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17 WISELEY ROAD, WEST HARBOUR - SPEED HUMPS

PURPOSE OF THE REPORT

The purpose of this report is to provide feedback to the Massey Community Board on the
monitoring carried out foliowing the installation of speed humps in the northern part of
Wiseley Road, West Harbour, and to seek a decision from the Board on whether to
proceed with further speed humps in the southern part of Wiseley Road.

BACKGROUND

Speed humps have been installed in the northern part of Wiseley Road from Clark Road,
Hobsonville to Suncrest Drive, West Harbour. As part of the approval o install these
humps, the Massey Community Board requested that their effectiveness be monitored
over a trial period following their installation.

Andrew Good and Graeme Bamard were delegated authority by the Massey Community
Board to work with Council officers to review the results of the speed surveys and to
approve the next stage in the consultation process.

The speed counts indicate that vehicles in the northern part of Wiseley Road have on
average reduced their speed by approximately 10kph following the installation of the
speed humps. This has resulted in a substantially improved rate of compliance with the
posted speed limit in the northern part of Wiseley Road. Graphs showing the speed
distribution before and after the humps were installed are included in page A47.

STRATEGIC CONTEXT

The Council's ‘Integrated Transport and Communication piatform provides the strategic
context for this report. The vision is for public transport and communications systems that
provide fast, effective services, and for city travel facilitated by integrated, environmentally
responsible, and innovative design, with a focus on meeting the essential needs of all, for
access, communication, and safety.

The implementation of slow streets treatments focuses on addressing speed related
safety problems and providing a more pedestrian friendly environment. However
implementing slow streets has some negative consequences including impeding
response times for emergency vehicles and reducing ride comfort for vehicle occupants
inciuding public transport.

ISSUES

A letter and a brief questionnaire were sent to 1,101 residents in Wiseley Road and the
surrounding streets. There was a response rate of 42% (464 retums). Of these
responses 45% of residents were in favour of installing speed humps in the southern part
of Wiseley Road and 42% were opposed to the installation of speed humps in the
southern part of Wiseley Road. The remaining 13% gave no answer to that particular
guestion in the questionnaire.

The table below further breaks down the questionnaire responses into the areas from
which they were received.

AREA FOR AGAINST
Residents of Wiseley Road (north of Suncrest Drive) 24 19
Residents of Wiseley Road (south of Suncrest Drive) 28 9
Residents of side streets west off Wiseley Road 72 73
Residents of side streets east off Wiseley Road 72 72
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Residents of Hobsonville Road 9 18

The comments included in the responses to the questionnaire indicate that among the
residents, strong views are held both in favour of and in opposition to the speed humps.

Common observations by those opposing the speed humps were:

. The humps siow some vehicles down too much
» The traffic noise is either as bad, or worse than before the humps were infroduced
. The humps do not slow some vehicles down enough.

Common observations by those in favour of the speed humps were:

. The humps siow vehicles down adequately
. The traffic feels less threatening for pedestrians using Wiseley Road.

With regard to the question of installing further speed humps in the southern part of
Wiseley Road, a commonly-raised concem was the impact of humps on the movement of
boat trailers to and from the West Harbour Marina,

Options

Three options are presented for the Board's consideration, as follows:

Option 1 - No further humps on Wiseley Road.

Option 2 - install humps on Wiseley Road between Suncrest Drive and Clearwater Cove
{allows unimpeded access to the West Harbour Marina from the southern end
of Wiseley Road), at an estimated cost of $26,000.

Option 3 - Install humps on Wiseley Road befween Suncrest Drive and Marina View

Drive (this would require at least one speed hump to be travelled over by boat
trailers moving to and from the Marina), at an estimated cost of $30,000.

 The options are shown in the plans attached at page A47.

Should the Board elect to support either Option 2 or Option 3, then the detailed design
will be referred back to the Board for approval.

