plan are appropriate for urbanisation. However, at the 
present time, the Panel has a number of concerns in relation to the extension of the MUL to Area 2A 
and Part 2B of the Takanini Structure Plan. As a result of these concerns, the Panel has made the 
following decisions on the proposed extension of the MUL and UAQMA to Area 2A and Part 2B of the 
Takanini Structure Plan: 

Area 2A and Part 2B of the Takanini Structure Plan 

• To reject the extension of the MUL to Area 2A of the Takanini Structure Plan (ARPS Change 11). 
The Panel has made this decision because of potential reverse sensitivity effects in relation to 
Ardmore Aerodrome; the proposed land use mix; and the lack of certainty around the 
management of storm water discharges from the proposed development. 
 

• To reject the extension of the MUL to Area Part 2B of the Takanini Structure Plan (part ARPS 
Change 12) because of the lack of certainty around the management of storm water discharges 
from the proposed development. 
 

• Under the PARP: ALW, an UAQMA can only be extended where there is a corresponding MUL 
extension. Because the Panel has decided to reject the MUL extension for Area 2A and Part 2B, 
the extension of the UAQMA for these areas has also been rejected.  

 
Area 2C of the Takanini Structure Plan 
 
In relation to Area 2C, the Panel has made the following decisions on the proposed extension of the 
MUL and UAQMA: 
 

• To accept the extension of the MUL to Area 2C of the Takanini Structure Plan. The Panel has 
made this decision because the proposal is consistent with Part II of the RMA 1991; and meets 
the relevant objectives and policies of the Operative Auckland Regional Policy Statement and 
Proposed Change 6 to the Auckland Regional Policy Statement.  

 

• To accept the extension of the UAQMA for Area 2C. This extension has been accepted by the 
Panel because of the corresponding decision to extend the MUL for this area.  

 
 
The Panel note that the MUL application and evidence presented by PDC, particularly in relation to 
Area 2A and Part 2B, was incomplete in some areas. This made it difficult for the Panel to assess 
whether the proposal complied with all of the relevant ARPS policies. These information gaps also 
made it difficult for them to determine how the proposal fitted in within the context of the wider 
Takanini area. The Panel, for example, would have been assisted in their decision making if a more 
developed Integrated Transport Assessment (ITA) had been presented; all necessary stormwater 
matters had been addressed; and a more thorough analysis had been undertaken on the relationship 
between the existing and proposed residential numbers and the provision of employment 
opportunities within the District. 
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2.0 BACKGROUND TO PROPOSED ARPS PRIVATE CHANGE 11, ARPS 
 CHANGE 12 AND PROPOSED VARIATION 2 TO THE PARP: ALW 
 
2.1 Papakura District Council District Plan Changes – Steps prior to lodgement 

with the Auckland Regional Council 
  
The process to date to extend the MUL to include Areas 2A, Part 2B and 2C of the TSP is as follows: 
 

• The TSP was prepared in November 2000. The TSP established the basic outline for the future 
urban development of the area, identifying appropriate landuses including residential densities. 
Under the TSP a population of 3800 people were projected by 2020 for Areas 2A, 2B and 2C; 
with densities of 10-20 household units (hhu) per hectare. 

 

• The Southern Sector Agreement (SSA) was released in 2001. This document formalised the 
agreement between Manukau City Council, Papakura District Council and Franklin District 
Council as to the future provisions for urban growth, its sequencing and timing in accordance with 
the Regional Growth Strategy. The SSA reinforced the projected population numbers and 
densities for Areas 2A, 2B and 2C established in the TSP. 

 

• PDC notified Proposed Plan Change No.10: ARPS Policy Changes in March 2005. This Change 
identified Areas 2A, 2B and 2C for residential development. The Plan Changes for these areas 
were identified for completion between 2005-2010. 

 

• On 20 October 2006, Papakura District Council (PDC) considered a private plan change 
application for Area 2A which was lodged by Harrison Grierson Consultants on behalf of 
Cosgrave Residents and Landowners Association. PDC resolved to accept this plan change; 
subsequently known as Papakura District Council Proposed Private Change No.4. Private Plan 
Change 4 contains a Residential 8a zone which is a modification of the existing Residential 8 
Zone contained within the Papakura District Plan. 

• PDC also considered a private plan change application for Area Part 2B on the 20
th
 October 2006  

which was lodged by Harrison Grierson Consultants on behalf of the Kirikiri Residents and 
Landowners Association. The landowner of the balance of Area 2B (to the north of Old Wairoa 
Road) elected at the time the Plan Changes were being developed, not to have their land 
included. This area was therefore excluded. 

• PDC resolved to adopt this proposed Plan Change; subsequently known as Papakura District 
Council Change No.11. Proposed Plan Change 11 contains a Residential 8a and 8b zone; these 
are also modifications of the existing Residential 8 Zone. 

• On 26 February 2007, the PDC considered a private plan change application which was lodged 
by John Childs Consultants on behalf of CDL Limited for Area 2C. PDC resolved to adopt the 
proposed change; this change was incorporated into Papakura District Council Change No.11. 

2.2 Papakura District Council application to the Auckland Regional Council to  
 extend the Metropolitan Urban Limit and Urban Air Quality Management Areas at 
 Takanini  

•   In March 2007, PDC, pursuant to the First Schedule, Clause 21 (2), lodged an application with 
the ARC to change the ARPS to extend the MUL at Takanini in order to provide for additional 
urban capacity for residential development. The request by PDC to extend the MUL in three 
areas involves approximately 100 hectares. The total number of new residential dwellings 
potentially provided for is 1341; this equates to approximately 3754 people.  

• The application from PDC to extend the MUL includes Takinini Structure Plan Areas 2A, Part 2B 
and 2C (see Appendix 1, Map 1). A description of these areas is as follows: 
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Proposed Private Change 11 to the ARPS: Extension to the Metropolitan Urban Limits, Takanini 
Structure Plan Area 2A. 
 
Area 2A is proposed to be rezoned from Rural Takanini to Residential 8a in the Papakura 
District Plan. The site is approximately 50 hectares bounded by Walters Road to the north, 
Cosgrave Road to the east, Grove Road to the west and established residential housing to the 
south. The block of land is flat. Ardmore Airport is located approximately 1.5 km to the north-
east. Papakura Military Camp, is directly west of the site. Approximately 2190 people (782 
dwellings) are proposed to be accommodated in Area 2A (see Appendix 1, Map 2). 

 
Proposed Change 12 to the ARPS: Extension to the Metropolitan Urban Limits, Takanini 
Structure Plan Area Part 2B and 2C. 

Part 2B is proposed to be rezoned from Rural Papakura to Residential 8a and 8b. The site is 
approximately 43 hectares bounded by Papakura-Clevedon Road to the south and east; by a 
partially formed extension of Old Wairoa Road to the north; and by existing residential housing 
to the west. The western area of Area 2B is low lying. The Rotowaro-East Tamaki gas pipeline 
bisects this area. The eastern side of the site is higher, with undulating and rolling terrain with 
several gully features containing minor watercourses. The area also contains an historic 
redoubt site – Kirikiri Redoubt. The eastern area of Area 2B, is proposed to be rezoned 
Residential 8B. This zone will have a lower density to reflect the constraints and opportunities 
presented by the topography and natural environment. Approximately 1324 people (473 
dwellings) are proposed to be accommodated in Area Part 2B (see Appendix 1, Map 2). 

Area 2C is proposed to be rezoned from Rural Residential to Residential 8a. Area 2C has an 
area of 6.58 hectares and adjoins land zoned Residential 1. The land is a corner site located on 
the South-East corner of Dominion Road and Papakura-Clevedon Road. The site is relatively 
low lying. The Rotowara-East Tamaki gas pipeline runs along the Dominion Road frontage of 
the site. An open drainage channel has been formed through the central portion of the block. 
Approximately 240 people (86 dwellings) are proposed to be accommodated in Area 2C (see 
Appendix 1, Map 3). 

• The corresponding Papakura District Plan Changes for these areas are Papakura District 
Council Proposed Private Change No.4 (Area 2A) and Papakura District Council Change No.11 
(Areas Part 2B and 2C). 

• Under the PARP: ALW, Areas 2A, Part 2B and 2C of the Takinini Structure Plan are currently 
within Rural Air Quality Management Areas. Under 3.11.1 of this Plan, any extension to the MUL 
requires a corresponding shift in the UAQMA. This reflects a change from a rural to urban 
(residential) environment. Variation 2 to the PARP: ALW has been prepared to reflect the 
proposed extension to the UAQMA (see Appendix 1, Maps 4 and 5).  

• In June and August 2007, officers reported to the ARC Regional Strategy and Planning 
Committee and full Council on the application by PDC to extend the MUL at Takanini. The June 
report included a s32 analysis of the proposal against the relevant provisions of the Operative 
ARPS and Proposed Change 6 to the ARPS. The SSA and the TSP were also included in this 
analysis. From this analysis, it was concluded that the proposal was consistent with Part II of the 
RMA and the objectives and policies of the Operative ARPS and Proposed Change 6 to the 
ARPS. The Council subsequently resolved, pursuant to the First Schedule, Clause 25 (2) of the 
RMA to: 

 
(a) Accept and notify Proposed Private Change 11 to the Auckland Regional Policy 
 Statement – Extension to the Metropolitan Urban Limits, Takanini Structure Plan Area 2A. 
 This decision recognises that part of Area 2A is covered by air noise contours generated 
 by Ardmore Aerodrome and therefore subject to Proposed Plan Change 6 and Variation 1 
 of the Operative Papakura District Plan - Ardmore Aerodrome Noise Land Use Planning.  
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(b) Adopt and notify Proposed Change 12 to the Auckland Regional Policy Statement – 
 Extension to the Metropolitan Urban Limits, Takanini Structure Plan Area Part 2B and 2C.  

(c)  Initiate the notification of Proposed Variation 2 to the Proposed Auckland Regional Plan: 
  Air, Land and Water – Extension to the Urban Air Quality Management Areas, Takanini 
  Structure Plan Area 2A, Part 2B and 2C. 