RESOURCES

Option 2 or 3 would require additionai funding that is not currently budgeted in the 2006-
2016 Long Term Council Community Plan. Should the Board decide to endorse either
Option 2 or 3, it will be necessary for the Board to recommend to the Long Term Council
Community Plan and Annuai Plan Special Committee that consideration for funding be
put to the Long Term Council Community Plan 2009-2019.

CONCLUSION

The installation of speed humps in the northern part of Wiseley Road has substantially
improved speed limit compliance.

However the views of residents are split on the relative benefits and disbenefits of the
project. The majority of immediate residents of the southem part of Wiseley Road have
indicated they are in favour of extending the project to the southern part of Wiseley Road,
however the wider community in the surrounding sfreets is split almost evenly on the
question of whether to extend the project.
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However, funding has not been provided in the 2006-2016 Long Term Council
Community Plan.

RECOMMENDATIONS
1. That the Wiseley Road, West Harbour - Speed Humps report be received.

2. That the Massey Community Board determine whether it wishes to support either
Option 2 or Option 3 as outlined in the Agenda on Wiseley Road between
Suncrest Drive and Clearwater Cove.

3. That subject to recommendation 2, the Massey Community Board recommend to
the Long Term Council Community Plan and Annual Plan Special Committee that
additional funding be provided in the Long Term Council Community Plan 2009-
2019.

Report prepared by: Adam Moller, Senior Transport Engineer: Planning and Design,
Transport Assets.
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WISELEY ROAD, WEST HARBOUR - SPEED HUMPS

403/2007
Moved by Cr Cooper, seconded RF Jessopp:

1. That the Wiseley Reoad, Wesi Harbour - Speed Humps report be received.

2. That the Massey Community Board supports Option 3 as outlined in the Agenda
report on Wiseley Road between Suncrest Drive and Marina View Drive.

3. That the Massey Community Board recommends to the Long Term Councii
Community Plan and Annual Plan Special Committee that additional funding be
provided in the Long Term Council Community Plan 2008-2019 for speed humps
in Wiseley Road between Suncrest Drive and Marina View Drive.

CARRIED

NOTE: Pursuant to Standing Order 32.12 AE Davies requested that his vote
against the motion be recorded.

The Order of Business resumed at ltem 6; Chairman’s Report.
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IN THE LAND VALUATION TRIBUNAL LWP 88/03
HELD AT AUCKLAND

INTHE MATTER  of 2 claim for compensaticn under s 40{2) of
the Public Works Act 1981

BETWEEN CHIEF EXECUTIVE, LAND INFORMATION
NEW ZEALAND

Applicant

AND ETHEL LUKE, MARY JENNIFER MEDLAND,
NANCYE MOIR NISBETT AND ALAN

. RAYMOND CLARK
Respondents

Before the Avpckland Land Valuation Tribungl

Chair: His Honour Judge J D Hole
Members: 3 W Charters, Esq

K G Stevenson, £3g
Date of hearing: 14-17 August 2008
Counsel: H 5 Hancock for Applicent

. J G Miles QC and A J Le Dwedekind for Respondents

Date of Dacision: /¥ December 2006

DECISION OF TRIBUNAL
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Introduction

{1} The Tribunal has been asked o determine an application under s 40{2)(A) of
the Public Works Act 1981 in respect of the price to be paid by the respondents for
land ("the land”) which they have agreed to purchase foliowing the making of an
offer by the applicant {hereinafter referred to as “the Crown™} under s 40(2) of the

Public Works Act, The land is no longer required for a public work,

{21 The offer was made on 3 Jure 2003 which is the effective date for the

determination of the current market value of the land.

[31  The land comprises part of the Hebsonville Air Force Base. The base is Deing
progressively disestablished. Some of the land has already been declared surplus to

New Zealand Defence Force's requirements and disposed of,

f41  The land s described as Lot 1, DP 317419 and part of Lot 2 DP 206311, and is
part of Certificate of Titie 134C/251. 1t has an area of 12.1572 hectares.