• These Changes and Variation were subsequently notified for public submissions on October 
17

th
, 2007. Twenty one submitters lodged submissions. The summaries of decisions requested 

for ARPS Changes 11, 12 and Variation 2 were notified on 13th February 2008. Four submitters 
lodged further submissions.   

 

• The hearing on submissions to ARPS Change 11, 12 and Variation 2 to the PARP: ALW were 
held on Tuesday 26

th
 and Wednesday 27

th
 August 2008. The ARC Hearing Panel, established 

pursuant to s34 (a) of the RMA 1991, comprised the following Councillors: 
 

- Councillor Paul Walbran – Chair,  
- Councillor Dianne Glenn  
- Councillor Joel Cayford. 

• Following the hearing of submissions on the 27
th
 August, 2008, the Hearings Panel resolved to 

adjourn the hearing to allow for transport modelling to be completed by the technical liaison 
group (TLG). The TLG was comprised of technical transportation representatives from the NZ 
Transport Agency (formerly Transit), Papakura District Council and the Cosgrave and Kirikiri 
Residents and Landowners Associations. This modelling work was undertaken to assess the 
likely effects of urbanising Takanini Areas 2A, Part 2B and 2C on the State Highway network; in 
particular the effects on the Takanini Interchange. The results of this additional transportation 
modelling plus the ARC reporting officer’s were sent to submitters for further comment on 25 
February 2009. 

• At the hearing, the Panel also asked PDC officers a number of questions relating to the PDC 
District Plan and other operational matters. PDC provided answers to these questions at the 
reconvened hearing on 12

th
 March 2009. 

 

3.0 STATUTORY FRAMEWORK - THE RESOURCE MANAGEMENT  ACT 1991 
 

3.1  Part 2 – Purpose and Principles 
 
The purpose of the RMA is to promote the sustainable management of natural and physical 
resources.  As outlined in section 5 of the Act, this means: 

 
5(2) In this Act, sustainable management means managing the use, development and protection of natural 

and physical resources in a way, or at a rate, which enables people and communities to provide for their 
social, economic, and cultural wellbeing and for their health and safety while –  

 
(a) Sustaining the potential of natural and physical resources (excluding minerals) to meet the 

reasonably foreseeable needs of future generations; and 
(b) Safeguarding the life-supporting capacity of air, water, soil, and ecosystems; and 
(c) Avoiding, remedying, or mitigating any adverse effects of activities on the environment. 

 
Sections 6, 7 and 8 of the RMA outline the matters of national importance, other matters and the 
principles of the Treaty of Waitangi, which are integral to achieving the purpose of the Act and must 
be accorded specified levels of consideration by those exercising powers under the Act.  The 
particularly relevant parts of these sections include: 
 
6. …recognise and provide for the following matters of national importance - 
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(a) The preservation of the natural character of the coastal environment (including the coastal marine area), 

wetlands, and lakes and rivers and their margins, and the protection of them from inappropriate 
subdivision, use and development; 

 
(b) The protection of outstanding natural features and landscapes from inappropriate subdivision use and 

development. 
 
7. …have particular regard to - 
 
 (c) The maintenance and enhancement of amenity values. 

(f) Maintenance and enhancement of the quality of the environment. 
 
8.      …shall take into account the principles of the Treaty of Waitangi. 

 

3.2 Purpose and Preparation of the Regional Policy Statement 
 
Section 59 of the RMA states the purpose of regional policy statements, while sections 60 to 62 set 
out matters relating to the preparation and content of the document. Particularly relevant parts of 
these sections include: 
 
59. The purpose of a regional policy statement is to achieve the purpose of the Act by providing an overview of 

the resource management issues of the region and policies and methods to achieve integrated management 
of the natural and physical resources of the whole region. 

 
60. (1) There shall at all times be for each region one regional policy statement…….. 
 
61. (1) A regional council shall prepare and change its regional policy statement in accordance with its 

functions under s30, the provisions of Part 2, and its duty under s32 and any regulations. 
 

62. (1) A regional policy statement must state - [significant resource management issues for the Region, 
objectives, policies and methods, principles reasons for the provisions, environmental results anticipated 
etc]. 

 

3.3 ARC Functions 
 
Proposed ARPS Change 11, 12 and Variation 2 to the PARP: ALW has been prepared in accordance 
with the ARC’s functions as set out in section 30 of the RMA, in particular: 

 
30(1) Every regional council shall have the following functions for the purpose of giving effect to this Act in its 

region: 
 

(a) the establishment, implementation, and review of objectives, policies, and methods to achieve 
integrated management of the natural and physical resources of the region: 

(b) The preparation of objectives and policies in relation to any actual or potential effects of the use, 
development, or protection of land which are of regional significance: 

(d)     In respect of any coastal marine area in the region, the control…..of –  
   (i) land and associated natural and physical resources: 

 
This decision report on the submissions to ARPS Proposed Change 11, 12 and Variation 2 to the 
PARP: ALW has been prepared in accordance with Section 10 of the First Schedule of the RMA, 
which states: 
 
10. Decision of local authority 

(1)  ….the local authority shall give its decisions, which shall include the reasons for accepting or rejecting any 
submissions (grouped by subject-matter or individually) 

 

 
 
 
 



 
 
 
 

 
ARC Decision report – Proposed ARPS Private Change 11 and Proposed Change 12 & Variation 2           7 
to the PARP: ALW   

4.0  HEARING PANEL DECISIONS  
 
Overall the Panel considers that Area 2A, Part 2B and 2C of the Takanini Structure Plan are 
appropriate for urbanisation. However, the Panel is concerned with the form of the proposal in relation 
to Area 2A and Part 2B, and the supporting data provided. 

 
4.1 Specific issues raised by the Hearing Panel  
 
The following section of the report addresses a number of concerns that the Panel have in relation to 
the proposed extension of the MUL over Areas 2A and Part 2B of the TSP. These concerns relate 
specifically to potential reverse sensitivity effects in relation to that part of Area 2A covered by the 
Ardmore Aerodrome Outer Control Boundary (OCB) air noise contours; the proposed land use mix for 
Area 2A; and the lack of certainty around the management of stormwater discharges from Area 2A 
and Part 2B. These issues are not considered applicable to Area 2C. 

(a)   Reverse sensitivity effects in relation to Ardmore Aerodrome 

Proposed Change No.6 to the Operative Papakura District Plan introduced provisions for noise 
management for Ardmore Aerodrome. It also introduced some restrictions on activities outside of the 
Ardmore Aerodrome Zone. This Plan Change was appealed to the Environment Court. In February 
2005, the Environment Court released an interim decision requiring PDC to introduce a variation to 
the Plan Change to include land use provisions to deal with the effects of noise. The Environment 
Court also recommended that the Council should look at the effects of 350,000 aircraft movements 
per annum at Ardmore Aerodrome. This figure represents the physical capacity of Ardmore 
Aerodrome.  
 
PDC have since released Proposed Variation 1 to Proposed Plan Change Number 6: Ardmore 
Aerodrome Land Use Compatibility Planning (note: this Variation is currently in the appeal stage]. The 
purpose of Variation 1 is to address the reverse sensitivity (noise) issue as it relates to Ardmore 
Aerodrome by introducing land use controls for those areas affected by the predicted noise contours 
from activities at the Aerodrome.  
 
Part of Area 2A is covered by the Ardmore Aerodrome Outer Control Boundary (OCB) air noise 
contours introduced through Proposed Change 6 and Variation 1 (see figure 1 below). The air noise 
contours introduced through this Variation 1 are based on 275,000 aircraft movements; this figure 
represents an agreement between Ardmore Airport Limited and various other parties. Noise 
generated by air traffic and other activity associated with Ardmore Aerodrome must not exceed a 
decibel level between the limits of 55-60 Dba (decibels) when measured from the OCB. To address 
potential reverse sensitivity effects in relation to Ardmore Aerodrome, Proposed Variation 1 introduces 
a rule which requires activities that are sensitive to aircraft noise (this includes residential dwellings) to 
undertake noise mitigation measures. 
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Figure 1:  Indicative Map indicating Ardmore Aerodrome Outer Control noise contour 
boundary in relation to Area 2A. 

Figure 1 above highlights the indicative location of the Ardmore Aerodrome OCB air noise contours 
based on the two scenarios of 275,000 aircraft movements and 350,000 aircraft movements. The 
Panel notes that the final position of the Ardmore Aerodrome OCB air noise contours for Area 2A will 
be determined by the Environment Court through its decisions on PDC Proposed Plan Change 6 and 
Proposed Variation 1 to PDC Proposed Plan Change Number 6: Ardmore Aerodrome Land Use 
Compatibility Planning. 
 
The Panel acknowledges that the proposed acoustic treatment requirement for residential dwellings 
within the Ardmore Aerodrome OCB air noise contours would assist with mitigating potential noise 
effects on residents. However, the Panel is concerned that the proposed acoustic treatment would not 
address the impact of noise from Ardmore Aerodrome on the outdoor living environment or those 
households where people may prefer to leave doors and windows open (as opposed to relying on air 
conditioning systems) to provide ventilation in the warmer months. The Panel notes the evidence of 
Mr Osbourne (Planning Consultant) on this matter. Mr Osbourne noted that the proposed mitigation 
measures would address only part of the noise issue; they would not address noise effects 
experienced within the outdoor environment. This point was also acknowledged by the PDC planner 
in response to questions from the Panel. Mr Osbourne was of the opinion that an appropriate 
response to this issue would be to limit the number of people exposed in the external environment by 
regulating density. The Panel consider that this response, while assisting with addressing the noise 
issue, does not go far enough. A more appropriate response would be to only allow those land use 
activities in the Ardmore Aerodrome OCB air noise contours which were not sensitive to aircraft noise.  
 
The response proposed by the Panel would address potential reverse sensitivity effects arising (as a 
result of noise complaints) in relation to Ardmore Aerodrome. Ardmore Aerodrome is identified in the 
definitions section of Proposed Change 6 to the ARPS as an example of regionally significant 
infrastructure (this definition has not been appealed). The Operative ARPS and Proposed Change 6 
(notified version) to the ARPS contain policies which collectively address the need to ensure that 
regionally significant infrastructure such as Ardmore Aerodrome can continue to operate efficiently 

Area 2A 

Area Part 2B 

Indicative OCB air noise 
contour based on 350,000 
aircraft movements per 

annum 

Indicative OCB air noise 
contour based on 275,000 

aircraft movements per annum 
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(see policy 2.5.2.6 Operative RPS, policy 2.6.14.2 – notified version Proposed Change 6, policies 
2.6.2. Policy 2.6.14.3 (which has not been appealed) from Proposed Change 6 takes this policy 
position further by placing an increased focus on the need to avoid reverse sensitivity effects on 
regionally significant infrastructure.  
 
In summary, the Panel considers that the current proposal to include residential development within 
the Ardmore Aerodrome OCB of Area 2A does not satisfy the intent of these policies. Accordingly the 
Panel reject the current proposal to extend the MUL, for residential purposes, into that part of Area 2A 
covered by the Ardmore Aerodrome OCB air noise contours. 

As Areas Part 2B and 2C are not within the Ardmore Aerodrome OCB air noise contours, reverse 
sensitivity effects in relation to Ardmore Aerodrome are not considered to be an issue by the Panel. 

(b) Proposed land use mix 

The Panel sought further information from PDC at the reconvened hearing, and subsequently to that, 
on what provision had been made to ensure that sufficient employment land was available within the 
District to match the resident working population that would reside in these areas. At the time the 
Auckland Regional Growth Strategy (1999) and Southern Sector Agreement (2001) were developed 
the focus within the region was primarily on how to manage residential growth. These documents 
identified Areas 2A, Part 2B and 2C of the Takanini Structure Plan for future residential growth. Since 
this time, the Auckland Region Business Land Strategy (ARC, 2006) has been developed. This 
strategic document notes that the shortage of vacant business land within the Region is a regional 
issue that also needs to be addressed. In addition, policy developed in response to the LGAAA has 
identified reduction in the need to travel, including by better balancing employment and residential 
land uses at a local and sub-regional level, as one of the means of achieving the integration of land 
use and transport required under that Act. 
 
Having considered PDC’s responses, the panel finds that the proposals have not taken sufficient 
account of these significant changes in policy direction since the SSA and that by providing a greater 
increase in residential accommodation than corresponding employment capacity, the Takanini 
Structure Plan will further exacerbate the current employment imbalance of significantly more 
residents working outside of the district than currently working within it.     
 
The Panel considered that these concerns could have been addressed by providing for business land 
in that part of Area 2A covered by the Ardmore Aerodrome OCB air noise contours. This approach 
would have addressed the Panel’s concerns both in relation to the proposed land use mix, and the 
potential reverse sensitivity effects arising from the proposed residential development in that part of 
Area 2A covered by the Ardmore Aerodrome OCB air noise contours. 
 
Because of the uncertainty around the final position of the Ardmore Aerodrome OCB air noise 
contours; the need to address potential reverse sensitivity effects through a more comprehensive land 
use planning approach such as that suggested under (b) above,  the Panel reject the extension of the 
MUL over the remaining balance of Area 2A.  

(c) Stormwater  

As part of any application to extend the MUL, a territorial authority is required to provide supporting 
information (see method 2.6.3, Proposed Change 6 to the ARPS). One of the information 
requirements is for all relevant applications for discharges, including stormwater, to be lodged with the 
ARC. 

The existing Catchment Management Plan (Old Wairoa Road) assumed lower residential densities 
than is now proposed with the Residential 8A Zone; this zone will be applied to Area 2A and the flat 
part of Part 2B. PDC subsequently lodged a variation, as part of the MUL extension application, to the 
existing discharge consent (ref No 25205) to address these increased residential densities and to 
include these areas in the Artillery Drive pond storm water system. At the current time this variation 
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has yet to be authorised by the ARC. It is understood that PDC are currently preparing additional 
information regarding the coastal outfall component of this application.  

While the Panel acknowledge that the stormwater matters in relation to Area 2A and Part 2B are likely 
to be addressed in the future, they were concerned that they were expected to make a decision on the 
urbanisation of these areas in the absence of the discharge consent being granted. The granting of 
the variation to the discharge consent during this process would have provided more certainty to the 
Panel that adequate provision had been made for the management of stormwater discharges in 
relation to Area 2A and Part 2B (see policy 8.4.4 of the Operative RPS). Accordingly the Panel reject 
that part of the proposal to extend the MUL for Area 2A and Part 2B. 

In relation to Area 2C, the consulting firm Beca, have confirmed that the proposed residential 
development does not require any additional stormwater consents. Beca have advised that the 
proposed residential development can be accommodated within the conditions of the existing 
Croskley Creek Discharge consent (No 928081) which covers Area 2C. Based on this, the Panel are 
satisfied that there are no outstanding stormwater concerns in relation to Area 2C. 

4.1 Summary 
 
The Panel acknowledge that, in principle, Area 2A and Part 2B should be urbanised. These areas 
have been identified as future urban areas for development within Schedule 1 of Proposed Change 6 
to the ARPS. However, the Panel consider that until those matters identified in section 4.1 (a)-(c) 
above have been addressed, these areas should not be urbanised. In respect to Area 2C, the issues 
identified in section 4.1 (a)-(c) are not considered to be applicable for the reasons stated above.  
 
The Panel do consider that Area 2C is suitable for urbanisation because:  
 
(i) the proposal is consistent with Part II of the RMA 1991; and 
(ii) the proposal meets the relevant objectives and policies of the Operative Auckland Regional 

Policy Statement and Proposed Change 6 to the Auckland Regional Policy Statement. 
 

Area 2C is also identified within Schedule 1 of Proposed Change 6 to the Auckland Regional Policy 
Statement as a future urban area to be developed.  

 
4.2 Hearing Panel decisions on specific submissions/further submissions 

The following section addresses those specific submissions/evidence to Proposed ARPS Change 11, 
12 and Variation 2 to the PARP: ALW. 

At the hearing evidence was presented by the following parties: 
 

Submitter Name/Organisation 
 

Witness/Representative Submission No’s 

CDL NZ Limited John Childs, Jason Adams, Mr Ballard 15/1, 15/2 

Cosgrove Residents and 
Landowners Association Inc 
and Kirikiri Residents and 
Landowners Association Inc. 

Julie Goodyer, Nigel Hosken, Karen 
Kurzeja, Michael Smith, Greg Osbourne. 
 
[evidence was also tabled on behalf of 
Wes Edwards Consulting Limited] 

2/1, 2/2 (Cosgrove) & 
3/1, 3/2 (Kirikiri) 

New Zealand Transport 
Agency (formerly Transit NZ) 

Georgina Hamilton, Stephen Lloyd, Tony 
Innes 

18/1, 18/2 

N and M Properties Neil Mumby 9/1, 9/2, 9/3 

Waitakere City Council Matt Heale 21/1 

Papakura District Council Nathanael Savage and Bain Cross  

The submissions, further submissions and evidence are grouped under the following six topic areas: 
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• Submissions in support of Proposed ARPS Private Change 11 and/or ARPS Change 12. 

• Submissions opposing Proposed ARPS Private Change 11 and/or ARPS Change 12. 

• Submissions seeking amendments to Proposed ARPS Private Change 11 and/or  

• ARPS Change 12. 

• Submissions that support Variation 2 to the PARP: ALW. 

• Submissions that oppose Variation 2 to the PARP: ALW. 

• Submissions seeking amendments to Variation 2 to the PARP: ALW. 
 

The summary of submissions/further submissions and index are contained in Appendix 2. 

4.2.1 Submissions in support of Proposed ARPS Private Change 11 and/or ARPS 
 Change 12. 

No. Submitter Summary of Decision Sought Further Submitter/s 

2/1 Cosgrave 
Landowners and 
Residents Association 
 

To approve as noted plan change 11 to the 
Auckland Regional Policy Statement  

Support and Opposed By 
FS9 – N & M Properties Ltd 

3/1 Kirikiri Landowners 
and Residents 
Association 
 

To approve as noted plan change 12 to the 
Auckland Regional Policy Statement. 

 

Support and Opposed By 
FS9 – N & M Properties Ltd  

6/1 
 

6/2 
 

Xu Dong Chen and 
XueLong Chen 

Approve plan change 11 and 12 in full. 
 
 

Support and Opposed By 
FS9 – N & M Properties Ltd 
 

7/1 

7/2 
 

Summerland Property 
Development Ltd 

Approve plan change 11 and 12 in full. 
 

Support and Opposed By 
FS9 – N & M Properties Ltd 
 

8/1 
 

8/2 

Tony and Barbara 
Erceg 

Approve plan change 11 and 12 in full. 
 

Support and Opposed By 
FS9 – N & M Properties Ltd 
 

10/1 Peter John Macleod Support the plan change for Area 2A 
 
 

Support and Opposed By 
FS9 – N & M Properties Ltd 

11/1 

11/2 

Chan Wah Kim and 
Hock Lye Ng 

Approve Plan for change 11 and 12 
 
 

Support and Opposed By 
FS9 – N & M Properties Ltd 

12/1 
12/2 

Teng Yeng Ng and 
Hock San Ng 

Approve Plan for change 11 and 12 
 
 

Support and Opposed By 
FS9 – N & M Properties Ltd 

13/1 

13/2 

John A Rennell Approve Plan for change 11 and 12 
 
 

Support and Opposed By 
FS9 – N & M Properties Ltd 

14/1 

14/2 

Lin Sai Hwa Lien Approve Plan for change 11 and 12 
 
 

Support and Opposed By 
FS9 – N & M Properties Ltd 

15/1 CDL Land New 
Zealand Ltd 

Allow the change to proceed particularly in 
relation to Part 2C. 
 