[5] Hobsonville Aerodrome is on land south of the Upper Harbour Drive at the
- northern end of the Hobsonville peninsula. It is approximately six kilometres east of
the end of the northwestern motorway and approximately 22 Kiiometres from ceniral
Auckiand. The general iocaiity has undergone fairly significant change over the past
10 to 15 vears, with widespread resigential development and the completion of the
Wasigate Shopping Centra.  Further residential cdevelopment with conseguential
roading construction is envisaged in the near future.

(67  The Air Base peninsufa is surrcunded on three sides by the upper reaches of

L4

the Waitemata Harbour. It has about three kilometres of caastline. This includes an

Reor

accessibie deepwater channe! adicining the northemn coastiine of the land,

(77 The land is generaily level, athough there are some steep embankments

gewn to the coastal edge. If comprises the eastern part of the former runway.
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Whilst the entire air base has been develcped for Air Force purposes, the only
building on the fand is a large house close to the coastal adge of it.

8]  Immediately fo the north of tha land is a four hectare properly occupied Dy

Sovergign Yachts. It contains two large shads in which vesseis are built. These have

131 Inthe opinicn of the Crown, the land had a markel value as at 3 June 2003 of
$6,450,000 exclusive of GST. The respendents contend that its value as at

3 June 2003 was $3,000,000 {exclusive of GST).

[10] The reason that such a gap exists between the two valuations is that each
party to these proceedings has a different perception of the land's highest and best
Lse and the likely time period between the effective date and the land being

available for development.

Valuation Basis

[117 Section 40(2) of the Public Works Act 1981 provides that land offered back o
the person from whorn the land was acquired (or thelr descendants) must be at the
current market value of the land as determined by a valuation carried out by a
registered valuer. Section 40(2)(A) of the Act states that where the parties cannot
agree on the price (as here) they may agree that it be determined by the

Land Valuation Tribunal Hence this proceeding.

Market Vaiue

[12] There is no dispute as to the definition of market value, The definitfon in
International Valuation Standards, 7 Ed {incorporated in the Vaiuation Standards of
the New gealand Insitiute of Valuers) is:

“narket value is the estimated amouni for which & property should exchange on the date of
the valuation between 3 wiling buyer and 3 willng selfer in a0 arms-length transaction after

)
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proper markeling wherein the parties had each acted knowledgeabdly, prudently and without
compiilsion’
{13] The phrase “.. wherein the parties had each octed knowledgeably and
prodently” s defined in the Standards as:
T presumes that both the willing buyer and the witing seller are reasonably informed about

the nalure sndf characteristics of the prapeity, 1ts actua/ and potentisl uses, snd the state of
the markat a5 at e date of valvotion,

{14} In Boat Park Limited & Ors v Hutchinson & Anor {unreported, CA 6/98,
2/11/98) Thomas J peinted out at p 14 that the market value is arrived at by
assessing “what price the property weuld sell for on the open market under the
normal conditions appilicable in the market... Fundamental to this task is the willing
seller/willing buyer princlple”. At p 15 he pointed out that valuers select the most
reliable method of valuing the property in question but then check that value by
reference to other methods. No method is regarded as conciusive,

Issues

[15] The three issues requiring determination are;
(i) What was the highest and best use of the land 25 at 3 June 20037

(i} What is the tikely time period between 3 June 2003 and the land being

avaliable for the development?

iy How can the vaiuation differences be resclved?

Highest And Best Use

[16] It is well recognised that, in undertaking the valuation exercise, the valver
must velue the land In accordance with &s “aighest and best use” The inferpratation
of this expression has been thrown into sharp refief by this proceeding.

The expression is defined in the Valuation Standards 1995 Revision adopted by the

New Zepland Institute of Valuers at 6.4 as “the most probable use of a property




which Is physically possible, appropriately justified, fegstly permissible, fAinanciaily
feasible, and whith results in the highest value of the property being valusd',
Thus it follows, as para 6,5 of the Standerds states, that a use which is not egally

permissible or physically possibie cannot be consigered a “highest and best yse”,

N

[17] This definiticn was confirmed by R L Jeffries in Urban Vaiualion in New

Zealand (Volume 1, 2™ Ed, 1991).