Support and Opposed By 
FS9 – N & M Properties Ltd 

16/1 

16/2 

Louisa Kim Hung Lee 
Ng 

Approve Plan for change 11 and 12 Support and Opposed By 
FS9 – N & M Properties Ltd 
 

17/1 

17/2 

Mei Wo Michael Low 
& In Man Mandy Low 
Lee 

Approve Plan for change 11 and 12 Support and Opposed By 
FS9 – N & M Properties Ltd 

19/1 

19/2 

Harold George Davis 
and Marian Ellen 
Davis 

Support fully the proposed changes to the 
Urban limits. 

Support and Opposed By 
FS9 – N & M Properties Ltd 
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Evidence: 
 
Evidence was presented at the hearing by representatives of CDL NZ Limited (15/1), Cosgrove 
Residents and Landowners Association Inc (2/1) and Kirikiri Residents and Landowners Association 
Inc (3/1). This evidence provided further detail on the landowners proposals for Areas 2A, Part 2B and 
2C and how they complied with the relevant provisions of the ARPS. 
 
Decisions: 

 (a) That those submissions 2/1, 6/1, 7/1, 8/1, 10/1, 11/1, 12/1, 13/1, 14/1, 16/1, 17/1, 19/1 in 
 support of extending the MUL for Area 2A are rejected. 

 (b)  That those parts of submissions 3/1, 6/2, 7/2, 8/2, 11/2, 12/2, 13/2, 14/2, 15/1, 16/2, 17/2, 19/2 
 supporting the extension of the MUL for Area 2C are accepted.   

(c) That those parts of submissions 3/1, 6/2, 7/2, 8/2, 11/2, 12/2, 13/2, 14/2, 15/1, 16/2, 17/2, 
 19/2 supporting the extension of the MUL for Area Part 2B are rejected. 

(d) That the further submission (FS9) made in support of or in opposition to the submissions 
 noted above are accepted or rejected accordingly. 

Reasons: 
  
Submissions supporting Proposed ARPS 11  
 
The Panel acknowledge that, in principle, Area 2A is appropriate for urbanisation. However, the Panel 
consider that until such time that those matters identified under section 4.1 (a), (b) and (c) are 
addressed the extension of the MUL for Area 2A cannot be accepted. Submissions (2/1, 6/1, 7/1, 8/1, 
10/1, 11/1, 12/1, 13/1, 14/1, 16/1, 17/1, 19/1) and part of further submission (FS9) are therefore 
rejected. 
 
Submissions supporting Proposed ARPS 12 - Area Part2C 
 
Those parts of submission 3/1, 6/2, 7/2, 8/2, 11/2, 12/2, 13/2, 14/2, 15/1, 16/2, 17/2, 19/2 and further 
submission (FS9) supporting the extension of the MUL for Area 2C are accepted by the Panel. Area 
2C is suitable for urbanisation because the proposal is consistent with Part II of the RMA 1991; the 
proposal meets the relevant objectives and policies of the Operative Auckland Regional Policy 
Statement and Proposed Change 6 to the Auckland Regional Policy Statement. Area 2C is also 
identified within Schedule 1 of Proposed Change 6 to the Auckland Regional Policy Statement as a 
future urban area to be developed.  
 
That part of further submission (FS9) seeking an extension to Area 2C to include the property at 984 
Papakura Clevedon is rejected for the reasons stated under section 4.2.3. 
 
Submissions supporting Proposed ARPS 12 - Area Part2B 
 
The Panel acknowledge that, in principle, Part 2B should be urbanised. However, the Panel consider 
that until such time that the variation to the stormwater discharge consent (see 4.1(b)) is granted, the 
extension of the MUL for Area Part 2B cannot be accepted. Those parts of submissions 3/1, 6/2, 7/2, 
8/2, 11/2, 12/2, 13/2, 14/2, 15/1, 16/2, 17/2, 19/2 and FS9 supporting the extension of the MUL for 
Area Part 2B are therefore rejected by the Panel. 
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4.2.2 Submissions opposing Proposed ARPS Private Change 11 and/or ARPS 
 Change 12. 

No. Submitter Summary of Decision Sought Further Submitter/s 

1/1 
1/2 

Jai White Oppose in part. The use of land must be for 
private development not Housing New 
Zealand. 

 

4/1 Ardmore Airfield 
Tenants & Users 
Committee 

Deny urbanisation of areas 2b and 2c 
because urban sprawl into these areas 
would be contrary to the ARGS 2050 and 
the LGAAA. It would also create further 
reverse sensitivity problems for Ardmore 
Aerodrome.  

Opposed By 
 
FS3 - Kirikiri Landowners and 
Residents Association 
 
FS9 – N & M Properties Ltd  
 

18/1 

18/2 

Transit New Zealand That the consent authority defers making a 
decision on PPC-11 and PC-12 until such 
time as those matters outlined in Transit’s 
submission have been addressed and 
consultation has occurred with Transit so 
that the effect of the development on the 
state highway network can be appropriately 
considered; or 
 
The Council declines the application on the 
basis that there is insufficient information 
with respect to the transportation and traffic 
effects on the State Highway network to 
support PPC-11 and PC-12. 
 

Support with amendments 
 
FS9 – N & M Properties Ltd  
 
Opposed By 
 
FS2 - Cosgrave Landowners 
and Residents Association 
 
FS3 -Kirikiri Landowners and 
Residents Association 

 
Evidence: 
 
Evidence was received from NZTA (18/1, 18/2), Cosgrave Landowners and Residents Association 
(FS2) and Kirikiri Landowners and Residents Association (FS3). Ardmore Airfield Tenants and Users 
Committee (4/1) did not attend the hearing or table any additional evidence. In brief, the evidence 
from these parties can be summarised as follows: 
 
NZTA  
 

• The Agency did not oppose growth in Takanini Structure Plan Areas 2A, Part 2B and 2C as they 
recognised that various Auckland planning documents have identified these areas as being 
suitable for future urban development. However, the Agency was of the opinion that the 
transportation assessments undertaken to date in support of the PDC District Plan Changes and 
associated Changes to the ARPS have focussed primarily on the local roading impacts of the 
proposed development. The impacts on the wider transport network, including the State Highway 
network (particularly the Takanini and Papakura Interchanges) have not been assessed in any 
detail. Accordingly, the Agency considered that it would be premature for the Hearings Panel to 
approve the ARPS Changes until further traffic modelling and assessment had been completed. 
That work would quantify the nature and scale of the traffic effects of the District Plan Changes 
and the Changes on the wider transportation network and the scope of the mitigation works 
required. 

 
 
Cosgrave Landowners and Residents Association and Kirikiri Landowners and Residents Association  
 

• The ARPS Changes did not need to be held up while further transport modelling was undertaken 
as suggested by NZTA. This is because the initial indications were that the development of these 
growth areas will have a minor impact on the interchanges; further there were appropriate 
mechanisms available to the Council to fund these works through development contributions at 
the time of subdivision.  
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• There wasn’t any evidence before the Panel based on reverse sensitivity issues that should 
prevent the MUL being extended in respect if Area 2A and 2B. 

 
Decisions: 

(a) That submissions 1/1 and 1/2 seeking private development housing in these areas are rejected. 

(b) That part of submission 4/1 seeking to reject the extension of the MUL for Area Part 2B is
 accepted in part. 

(c) That part of submission 4/1 seeking to reject the extension of the MUL for Area 2C is rejected. 

(d) That submissions 18/1 and 18/2 seeking to defer the decision on the ARPS Changes are 
 accepted. 

(e) That the further submissions (FS2, FS3 and FS9) made in support of or in opposition to 
 submissions (4/1, 18/1, 18/2) above are accepted or rejected, accordingly. 

Reasons: 
 
Submissions opposing Proposed ARPS 12 - Area Part 2B 
 
The Panel does not agree with the reasons provided by Ardmore Airfield Tenants & Users Committee 
(4/1) for rejecting the extension of the MUL to Area Part 2B. Reverse sensitivity effects are not 
considered relevant as the Ardmore Aerodrome OCB air noise contours do not cover this area. 
However, because the relief sought by the submitter is consistent with the Panel’s decision to decline 
the extension of MUL to this area (see section 4.1 (c) this submission is accepted in part. That part of 
further submissions (FS3, FS9) seeking to decline the relief sought by Ardmore Airfield Tenants and 
Users Committee in relation to Area Part 2B is rejected accordingly. 
 
The Panel reject submissions 1/1 and 1/2. Under the RMA 1991, the matter of private versus state 
housing is not an issue for consideration by the ARC when considering an extension to the MUL.  
 
Submissions opposing Proposed ARPS 12 - Area Part 2C 
 
That part of submission 4/1 by Ardmore Airfield Tenants & Users Committee seeking to decline the 
extension of the MUL for Area 2C is rejected. The Panel consider that the MUL can be extended to 
include Area 2C for the reasons stated under 4.1 (summary). Furthermore, the issue of reverse 
sensitivity effects is not considered to apply to Area 2C as the Ardmore Aerodrome OCB air noise 
contours do not cover this area.  
 
That part of further submissions (FS3, FS9) seeking to decline the relief sought by Ardmore Airfield 
Tenants and Users Committee in relation to Area 2C is accepted accordingly. 
 
Defer making a decision on ARPS Change 11 and 12 - New Zealand Transport Agency  
 
In their evidence, NZTA further emphasised the need for the Panel to defer making a decision on the 
ARPS Changes until further transport modelling was carried out to determine the effects of the 
proposal on State Highway 1, in particular on the Takanini Interchange. This submission is accepted 
as the Panel did resolve to adjourn the hearing to allow for transport modelling to be completed by the 
technical liaison group.  
 
The Panel note that as a result of this modelling work NZTA and PDC have agreed to commit to a 
formal process to further investigate how to resolve the traffic effects identified by this modelling work. 
This process will identify what capital works will be required to mitigate the effects of growth on the 
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interchange (Takanini); when these works may be required and funding responsibilities. The Panel 
further note that NZTA have now withdrawn their opposition to the ARPS Changes. 
 
Further submission (FS9) is accepted accordingly while further submissions (FS2, FS3) are rejected. 
 

4.2.3  Submissions seeking amendments to Proposed ARPS Private Change 11 
and/or ARPS Change 12. 

 

No. Submitter Summary of Decision Sought Further Submitter/s 

5/1 
 
 
 

Ray Wallace Ltd  Supports Proposed Private Plan Change 11  
but seeks a further extension to the MUL to 
include the following properties:  
 

• 543 Mill Rd Lot 9  DP 85918 

• 547 Mill Rd Lot 8  DP 85918 

• 561 Mill Rd Lot 5  DP 85918 

• 555 Mill Rd Lot 6  DP 85918 

• 170 Walters Rd Lot 1  DP 85918 

• 180 Walters Rd Lot 2  DP 85918 

• 190 Walters Rd Lot 3  DP 85918 

• 587 Mill Rd Lot 4 DP 85918. 
 
These areas are suitable for urban 
development because they directly abut the 
MUL and have similar locational 
characteristics to Takanini Structure Plan 
Area 2A, abuts the same roads as Area 2A 
and directly adjoins Bruce Pulman Park. 

Opposed By:  
FS2 - Cosgrave Landowners 
and Residents Association  

 

9/1 N and M Properties Supports PPC 11 to the ARPS to the extent 
that the plan changes extend the MUL to 
assist in meeting the objectives of the 
ARGS. 
 
Opposes Proposed Plan Change 11 to the 
ARPS to the extent that the plan changes do 
not extend the MUL to the east to include 
the abutting property at Number 984 
Papakura-Clevedon Road (Lot 2 
DP330943). 

 

9/2 N and M Properties Supports PPC 12 to the ARPS to the extent 
that the plan changes extend the MUL to 
assist in meeting the objectives of the 
ARGS. 
 
Opposes Proposed Plan Change 12 to the 
ARPS to the extent that the plan changes do 
not extend the MUL to the east to include 
the abutting property at Number 984 
Papakura- Clevedon Road (Lot 2 
DP330943). 

 

 
Evidence: 
 
Evidence was received from N and M Properties (9/2) and Cosgrave Landowners and Residents 
Association (FS2). Ray Wallace Ltd (5/1) did not attend the hearing or table any additional evidence. 
In brief, their evidence can be summarised as follows: 
 
N and M Properties 
. 

• That the N and M Property at Number 984 Papakura-Clevedon Road is suitable for urban 
residential development because:  
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- the land does not have the same restrictions as other land; and 
- the land forms a logical boundary; and 
- if the land was rezoned it would achieve the outcomes sought by the RGS, SSA, ARPS, TSP, 

ALWP and the PDC Operative District Plan. 
 

• The TSP and SSA identifies Area 2C as containing 7ha whereas PDC Plan Change 11 now 
identifies Area 2C as containing 6.5ha. Consequently 0.5ha of the neighbouring property at 984 
Papakura-Clevedon Road should, at the very least, be included as part of PDC Plan Change 11 
and ARPS Change 12. 

 
Cosgrave Landowners and Residents Association 
 

• The landholdings mentioned in the relief sought in the Ray Wallace submission are not 
contiguous, and in fact two of the landholdings are not in the ownership of the submitter. This will 
create, in some instances, fragmented Residential 8a zoned land, adjoining existing rural zoned 
land, which could in turn result in adverse effects on the environment.  

 
Decisions: 
 
(a) That part of submissions 5/1, 9/1 supporting the extension of the MUL to Area 2A is rejected. 
 
(b) That part of submission 5/1 seeking an extension to the MUL (north of Area 2A) to include the 
 following properties: 
 

- 543 Mill Rd Lot 9  DP 85918 
- 547 Mill Rd Lot 8  DP 85918 
- 561 Mill Rd Lot 5  DP 85918 
- 555 Mill Rd Lot 6  DP 85918 
- 170 Walters Rd Lot 1  DP 85918 
- 180 Walters Rd Lot 2  DP 85918 
- 190 Walters Rd Lot 3  DP 85918 

- 587 Mill Rd Lot 4 DP 85918. 
  
 is rejected. 
 

(c) That part of submission 9/2 supporting the extension of the MUL for Area 2B is rejected. 
 
(d) That part of submission 9/2 supporting the extension of the MUL for Area 2C is accepted. 
 

(e) That part of submission 9/2 seeking an extension of the MUL to include the property at 984 
 Papakura-Clevedon Road (Lot 2 DP330943) is rejected. 
 

(f) That the further submission (FS2) made in opposition to the submission noted in (a) above is 
 accepted accordingly. 
 
Reasons: 
 
Ray Wallace Ltd  
 
The Panel acknowledge that, in principle, Area 2A should be urbanised. However, the Panel consider 
that until such time that those matters identified under section 4.1 (a), (b) and (c) are addressed the 
extension of the MUL for Area 2A cannot be accepted. The first part of submission (5/1) by Ray 
Wallace Ltd is therefore rejected.  
 
Submitter (5/1) also seeks a further extension to the MUL to include eight additional properties to the 
north of Walters Road (see figure 2 below) 
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Figure 2:  Map indicating request from Ray Wallace Ltd (5/1) to include additional 
areas of land into ARPS Change 11 

This part of the submission is also rejected by the Panel for the following reasons. Firstly, from a 
strategic perspective, these properties are not scheduled for development until after 2020 (Schedule 
1, Proposed Change 6 to the ARPS). Secondly, the Panel consider that the submission lacks 
sufficient technical analysis to support an extension to the MUL in this location. While the proposed 
area of land sought for inclusion in the MUL by the submitter is relatively contiguous with Area 2A, 
policy 2.6.2.2 (Proposed Change 6 to the ARPS) outlines a number of additional criteria that must be 
satisfied before the ARC will consider extending the MUL. The Operative ARPS also contains a 
number of objectives and policies which reinforce these criteria (sections 2.5.1, 2.5.2 and 2.6.1). 
These criteria include: providing evidence that all necessary infrastructure can be provided; that any 
adverse environmental effects from the proposal on water, air and land ecosystems are avoided or 
mitigated; that conflicts or incompatibilities between adjoining land uses are avoided or mitigated; and 
that the proposal demonstrates how it is consistent with the strategic direction of containment and 
intensification. No evidence was provided at the hearing to further support the submission. 

The further submission (FS2) by Cosgrave Landowners and Residents Association is accepted 
accordingly. 
 
N and M Properties Ltd  
 
The Panel acknowledge that, in principle, Part 2B should be urbanised. However, the Panel consider 
that until such time that the variation to the stormwater discharge consent (see 4.1(b)) is granted, the 
extension of the MUL for Area Part 2B cannot be accepted. Accordingly that part of submission 9/2 
supporting the extension of the MUL for Area 2B is rejected. 
 
The Panel consider that the MUL can be extended to include Area 2C (see 4.1 summary). That part of 
submission 9/2 supporting the extension of the MUL for Area 2C is therefore accepted. 
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N and M Properties also seek the inclusion of the whole of the property at 984 Papakura-Clevedon 
Road, or at the very least the inclusion of the western edge (approx 0.5 ha) of their land within the 
urban zoning as previously provided for under the TSP. This additional 0.5 hectares forms part of the 
slope adjacent to the east of Area 2C (see figure 3 below). 
 

 

Figure 3: Map indicating request from N and M Properties (9/2) to include additional 
areas of land into ARPS Change 12 

This part of the submission is rejected because the property at 984 Papakura-Clevedon Road is not 
identified as an area to be urbanised under Schedule 1 of Proposed Change 6 to the ARPS. 
Furthermore the original submission and evidence lodged on behalf of N and M Properties lacks 
sufficient technical analysis to support an extension to the MUL at this location. As noted earlier, 
policy 2.6.2.2 (Proposed Change 6 to the ARPS), outlines a number of criteria that must be satisfied 
before the ARC will consider extending the MUL. The Operative ARPS also contains a number of 
objectives and policies which reinforce these criteria (sections 2.5.1, 2.5.2 and 2.6.1). These criteria 
include: providing evidence that all necessary infrastructure can be provided; that any adverse 
environmental effects from the proposal on water, air and land ecosystems are avoided or mitigated; 
that conflicts or incompatibilities between adjoining land uses are avoided or mitigated; and that the 
proposal demonstrates how it is consistent with the strategic direction of containment and 
intensification. While some additional analysis was provided at the Hearing on how the proposal by N 

Additional 0.5 ha 
(indicative) sought by N 
and M Properties to be 
included within the MUL 
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and M Properties complied with these criteria, the Panel consider that the submitter has still not 
provided sufficient information/analysis of how the proposal meets the relevant RPS criteria. 

At the hearing, N and M Properties also produced additional evidence which sought to include, at the 
very least, 0.5ha within the MUL. The TSP shows the eastern boundary of Area 2C as a straight line 
with an area of approximately 7 hectares. This boundary line most likely represented the legal 
boundary at the time. PDC have advised that after the release of the TSP, a boundary readjustment 
was granted to the owners of the neighbouring property at 984 Papakura-Clevedon Road. This 
resulted in the boundary and land area for Area 2C being adjusted (down to 6.5 ha) to what is now 
shown by Proposed ARPS Change 12 (Map 1 – Sheet 20) and the relevant PDC Proposed Plan 
Changes (Changes 10 and 11).  