[18] In his book “Property Valuation and Analysis”’, R T M Whinple thought that the
exprassion "Aighest and best use” should be discarded in favour of the expression
“most probable use’. At p 141 he noted how the definition of the term “Aighest and
best use” had undergone a radical change. He pointed out that originafly the
expression was intended tc emphasise the maximisation of the owner's wealth by
defining the most profitable use of the land. That definition has bean discarded by
intreducing into the equation criteria such as probable and legal alternative uses,
financial feasibility and other matters which result in highest land value. Thus, the
spie criterion of Individual profit maximisation has been widened to include

community reguiremants expressed either in law or as an output of the political

orocess, At g 144, he concludea:

"Thus, i the space of bvo decades, the concept of highest snd best use has undergone &
great deal of revision.  from the undimensional and wnreal construction of wesith
mexinisation, i has been broadened fo indude the additional dimensions of jegal and potitical
_ restraiots, market strengths and preferences, conformability with comrmunfly objectives and,
. . Jlmost 35 o residual, the ability (0 generate revenue sufficient to service the requirernents of

these whe supply investment mornfes fo the enterprise. I determining how fand may bz
used, one neegs to study 3 these dimenstons and recognise the impossibility of accurately
forecosting the equiiibrium position, alf compeling dernands wilf be satisficd. The process,
despite the best research, & fraught with uncertainty and this is recognised by adopting the
term and dafinition Qiven above of ‘most proluble use’ ”

emmyg

18] Whilst the Tribunal does not wish to become involved in the semantics of 2

name, nevartheiess the trends in the development of the concept are undeniable.




The Task of the Tribunal

{207 In this case the Tribuna! has o assess how, in June 2003, a prudent and
reasonably well informed purchaser and a wiling but not over anxious seller would
consider the land's highest and best use. To undertake this task, the inquirer {who is
referrad {0 as “the developer” - for that 1s what he would be) would 1ook at the land
fiseif,. Uncdoubtedly he would conclude, as did the valuer, Mr Iain Gribble, for
example, that the land is a wonderful site with great residential potential. However,
the process would not stop there. The developer would then consider what
constrainis existed affecting the land's development. He would consider such
matters as the markeiplace, fegal and political constraints, and community
objectives. He would note that the land was zoned Countryside Living and was
outside the Metropoliten Urban Uimit "MUL") as defined by the Auckland Regional

Council ("ARC™.

Planning Evidence

i21] The town planning expert for the Crown was Ms A ) Rickard. She, and the
engineer, Mr M A Fraser, were together instructed in 2003 to “prepare s report and
draft scheme plan outfining the probable “highest and best” use for the subject site
in order to assist the land valuation process”. Her role was o provide planning and

resource management inputs into the procass.

[22] Her evidence, and the report upon which it was based, was superficial.
She did not attempt to define the concept of “highest and best use of langd” and it
weuid seem that she did not fully understand what was required. She correctly
concluded that the lang was suiteble for “urban development”. She thought that this
couid include residential, commercial, industrial and marine cluster type uses.
Further, she thought that any of these urhan uses could he undertaken within three

years of the effective date.

B,



(23] The problem with Ms Rickard’s analysis was that she did not go far enough in

her investigations. She surmised {but without Checking with the ARC) that the MU
was of little significance as she thought it could easily be moved 0 include the {and.
She did not understand the process invoived in the relccation of the MUL and it is
Clear that her assumPUon, in this regard, was incorrect,  (The other planning
avidence establishes guite ciearty that an individual landowner cannot @ apply 1o the
ARC for such & change, A territorial autherity may make a request for a change.
However, the change itself must He initiated by the ARC). Given that the MUL is
deslgned to prevent the expansicn: of urban development with ail the attendant
serviding problems which thet process encompasses, it is not surprising that usually
the ARC is very refuctant to Initate a change to relocate the MUL, Notwithstanding
this, however, Ms Rickard was correct in her assumption that, in time, the ARC wouid

. oe prepared to relocate the MUL to inciude the langd.

[24] To condlude that the highest and best use of *he land was for “urban
deveiopment” was painting too broad a brush. Ms Rickard was clearly influsnced by
the fact that a significant partion of the entire air base property would be used for
resicential development 25 a result of its purchase by Housing New Zealand.
Inquiries of the Waitakere City Council {"WCC™) would have revealeg that, since at
least 2001, there had been a strong commitment on the part of the WCC to have the
land (and a significant portion of the air base} zoned for & marine cluster type
industrial deveiopment. To some extent this was frustrated by the Housing New
. Zealand purchase {over which the WCC had no effective controb). Nevertheless, in
2001 the WCC had entered into an oplion to acquire the fand should i not be
deveioped as @ marine cluster wype development. Various reports had been written

setling out guite clearly the intertions of the WCC.

[25] Furthermore, the 2001 Northern and Western Sector Agreement prepared
urder the Regional Growth Strak egy had included the Hobsorville air base Jand as
231t of the Northers Strategic Growth Arez. The air base land was pizgced in the first
phase of development of the Northern Strategic Growth Area. This had led to the

geveiopment of concept plans for the land invoiving 2 Mayoral Task Force.

A g e e
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The possibiiity of 3 marine duster type development was being seriously considered.
Ak this was well known as at June 2003 and would have been carefully considered by

the developer.

{26} However, Ms Rickard Is correct In concluding that no zoning change had been
nitiated 1o put the intentions of the WCC into effect. The reason for this was that no
zoning ¢hange could be implemented for the urbanisation of the land until the ARC
had made a commitment to relocate the MUL,  Thus, the aims of the WCC

{expressed both at a poiitical and at an officer level) were being frustrated by the

RC.

T

[27] The WCC had expressed a very clear preference for the land being developed
as a maring cluster in cenjunction with the adjoining Sovereign Yachts. land.
Mr Lioyd, of Sovereign Yachts, had plainly influenced the WCC politicians and
officers. He was very much in favour of such a deveiopment as it complemented his
business. It must be rememberad that, In 2003, the Americas’ Cup euphoria was
rampant and the thought that a large scale super yacht bullding enterprise might be

feasible was very much alive.

28] The proposals of the WCC were not merely generated by a desire for 3
“trophy-type” deveiopment. It is clear from the evidence of both Mr W A Mead
(a town planner called by the respondents) and Mr F S Henderson, who is the
manager of the strategic projects group of the WCC, that the WCC's proposals were
generated by a rea concern for the provision of empioyment opportunities within the
toundaries of the WCC and the northwestern sector generaliy.

129 Mr Henderson pointed cut that approximately 60 percent of the citizens of the

WCC lsave the city to obtain employment and most of them travel on the motorway

through central Auckiand to parts south for this purpese.  The impact of such
movemants on the melorway systemn aione are very significant and are of concern
not onty to the WCC but alsp the ARC.  Another significant driver for the WCC's
srepesals s the fact thet the land is agiacent deep water: it would appear thers are

1o other similar sites within a reasonabie proximity of Augkland,

+ar




The Approach of the Developer

[30] A developer stending on the fand in 2003 needed to he aware of these
poiiticat and planning metters. More importantly, such a developer would have been
aware of e drivers behind the WCC's pollcies. He would have aporeciated that
none of the policies had been transformed inte legisiation or 2oning changes.

z

He would have been aware that WCC intended to make sure that some form &

marine cluster type development would eventuate.