Irrespective of the changes that have occurred to the extent of this boundary and land area since 
2000, the Panel consider that the eastern boundary of Area 2C, as indicated by Proposed ARPS 
Change 12 and the corresponding Proposed PDC Plan Changes, represents a logical boundary for 
the MUL in this locality. The eastern boundary of Area 2C, as notified, is located along the foot (the 
old Drury Fault) of slopes that rise steadily eastwards up to the northern end of Red Hill ridge. The toe 
of this slope forms a natural boundary and provides a visual transition between the urbanised area on 
the lowland and the large lots of the rural residential zone on the sloping land above. This slope is 
relatively undeveloped. The Panel consider that allowing urban development to encroach further up 
this slope, as requested by N and M Properties Ltd, would remove the visual transition (between 
urban and rural-residential) that currently exists at this locality. Accordingly that part of the N and M 
Properties submission to include the western edge of their property in the MUL is rejected. 

4.2.4 Submissions that support Variation 2 to the PARP: ALW 
 

No. Submitter Summary of Decision Sought Further Submitter/s 

 
2/2 

Cosgrave Landowners 
and Residents 
Association  
 

To approve as notified Proposed 
Variation 2 for the Takanini Structure Plan 
Areas 2A, Part 2B and 2C. 

Support and Opposed By 
FS9 – N & M Properties Ltd 
 
FS21 – Waitakere City 
Council 

3/2 Kirikiri Landowners and 
Residents Association 

To approve as notified Proposed 
Variation 2 for the Takanini Structure Plan 
Areas 2A, Part 2B and 2C.  

Support and Opposed By 
FS9 – N & M Properties Ltd 
 
FS21 – Waitakere City 
Council 

6/3 Xu Dong Chen  Approve plan in full Support and Opposed By 
FS9 – N & M Properties Ltd 
 
FS21 – Waitakere City 
Council 

7/3 Summerland Property 
Development Ltd 

Approve plan in full Support and Opposed By 
FS9 – N & M Properties Ltd 
FS21 – Waitakere City 
Council 

8/3 Tony and Barbara Erceg  Approve plan in full 
 
 

Support and Opposed By 
FS9 – N & M Properties Ltd 
FS21 – Waitakere City 
Council 

10/2 Peter John Macleod  Supports the plan change for Area 2A Support and Opposed By 
FS9 – N & M Properties Ltd 
FS21 – Waitakere City 
Council 

11/3 Chan Wah Kim and Hock 
Lye Ng  

Approve plan Support and Opposed By 
FS9 – N & M Properties Ltd 
FS21 – Waitakere City 
Council 

12/3 Teng Yeng Ng and Hock 
San Ng  

Approve Plan Support and Opposed By 
FS9 – N & M Properties Ltd 
FS21 – Waitakere City 
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Council 

13/3 John A Rennell  Approve Plan Support and Opposed By 
FS9 – N & M Properties Ltd 
FS21 – Waitakere City 
Council 

15/2 CDL Land New Zealand 
Ltd  

Allow the Variation to proceed particularly 
in relation to Part 2C 

Support and Opposed By 
FS9 – N & M Properties Ltd 
FS21 – Waitakere City 
Council 

16/3 Louise Kim Hung Lee Ng  Approve Plan Support and Opposed By 
FS9 – N & M Properties Ltd 
FS21 – Waitakere City 
Council 

17/3 Mei Wo Michael Low & In 
Man Mandy Low Lee 

Approve Plan Support and Opposed By 
FS9 – N & M Properties Ltd 
FS21 – Waitakere City 
Council 

19/3 Harold George Davis and 
Marian Ellen Davis  

Support the shifting of the Urban AQMA. Support and Opposed By 
FS9 – N & M Properties Ltd 
FS21 – Waitakere City 
Council 

20/1 Sunland Investments Ltd  Approve Plan Support and Opposed By 
FS9 – N & M Properties Ltd 
FS21 – Waitakere City 
Council 

 
Evidence: 
 
WCC (FS21) presented evidence that supported in part the approach of having a joint MUL/PARP: 
ALW Plan Change as promulgated by Variation 2. WCC also requested that the UAQMA for Variation 
2 be extended to include Massey North and Hobsonville. 

 
Decisions: 
 
(a)  That those parts of submissions 2/2, 3/2, 6/3, 7/3, 8/3, 10/2, 11/3, 12/3, 13/3, 15/2, 16/3, 17/3, 

19/3, 20/1 seeking to extend the UAQMA to Area 2C be accepted.  
 

(b)  That those parts of submissions 2/2, 3/2, 6/3, 7/3, 8/3, 10/2, 11/3, 12/3, 13/3, 15/2, 16/3, 17/3, 
19/3, 20/1 seeking to extend the UAQMA to Area 2A and Part 2B are rejected.  

 
(c)  That part of further submissions (FS9, FS21) in support or opposition to the submissions noted in 

(a) above are accepted or rejected accordingly. 
 
Reasons: 

 
Submissions supporting Variation 2 to the PARP: ALW 
 
Section 3.11.1 of the PARP: ALW states that an extension to the UAQMA can only occur if there is a 
corresponding shift to the MUL. The Panel has agreed to extend the MUL over Area 2C therefore 
those parts of the submissions 2/2, 3/2, 6/3, 7/3, 8/3, 10/2, 11/3, 12/3, 13/3, 15/2, 16/3, 17/3, 19/3, 
and relevant further submissions are accepted. The balance of these submissions and further 
submissions are rejected because the Panel has rejected the extension of the MUL to Areas 2A and 
Part 2B for the reasons stated in section 4.1(a), (b) and (c).  
 
Further submissions by N and M Properties and Waitakere City Council 
 
Part of the further submission by N and M Properties seeks to extend the UAQMA to include the 
property at 984 Papakura-Clevedon Road (Lot 2 DP330943). Because the Panel has rejected the 
extension of the MUL to this property (see 4.2.3) there will not be a corresponding shift in the 
UAQMA. Accordingly this part of their further submission is rejected. 
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That part of further submission (FS21) by Waitakere City Council seeking to extend the UAQMA to 
include the areas at Massey North and Hobsonville is rejected. Accepting this submission would be 
contrary to natural justice and due process (see section 4.2.6 for further details). 

 
4.2.5 Submissions that oppose Variation 2 to the PARP: ALW 
 
No. Submitter Summary of Decision Sought Further Submitter/s 

4/2 
 

Ardmore Airfield 
Tenants & Users 
Committee 
 

Deny urbanisation of Areas 2B and 2C. 
Urban sprawl into these areas is contrary to 
ARGS 2050 and LGAAA. It would create 
further reverse sensitivity problems for the 
National, Regional and local infrastructure 
asset that Ardmore Aerodrome represents.  

Opposed By 
FS9 – N & M Properties Ltd 
 
FS21 Waitakere City Council 

 
Evidence: 
 
Ardmore Airfield Tenants & Users Committee (4/2) did not present any evidence at the hearing on 
Variation 2. 
 
Decisions: 

(a) That part of submission 4/2 seeking to reject the extension of the UAQMA for Area Part 2B is 
 accepted. 

(b) That part of submission 4/2 seeking to reject the extension of the UAQMA for Area 2C is 
 rejected. 

(c)  That the further submissions (FS9, FS21) are rejected accordingly. 

Reasons: 

Ardmore Airfield Tenants & Users Committee  

The Panel does not agree with the reasons provided by Ardmore Airfield Tenants & Users Committee 
(4/2) for rejecting the extension of the UAQMA to Area Part 2B. Reverse sensitivity effects are not 
considered relevant to Area Part 2B as the Ardmore Aerodrome OCB air noise contour boundaries do 
not cover this area. However, because the relief sought by the submitter is consistent with the Panel’s 
decision to decline the extension of the UAQMA to this area (see section 4.2.4) this submission is 
accepted in part.   

That part of submission (4/2) by Ardmore Airfield Tenants & Users Committee seeking to decline the 
extension of the UAQMA for Area 2C is rejected. Under the PARP: ALW an extension to the UAQMA 
needs to occur where there is a corresponding extension to the MUL. As noted earlier, the Panel have 
agreed to extend the MUL for Area 2C. 

Waitakere City Council (FS21) reject the submission by Ardmore Airfield Tenants and Users 
Committee because the UAQMA as notified does not include ARPS Change 7 decision areas. This 
further submission is rejected as accepting this submission would be contrary to natural justice and 
process issues (see section 4.2.6). 

N and M Properties (FS9) reject the submission by Ardmore Airfield Tenants and Users Committee 
because it does not identify the property at 984 Papakura Clevedon Road for inclusion within the 
UAQMA. This further submission is rejected because the Panel have already rejected the 
corresponding submission by N and M Properties (9/2) to extend the MUL to this property. Under the 
PARP: ALW, the UAQMA cannot be extended unless there is a corresponding shift in the MUL. 
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4.2.6  Submissions seeking amendments to Variation 2 to the PARP: ALW 
 
No. Submitter Summary of Decision Sought Further Submitter/s 
5/2 
 

Ray Wallace Ltd Approve the Variation extension to the 
Metropolitan Urban Limits and Urban Air 
Quality Management Areas and extend the 
Metropolitan Urban Limits and Urban Air 
Quality Management Areas as shown on 
Map 40 to include the following properties, 
as shown on attachment 1 to this 
submission: 

• 543 Mill Road Lot 9 DP 85918 

• 547 Mill Road, Lot 8 DP 85918 

• 561 Mill Road, Lot 5 DP 85918 

• 555 Mill Road Lot 6 DP 85918 

• 170 Walters Road Lot 1 DP 85918 

• 180 Walters Road Lot 2 DP 85918 

• 190 Walters Road Lot 3 DP 85918 

• 587 Mill Road Lot 4 DP 85918. 
 
These areas are suitable for urban 
development because they directly abut the 
MUL and have similar locational 
characteristics to Takanini Structure Plan 
Area 2A, abuts the same roads as Area 2A 
and directly adjoins Bruce Pulman Park. 

Support and Opposed By 

FS21- Waitakere City Council 

  

 

9/3 N and M Properties Supports Variation 2 to the extent that the 
variation extends the Urban Air Quality 
Management Area to assist in meeting the 
objectives of the Auckland Regional Growth 
Strategy.  

Opposes Variation 2 to the extent that the 
Urban Air Quality Management Area in this 
area should be extended further to the east 
to include the abutting property at Number 
984 Papakura-Clevedon Road (Lot 2 
DP330943). 