[31] Nobwithstanding aff of this, however, the Tribunal considers that the developer
is unlikely to have been totally seduced by the marine ciuster concept,  He would

Nave recognised that this wouid have imposed a restrictive boutique-type 2oning on
the land which might not be sufficient to meet the wider market expectations.
He would have been conscious of the oaverall nesd to provide employment
opportunities within the boundaries of the WCC and northwestern sector. He is
uniikely to have bean totally convincad by WCC officials (such as Mr Henderson) who
seemed o think that a maring cluster type zoning shouid be tried first: if, after a
number of vears, it was found unmarketable then an alternative zoning could he
impesed. Such an approach would not have satisfied the economic and employment
driven considerations which plainly were of great importance to the WCC and its
pelitical masters.  Thus, as af June 2003, the Tribunal considers that the “risk

averse” devealoper would have concluded that, in ail likelivood:

L The MUL would be relocated to include the land within three fo fve

yaars;

= The WCC wouid have initiated a scheme plan change to provide for the

rezoning of the land within the same period;

*  That scheme change would have envisaged some sort of industrial

development with a particular emphasis on marine type activities:

o Eem s e e
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*  The likely zone would have permitted the subdivision of the land into iots
of varying sizes to enable such activities as bost construction angd
associated activities. In this regard, as Mr Mead pointed out, it would
nave been almost impossidie for the conditions attaching to the zone to
have preventad non marine type industrial uses.

[32] It wili be apparent that the Trisunal concludes that Ms rRickard's inclusion of
residentiel uses within her “urban development” concept was misconceived,
Mr Henderson was so appalled by the suggestion that the jand could be used for
residential purposes that he concluded that the WCC and other iotal authorities
would dlace every impediment possible in the way of such a use succeeding.
He thought that If ever such a use were to be permitted in the future it would take
somewhere between 20 and 30 years for development to occur. Whilst the Tribunal
recognises the concerns of Mr Henderson, it does not totally agree with them,
Nevertheless, it is very clear from al the evidence that there would have been
encrmous opposition from all the local authorities to the iand heing zoned for
residential uses within the foreseeabie future, Thus, the Tribunal does not accept

Ms Rickard’s generalised analysis and prefers the evidence of Mr Mead.

[33] It was unfortunate that the evidence of Ms Rickard and her report was so
generalised in nature. The two valuers for the Crown, Messrs £ B Smithies and
Gribbie, had no choice but to prepare valuations upon the scenario which she, as the
expert, propounded. Thus, they concluded that they should value the land {as 2 first
option) as if it was likely that 2 residential use of the land was possible,
Further, based on Ms Rickard’s conclusions, they thought that a residential
development could be undertaken within three or four years of the effective date.

{34] One cannot help but have considerable sympathy for both valuers. A visit to
the fand indicates that it is perfect for a residential subdivision. However, because
Ms Rickard failed to inform the valuers of all tha constraints applicable to 2

residential development, their valuations were inevitably flawed.

10
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Timing

(351 Because of the Tribunals condlusion that a residential development was not
‘easible {and thus a rasidential use doss not constitute the nighest and best use for
the land} there 1S no necessity 1o discuss issues affecting 2 residential type

subdivision.

(36] In his valuation for a maring industrial precinct zoning, Mr Smithies initially
thought that no deferment for town planning issues was necessary. Under cross
examination, however, he agrsed that three to four years might be appropriste.

He was not prepared e go as far as flve years.

[37] Mr Mead thought that the deferment period would take three years at an
absolute minimum provided there wera no maijor ohjections to the relocation of the
MUL. However, he thought that, even with the support of all the local authorities, a

fme frame of five years was more realistic,

{38] In this regard, the Tribunal generally prefers the evidence of Mr Mead and is
satisfied that a deferral period of three to five years is appropriate.

Valuafion

. 1391 As previously indicated, the T-ibunai has concluded that the developer as at
June 2003 would consider that the most probable “highest and best use” would be
2s a future industrial subdivision but with a strong emphasis on the marine industry.
Tha starting point, therefore, was t¢ consider vaiue on a hypothetical subdivision

basis adopting the proposed 32 ot subdivision outined in the evidence.,
i 3

The Hypothetical Subdivision Approach

(50 The Tribural accepts the avidence of Mr Fraser that that plan provided

flexibifity on ot size and layout to suit 2 variety of marine activities and associated

uses. Forturately the engineers agreed on mast of the subdivision costs, When they

A e e



disagreed, the approach that spread some of those costs over the wider area rather
than just the subject 12 hectare block is preferred. There was evidence that in the
short term existing services could be used. This increases the likellhcod that the
costs would be spread. The affected civil construction costs are those related to
sanitary sewer and stormwater sewers, The assessments of the balance of the

engineering costs were simiar.,

I411  Taking these factors inte account, civit construction costs (after adjustment) of

$103,100 per site have Deeh adopted. Associated construction costs which include
fees, power etg, amount o $23,400 per site.  The aliowance for external
infrastructure items is $15,000 per site.  This gives a total subdivision cost of

$141,500 per site,

[42] The hypothetical subdivision budgets provided by Messrs Smithies and Clark
have been reworked adopting those costs. The most significant difference was that
Mr Smithies adopted a starting point of $150 per square metre for the saleabie sites,
whereas Mr Ciark adopted $185 per square metre. That resuits in a different gross

realisation of $3,433,000.

[43] Other differences were in the profit and risk allowance. Mr Smithies adopted
20 perecent and Mr Clark initially 25 percent, but on further reflection, adopted

30 percent. The Tribunal has adopted a 25 percent profit and risk margin,

{44] The onlv other significant difference between the valuers was the sale and
deveiopment perlod upon which interest allowances were caiculated.  Mr Clark

adopted 2.25 vears and Mr Smithies 3 years. The latter period is preferred.

of the starting point, which was between $150 and $185 per sguare melre in respect
of the saleable sites. Ne information was provided which supported either rate.
These vaiues, when deferred for a three to five vear period, confirm a value range of

$25 10 $43 per square mewe,




Comparative Sales Evidence Approach

461 The Tribunal then considerad the sales evidence on industrial/business zoned
land that was available to a developer at the operative date. There were no sales
from the immediate vicinity and therefore evidence rangec from biocks in Mcleod
rRoad, Whangaparaoa, and three sales in South Auckiand. Mr Clark had adjusted
those for various factors including servicing, zoning, contour, iocation and the
physical characteristics of sach block. He then made further adjustments for time

and deferral.

471 In June 2002 a 34.87 hectare block at 76 Monigomerie Road sold for
312 mitlion plus, apparently, an additional allowance of $500,000. That equates o
an overall price of $35.84 per square metre. That sale was then adjusted for the fact
that it was already zoned for businass purposes, was inside the MUL and was a much

larger property.

{487 1In his adjustments Mr Clark considerec the Montgomerie Road area to be a
superior tocalfity and therefore adjusted for that purpose. However, Mr Smithies
confirmed that section values In the Montgomerie Road area at that time were in the
range of $120 o $140 per square metre. By comparison, the range adopted by the
vaiuers on the subject site was $150 to $185 per square metre with aven higher
rates of $200 per square metre adopted by Mr Clark on the assumption of a marine
. cluster.  Mr Henderson confirmed a shortage of industrial Jand in the
Waitzkere/North Shore locations and that appears to be reflected in the higher
section prices adopted by both valuers. Adopting a positive adjustment for location,

the analysis of that sale confirms a rate of $42 per square metre before deferment.

491 Stage 2 of the Alrpark subdivision sold in June 2003 for $16,500,000 and
based on the net useable area of 48 hectares eguates 3t $34.37 per square metre.
That is a larger block than the subject with the advantage of an existing Industrial
zone and orovision of services.  However it has inferior contour and subsoil
conditions and, on anaiysis, ingicates a rate of §36 per square melre before

deferment.