Support and Opposed By 

FS21- Waitakere City Council 

 

21/1 

 

Waitakere City Council 

 

Variation 2 is supported but should be 
extended to include the areas at Massey 
North and Hobsonville to be urbanised 
under ARPS Change 7 decisions because: 

• The application to move the MUL as 
part of ARPS Plan Change 7 included 
a request to alter the ALW Plan maps 
to include the respective areas as 
Urban Air Quality Management Areas; 
however this request has not yet been 
affected. 

• ARPS Plan Change 7 has progressed 
further than ARPS Proposed Plan 
Change 11 and 12. 

• The description of Urban Management 
Areas (see 3.11.1 ALW Plan) indicates 
that the ARC will notify a plan change 
to the ALW Plan jointly with the change 
by which the MUL is extended or, if this 
is not possible, at the earliest 
practicable time thereafter. 

• Including the ARPS Change 7 areas 
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within the Urban Air Quality 
Management Areas as part of Variation 
2 would be efficient and effective and 
would meet the requirements of the 
RMA and the objectives, policies and 
methods of proposed ALW Plan. 

 
Evidence: 

Ray Wallace Ltd (5/2) did not present any evidence at the hearing. N and M Properties (9/3) also did 
not present any specific evidence on Variation 2. WCC’s (21/1) evidence can be summarised as 
follows: 

Waitakere City Council 

• WCC has now documented, on a number of occasions that it is appropriate to include ARPS PC 7  
decision areas within the Urban AQMA. 

 

• There is minimal risk that altering the Urban UAQMA in Waitakere City via Variation 2 will be 
subject to challenge due to the unique circumstances surrounding the history of WCC’s 
application and the fact that the major landowners in the subject area are supportive. 

 

• In the event that the ARC rejects this approach WCC respectfully requests that the ARC re-
activate the December 2007 application to include ARPS PC7 decision areas within the Urban 
AQMA. 

 

• Regardless of the course of action taken above it is also considered that the ARC should 
promulgate a variation to the PARP: ALW to ensure UAQMAs are automatically altered once the 
MUL change has been approved, particularly as air quality issues are already assessed as part of 
the MUL application in accordance with the ARPS. 

 
Decisions: 
 
(a) That those parts of submissions 5/2, 9/3, 21/1 supporting the extension of the UAQMA to Area 2A 

and Part 2B are rejected. 
 
(b) That part of submission 5/2 seeking to extend the UAQMA to include the following properties: 

 

• 543 Mill Road Lot 9 DP 85918 

• 547 Mill Road, Lot 8 DP 85918 

• 561 Mill Road, Lot 5 DP 85918 

• 555 Mill Road Lot 6 DP 85918 

• 170 Walters Road Lot 1 DP 85918 

• 180 Walters Road Lot 2 DP 85918 

• 190 Walters Road Lot 3 DP 85918 

• 587 Mill Road Lot 4 DP 85918. 
 

 is rejected. 
 
(c) That those parts of submissions 5/2, 9/3, 21/1 supporting the extension of the UAQMA for Area 

2C are accepted. 
 
(d) That part of submission 9/3 seeking to extend the UAQMA to include the property at 984 
 Papakura-Clevedon Road (Lot 2 DP330943) is rejected. 

(e) That part of submission 21/1 seeking to extend the UAQMA to include ARPS Change 7 
 decisions areas is rejected. 
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(f) That part of submission 21/1 requesting that the ARC promulgate a variation to the PARP: ALW 
 to ensure UAQMAs are automatically altered once the MUL change has been approved is 
 accepted in part.  

(g)  That the further submissions (FS21) made in support of or in opposition to the submission 
 noted in (a) and (d) above are either accepted or rejected accordingly. 

Reasons: 

Ray Wallace Ltd  

The Panel have rejected the extension of the UAQMA for Area 2A (see reasons 4.2.4) therefore the 
first part of submission (5/2) and part of further submission (21/1) is rejected. The second part of 
submission (5/2) seeks a further extension to Variation 2 to include eight additional properties to the 
north of Walters Road (see figure 3 below). 

 

Figure 3:  Map indicating request from Ray Wallace Ltd (5/2) to include additional 
areas of land into Variation 2 to the PARP: ALW 

Under the PARP: ALW an extension to the UAQMA can only occur if there is a corresponding shift to 
the MUL. Section 4.2.3 of this report rejected the corresponding submission by Ray Wallace Ltd (5/1) 
to extend the MUL in this location because the land has not been identified for development until post 
2020; and because the submission lacked sufficient technical analysis against the relevant ARPS 
policy criteria to support an extension to the MUL in this location. 

The Panel therefore rejects that part of submission 5/2 seeking an extension to the UAQMA.  
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N and M Properties 

That part of submission 9/3 supporting the extension of the UAQMA for Area 2C is accepted by the 
Panel. The second part of the N and M Properties submission (9/3) seeks a further extension to the 
UAQMA to include the property at 984 Papakura-Clevedon Road (see figure 4 below). 
 

 

Figure 4: Map indicating request from N and M Properties (9/3) to include additional 
areas of land into Variation 2 to the PARP: ALW. 

As noted earlier, an extension to the UAQMA can only occur if there is a corresponding shift to the 
MUL. The corresponding submission by N and M Properties (9/2) to extend the MUL to include the 
property at 984 Papakura-Clevedon Road was rejected by the Panel for the reasons stated in section 
4.2.3. Accordingly that part of submission 9/3 seeking to extend the UAQMA, to include the property 
at 984 Papakura Clevedon Road is rejected. 

Waitakere City Council 

That part of submission 21/1 supporting the extension of the UAQMA for Area 2C is accepted by the 
Panel. WCC also seek to extend the UAQMA proposed under Variation 2 to include the areas at 
Massey North and Hobsonville. The intent and notification material for Variation 2 states that the 
Variation is related to the extension of the UAQMA in the Papakura District, not Massey North and 
Hobsonville. The earlier officer’s report identified natural justice and due process issues arising under 
the First Schedule of the RMA 1991 if this submission was accepted. This was because Massey North 
and Hobsonville are within the jurisdiction of WCC not Papakura District Council. The Panel 
acknowledge that natural justice and process issues are likely to be at the lesser scale should this 
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submission be accepted. However, on balance the Panel considers that these issues are still 
significant enough to warrant this submission being rejected. 

In their evidence WCC also requested that the ARC promulgate a variation to the PARP: ALW to 
ensure UAQMAs are automatically altered once the MUL change has been approved, particularly as 
air quality issues are already assessed as part of the MUL application in accordance with the ARPS. 
This would avoid the need for a variation to the PARP: ALW each time the MUL was extended. The 
Panel considers that this suggestion has merit, however, further investigations need to be undertaken 
by officers (see recommendation 6.1) on whether this approach would satisfy the consultative 
requirements under the RMA for Plan Changes (First Schedule). 
 
Accordingly this part of the WCC submission is accepted in part by the Panel. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 
 
 
 

 
ARC Decision report – Proposed ARPS Private Change 11 and Proposed Change 12 & Variation 2           27 
to the PARP: ALW   

 

5.0 DECISIONS 
 
Pursuant to Clause 10 of the First Schedule of the Resource Management Act 1991 and having 
considered the officer’s report, all written submissions and the evidence presented by the applicant 
and submitters at the hearing, the Hearing Panel make the following decisions in relation to Proposed 
Private Change 11, Proposed Change 12 to the Auckland Regional Policy Statement and Variation 2 
to the Proposed Auckland Regional Plan. 
 
5.1       Overall decisions on Proposed Auckland Regional Policy Statement Proposed Private 

Change 11 and Proposed Change 12 
 
Area 2A – ARPS Proposed Private Change 11 
 
(a) That the proposal to extend the metropolitan urban limits to include Area 2A of the Takanini 

Structure Plan is rejected for the following reasons: 
 

- potential reverse sensitivity effects arising in relation to Ardmore Aerodrome as a result of 
residential development being located in the Ardmore Aerodrome Outer Control Boundary 
(OCB) air noise contours; and 

- the proposed residential land use would reduce the amount of land that could potentially be 
rezoned for business; thereby reducing future employment opportunities in the Papakura 
District; and  

- the lack of certainty around the management of stormwater discharges from the proposed 
development. 

 
 
Areas Part 2B and 2C – ARPS Proposed Change 12 
 
(b)   That the proposal to extend the metropolitan urban limits to include Area Part 2B of the Takanini 

Structure Plan is rejected because of the lack of certainty around the management of stormwater 
discharges from the proposed development. 

 
(c)   That the proposal to extend the metropolitan urban limits to include Area Part 2C of the Takanini 

Structure Plan is accepted for the following reasons: 
  

         -     the proposal is consistent with Part II of the RMA 1991; and  
       -     the proposal meets the relevant objectives and policies of the Operative Auckland Regional 

Policy Statement and Proposed Change 6 to the Auckland Regional Policy Statement; and 
-     Area 2C is identified within Schedule 1 of Proposed Change 6 to the Auckland Regional 

Policy Statement as a future urban area to be developed.  
 

Proposed Variation 2 to the Proposed Auckland Regional Plan: Air, Land and Water 

 
(d) That the proposal to extend the Urban Air Quality Management Areas (UAQMA) to Area 2C of 

the Takanini Structure Plan is accepted for the following reasons: 

- the proposal is consistent with section 3.11.1 of the Proposed Auckland Regional Plan: Air, 
Land and Water, which requires the UAQMA to be extended where there is a corresponding 
shift to the MUL (see (c) above); and 

- the application of the UAQMA to Area 2C will ensure that the amenity values and health of 
residents in this area are not compromised by the potential adverse effects of air 
discharges. 

(e) That the proposal to extend the UAQMA to Area 2A and Part 2B of the Takanini Structure Plan  
is rejected for the following reason: 
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- the Panel have rejected the request to extend the MUL to Areas Part 2B and 2C; therefore 
in accordance with section 3.11.1 of the PARP: ALW, the UAQMA cannot be extended to 
these areas.  