(507 The third sale in South Auckland was at 147 Wirf Station Road. That is a block
of 10.497 hectares that soid in Octoher 2002 for 43,450,000 or $32.86 per square
metrg. That block is of similar size to the subject, has the advantage of zoning and
services but has inferior shape and access. Adjusting for those factors confirms a

rate of 535 per sguars metre before deferment.

{517 Two gther industrial sales were provided in Mcleod Road, Te Ataty, and at
Whangaparaca. Thers was no further analysis of that data but we were advised

they confirmed overall retes of $32 to $48 per sguare metre,

[52] The sales on industrial sites therefore confirm a range of $32 to $48 per
square metre with those in South Aucxland indicating $35 to $42 per square metre

before deferment.

[53] If a starting point of $38 per square metre for industrial fand is adopted and
deferred for three 1o five years at a discount rate of 8 percent, that indicates a value

range or the sublect block of €26 to $30 per squere metre.

1541 The Tricunal compared that resuit with the per square metre rates derived
from lifestyle block sales in the immediate tocality. Sales of 4 hectare blocks both
before and immediately after the date on Clark Road confirm a range of $30 to $40
per square metre. Although they need some adjustment for size all are outside the
. MUL, have a2 Countryside Living zone and the timing of future rezoning is much less

certzin than the subject.

153 Both vaiuers confirmed that, as a2t June 2003, the market was rising and It
was therefore useful t¢ corsider sales after the date to confirm that frend.

here was sales evidence on sites north of the Westgate Shopping Centre on
Hobsonville Road for Diotks which were oulside the MUL and currently zoned for
rural use. Those sales indicated a range of $31 to $62 per scuare metre, which is
wel above the sales of similar zoned land arcund Clark Road and suggested added

vaiue for perceived sotendial for commercial or business use. Nevertheless, all were
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after the date and would not have been known to the developer as at June 2003 and
are therefore only helpful fo confirm a continued upward trend.

Valuation Summary

561 A summary of these conciusions is shown as follows:

Indusirial saies overail $32 - $48 m’

Industrial sales South Auckland $35 - $42 m*

Adopting $38 m*for industrial land and deferring
for three to five years $26 - $30 m?

Hypothetical subdivision assuming future industrial

subdivision and deferring for three to five years $25 - $43 m?
Lifestyle blocks Clark Road $30 - $40 m?
Lifestyle biocks time adjusted $35 - $36 m*

[57]1 The Tribunal accepts the evidence of aft valuers that, given a proposed zoning
for marinefindustrial purposes, this is a very difficuit exercise. There are no truty
comparable sales, with much of the sales pvidence in the immediate area having a
potential residential use. The hypothetical subdivision approach confirms a very wide

range in results; and calculations based on a DCF suffer from simitar shortcomings.

Conclugion

58] However, given the range of resuits from both the hypothetical subdivision
and a direct comparison with the szles that were available, the Tribunal has
concluded that, on the open market, the willing vendor and purchaser wouid reach a
price calculated at approximately $33 per square melre. This is slightly in excess of
44,000,000 exciusive of GST, Thus, $4,000,000 is assessed as the jfand’s market

vaiue a5 at 3 June 2003,




{59] For compileteness, it is interesting to observe that if the land were uttimately
developed as a residential site, and if Mr Smithies’ starting point of $8,740,000 is
used but defarred for eight years, the result is $4,721,951. If Mr Clark's starting
point s used, the figure would be slightly less. The reason that the eight vear
deferral peried has been used for this caleulation is that the Tribunal accepts that the
lang would inttially be zoned for an industrial use with an emphasis on marine
activities, It is only after this use might have proved unsuccessfut that there could
be any possibiity of support from the local authorities for a residential type
subdivision.  Such support certainly would not be forthcoming in less than aight
years: Mr Henderson thought 20 to 30 years {and then only over his cead body!),
Thus, such an outcome is highly uniikely and would have been thought so by the

. geveloper.

/
Judge J I Hole (Chairman)
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