 

5.2 Specific decisions on submissions  

 
Area 2A – ARPS Proposed Private Change 11 
 

• That submissions (or those parts of) 2/1, 5/1, 9/1, 6/1, 6/1, 7/1, 8/1, 9/1, 10/1, 11/1, 12/1, 13/1, 
14/1, 16/1, 17/1, 19/1 supporting the extension of the MUL to Area 2A are rejected. 

 

• That part of submission 5/1 seeking an extension to the MUL (north of Area 2A) to include the 
following properties: 

 
- 543 Mill Rd Lot 9  DP 85918 
- 547 Mill Rd Lot 8  DP 85918 
- 561 Mill Rd Lot 5  DP 85918 
- 555 Mill Rd Lot 6  DP 85918 
- 170 Walters Rd Lot 1  DP 85918 
- 180 Walters Rd Lot 2  DP 85918 
- 190 Walters Rd Lot 3  DP 85918 
- 587 Mill Rd Lot 4 DP 85918. 
 
is rejected. 

 
Proposed Change 12 to the ARPS (Area Part 2B) 
 

• That submissions (or those parts of) 3/1, 6/2, 7/2, 8/2, 9/2, 11/2, 12/2, 13/2, 14/2, 15/1, 16/2, 
17/2, 19/2 supporting the extension of the MUL to Area 2B are rejected. 

 

• That part of submission 4/1 seeking to reject the extension of the MUL for Area Part 2B is 
accepted. 

 

• That submissions 1/1 and 1/2 seeking private development housing in these areas are rejected. 
 
Areas Part 2B and 2C – ARPS Proposed Change 12 
 

• That submissions (or those parts of) 3/1, 6/2, 7/2, 8/2, 9/2, 11/2, 12/2, 13/2, 14/2, 15/1, 16/2, 
17/2, 19/2 supporting the extension of the MUL to Area 2C be accepted. 

 

• That part of submission 4/1 seeking to reject the extension of the MUL for Area 2C is rejected. 
 

• That part of submission 9/2 seeking an extension of the MUL (east of Area 2C) to include the 
property at 984 Papakura Clevedon Road (Lot 2 DP330943) is rejected. 

 

• That submissions 18/1 and 18/2 seeking to defer the decision on the ARPS Changes are 
accepted. 
 

Proposed Variation 2 to the Proposed Auckland Regional Plan: Air, Land and Water 

 

•  That submissions (or those parts of) 2/2, 3/2, 5/2, 6/3, 7/3, 8/3, 9/3, 10/2, 11/3, 12/3, 13/3, 15/2, 
16/3, 17/3, 19/3, 20/1, 21/1 seeking to extend the UAQMA to Area 2C are accepted.  

 

•  That submissions (or those parts of) 2/2, 3/2, 5/2, 6/3, 7/3, 8/3, 9/3, 10/2, 11/3, 12/3, 13/3, 15/2, 
16/3, 17/3, 19/3, 20/1, 21/1 seeking to extend the UAQMA to Area 2A and Part 2B are rejected.  
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• That part of submission 4/2 seeking to reject the extension of the UAQMA to Area Part 2B is 
accepted. 

 

• That part of submission 4/2 seeking to reject the extension of the UAQMA to Area 2C is rejected. 
 

•  That part of submission 5/2 seeking to extend the UAQMA to include the following properties: 
 

- 543 Mill Road Lot 9 DP 85918 
- 547 Mill Road, Lot 8 DP 85918 
- 561 Mill Road, Lot 5 DP 85918 
- 555 Mill Road Lot 6 DP 85918 
- 170 Walters Road Lot 1 DP 85918 
- 180 Walters Road Lot 2 DP 85918 
- 190 Walters Road Lot 3 DP 85918 
- 587 Mill Road Lot 4 DP 85918. 

 
  is rejected. 
 

•  That part of submission 9/3 seeking to extend the UAQMA to include the property at 984 
Papakura-Clevedon Road (Lot 2 DP330943) is rejected. 

 

•  That part of submission 21/1 seeking to extend the UAQMA to include ARPS Change 7 decisions 
areas is rejected. 

 

• That part of submission 21/1 requesting that the ARC promulgate a variation to the PARP: ALW 
to ensure UAQMAs are automatically altered once the MUL change has been approved is 
accepted in part. 

 

•  That all further submissions made in support of or in opposition to the submissions noted above 
are either accepted or rejected accordingly. 

 
 

6.0 RECOMMENDATION 
 
 6.1 That officers be instructed to investigate the feasibility of undertaking a variation to 
  the PARP: ALW; the purpose of this variation would be to allow the UAQMA to be 
  automatically altered once an MUL change has been approved. 
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Appendix 1: Map 1 depicting an overview of the proposed Metropolitan Urban 
Limits and Urban Air Quality Management Areas at Takanini. 
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Appendix 1: Map 2 Proposed Metropolitan Urban Limits as amended by 
Proposed Regional Policy Statement Private Change 11 (Area 2A) and 
Proposed Regional Policy Statement Change 12 (Areas Part 2B and 2C) 
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Appendix 1: Map 3 Proposed Metropolitan Urban Limits as amended by 
Proposed Change 12 (Areas 2C) 
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Appendix 1: Map 4 Proposed Urban Air Quality Management Areas – as 
amended by Proposed Variation 2 to the Proposed Auckland Regional Plan: 
Air, Land and Water 
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Appendix 1: Map 5 Proposed Urban Air Quality Management Areas – as 
amended by Proposed Variation 2 to the Proposed Auckland Regional Plan: 
Air, Land and Water 
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Appendix 2:   Index of submissions/further submissions, summary of 
submissions and further submissions 

 
Proposed ARPS Private Change 11 
 
Report 
Section 

 

Submitter 
Number 

Submitter Name Supported by Opposed by 

 1/1 Jai Waite   

 2/1 Cosgrave Landowners 
and Residents Association 

FS9 – N & M Properties Ltd  FS9 – N & M Properties Ltd  
 

 5/1 Ray Wallace Ltd (Bruce 
Wallace)  

 FS2 - Cosgrave Landowners 
and Residents Association 

 6/1 Xu Dong Chen and   
XueLong Chen 

FS9 – N & M Properties Ltd  FS9 – N & M Properties Ltd  

 7/1 Summerland Property 
Development Ltd 

FS9 – N & M Properties Ltd  FS9 – N & M Properties Ltd  

 8/1 Tony and Barbara Erceg FS9 – N & M Properties Ltd  FS9 – N & M Properties Ltd  

 9/1 N and M Properties Ltd FS9 – N & M Properties Ltd  FS9 – N & M Properties Ltd  

 10/1 Peter John Macleod FS9 – N & M Properties Ltd  FS9 – N & M Properties Ltd  

 11/1 Chan Wah Kim and Hock 
Lye Ng 

FS9 – N & M Properties Ltd  FS9 – N & M Properties Ltd  

 12/1 Teng Yeng Ng and Hock 
San Ng 

FS9 – N & M Properties Ltd  FS9 – N & M Properties Ltd  

 13/1 John A Rennell FS9 – N & M Properties Ltd  FS9 – N & M Properties Ltd  

 14/1 Lin Sai Hwa Lien FS9 – N & M Properties Ltd  FS9 – N & M Properties Ltd  

 16/1 Louisa Kim Hung Lee Ng FS9 – N & M Properties Ltd  FS9 – N & M Properties Ltd  

 17/1 Mei Wo Michael Low & In 
Man Mandy Low - Lee 

FS9 – N & M Properties Ltd  FS9 – N & M Properties Ltd  

 18/1 Transit NZ FS9 – N & M Properties Ltd  
 
FS9 – N & M Properties Ltd   

FS2 - Cosgrave Landowners 
and Residents Association 
 
FS3 - Kirikiri Landowners and 
Residents Association 

 19/1 Harold George Davis and 
Marian Ellen Davis 

FS9 – N & M Properties Ltd  FS9 – N & M Properties Ltd  

 Proposed ARPS Change 12 
 

Report 
Section 

 

Submitter 
Number 

Submitter Name Supported by Opposed by 

 1/2 Jai Waite   

 3/1 Kirikiri Landowners and 
Residents Association  

FS9 – N & M Properties Ltd  FS9 – N & M Properties Ltd  

 4/1 Ardmore Airfield Tenants 
and Users Committee  

 FS3 - Kirikiri Landowners and 
Residents Association 
 
FS9 – N & M Properties Ltd  

 6/2 Xu Dong Chen and 
XueLong Chen 

FS9 – N & M Properties Ltd  FS9 – N & M Properties Ltd  

 7/2 Summerland Property 
Development Ltd 

FS9 – N & M Properties Ltd  FS9 – N & M Properties Ltd  

 8/2 Tony and Barbara Erceg FS9 – N & M Properties Ltd  FS9 – N & M Properties Ltd  

 9/2 N and M Properties Ltd FS9 – N & M Properties Ltd  FS9 – N & M Properties Ltd  

 11/2 Chan Wah Kim and Hock 
Lye Ng 

FS9 – N & M Properties Ltd  FS9 – N & M Properties Ltd  

 12/2 Teng Yeng Ng and Hock 
San Ng 

FS9 – N & M Properties Ltd  FS9 – N & M Properties Ltd  

 13/2 John A Rennell FS9 – N & M Properties Ltd  FS9 – N & M Properties Ltd  

 14/2 Lin Sai Hwa Lien FS9 – N & M Properties Ltd  FS9 – N & M Properties Ltd  

 15/1 CDL Land New Zealand 
Ltd 

FS9 – N & M Properties Ltd  FS9 – N & M Properties Ltd  

 16/2 Louisa Kim Hung Lee Ng FS9 – N & M Properties Ltd  FS9 – N & M Properties Ltd  

 17/2    Mei Wo Michael Low & In FS9 – N & M Properties Ltd  FS9 – N & M Properties Ltd  




