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Laura Bowman

From: official information
Sent: Thursday, 10 February 2022 1:59 pm
To:
Cc: official information
Subject: Final Response: LGOIMA 21408 -  - Environment Court Decision Nov 10 2021
Attachments: Attachment 1 - Affidavit of Grant Robert Eccles.pdf; Attachment 3 - Affidavit of Alasdair David 

Angus Gray.pdf; Attachment 2 - Supplementary Affidavit of Grant Robert Eccles.pdf

Kia Ora,  
  
I refer to your information request below, Hamilton City Council is able to provide the following response.  
 
Your Request: 
 
Please provide the following information  

1. The cost of all roading and bridges to cross the Mangatotukutuku Stream gully. This needs to be broken down 
into  separate areas like bridge, roading, stormwater etc  as this is now the option now being agreed to. 

2. All documents that considered the alternative options as referred to in 30 (b). 
3. All documents that considered 30 (b) vi including any peer review. 
4. All documents that were  considered under 99 (MCA). 
5. The evidence referred to in 101 by Mr Gray. 

 
Our Response: 
 
Please note – all documents referred to in this response that are not already attached, can be accessed via this link: LGOIMA 
21408. These documents are too large to be sent via email. 
 

1. The transport estimates are in the Southern Links Scheme Assessment which you can access via the link above (see 
Document 1)  

2. The alternative options are explained in the affidavits of Mr Eccles – please see Attachment 1. 
The key documents that considered the alternative options as referred to in 30 (b) are the Southern Links Scheme 
Assessment and Notice of Requirement which you can access via the link above (see Documents 1 and 2a – 2d). 
The Commissioners’ Decision on the Southern Links Notice of Requirement can be accessed via the link above (see 
Document 3). 

 
3. The original estimates are in the Southern Links Scheme Assessment above as Document 1. These were subject to a 

parallel estimate review which you can access via the link above (see Document 4).  
Please refer to Housing Infrastructure Fund ‐ Detailed Business Case ‐ Peacockes ‐ Appendices for the most recent 
estimates that were peer reviewed by MBIE as part of the Housing Infrastructure Fund application review and 
approval. 
HCC does not have a copy of the MBIE peer review. 
 

4. Supplementary Affidavit of Grant Eccles – please see Attachment 2. 
 

5. Evidence referred to is the Affidavit of Alasdair Gray – please see Attachment 3. 
 
You have the right to seek an investigation and review by the Ombudsman of this decision. Information about how to make a 
complaint is available at www.ombudsman.parliament.nz or freephone 0800 802 602. 
 
Kind Regards, 
 
 
 
Official Information Team 
Legal Services & Risk | People and Organisational Performance 
Email: officialinformation@hcc.govt.nz 
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From:    
Sent: Tuesday, 14 December 2021 5:13 pm 
To: official information <officialinformation@hcc.govt.nz> 
Subject: Southern Links/Magakotukutuku Stream / Shaws Bird Park 
 
Good afternoon, the Environment Court has given their decision 10 Nov 2021. 
 
This requests relate to matters in that decision. 
 
30 ( b) The environmental and financial consequences of constructing crossings over the Mangatotukutuku Stream 
gully we're assessed as part of the evaluation of alternative alignments. The environmental and financial 
consequences of the east /west arterial alignments which includes construction crossings over the 
Mangatotukutuku Stream gully, are rreasonable and acceptable and compare favorably against all reasonable 
alternative considered.  
 
30 (b) iv. Costs were considered as part of the option development and selection of the preferred option. The 
southern Links cost estimates were independently peer reviewed using a parallel estimated process. The economic 
evaluation for southern links was also independently peer reviewed. 
 
99. In preparation for the committee meeting, an expert group undertook an evaluation of the proposed alignments 
using a multi criteria analysis process ( MCA ) for consistency both  MCA processes were facilitated by Mr. Eccles as 
an independent consultant. 
 
101. Mr. Gray the only expert traffic engineer giving evidence did not consider Mr. Shaw’s suggested alternative 
alignment to be suitable for the function of the east West minor arterial. Even if it where suitable he consider that 
the additional uncertainty cost, and delay to actually see and developers and other land owners from undermining a 
robust and effective designation would outweigh any potential cost savings or benefits.  
 
Please provide the following information  
( 1) the cost of all roading and bridges to cross the Mangatotukutuku Stream gully. This needs to be broken down 
into  separate areas like bridge, roading, stormwater etc  as this is now the option now being agreed to. 
(2) all documents that considered the alternative options as referred to in 30 ( b)  
 ( 3 ) all documents that considered 30 (b) vi including any peer review.  
(4) all documents that were  considered under 99 ( MCA)  
(5) The evidence referred to in 101 by Mr Gray.  
 
 
Many thanks 
 
Kind Regards 
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The information contained in this electronic mail message is confidential and may be legally privileged.  It is intended solely for 
the addressee.  Access to this internet electronic mail message by anyone else is unauthorised.  If you are not the intended 
recipient, any disclosure, copying, distribution or any action taken or ommitted to be taken in reliance on it is prohibited and 
may be unlawful.  If you are the intended recipient the author requires you obtain his permission prior to forwarding it via email 
or printing and distributing it to any other parties.  Commercial & Industrial Consultants Limited accepts no responsibilty for any 
effect this email message or attachments has on the recipient network or computer system. 
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BEFORE THE ENVIRONMENT COURT 
AUCKLAND REGISTRY 

ENV-2019-AKL-000316 

I TE KOTI T AIAO O AOTEAROA 
TAMAKI MAKAURAU ROHE 

IN THE MATTER 

AND 

IN THE MATTER 

BETWEEN 

AND 

of the Public Works Act 1981 

of an objection against a Notice of Intention to take land 
legally described as 0.707 hectares being part of Lot 515 
Deposited Plan 495213 shown marked section 2 on 
Survey Office Plan 539766 pages Tl and T3; and 1.2093 
hectares being part of Lot 515 Deposited Plan 495213 
shown marked section 8 on Survey Office Plan 539766 

MURRAY NELSON SHAW and MARGARET EVELYN SHAW 

Objectors 

HAMILTON CITY COUNCIL 

Respondent 

SUPPLEMENTARY AFFIDAVIT OF GRANT ROBERT ECCLES 
Affirmed this ~ day of May 2021 

TOMPKINS WAKE 
Sollc1tor: Kate Cornege 
Kate.cornege@tompk1nswake.co.nz 

Counsel : Lachlan Muldowney 
lachlan@muldowney.co.nz 

KEC-348176-2616-1549-1 :kc 

Westpac House 
430 Victoria Street 

PO Box 258 
DX GP 20031 

Hamilton 3240 

New Zealand 
Ph. (07) 839 4 771 

Fax: (07) 839 4913 
tompk,nswake.co.nz 
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AFFIDAVIT OF GRANT ROBERT ECCLES 

I, Grant Robert Eccles of Hamilton, Planner, affirm that: 

1. My qualifications, experience and relationship to the parties to the 

hearing are as set out in my affidavit dated 24 April 2020. 

Expert code of conduct 

2. I have read the Code of Conduct for Expert Witnesses contained in the 

Environment Court Practice Note 2014 and have complied with that 

practice note in the preparation of this evidence. I agree to comply with 

it in presenting evidence at this hearing. The evidence that I give is within 

my area of expertise, except where I have stated my reliance on other 

identified evidence. I have considered all material facts that are known to 

me that might alter or detract from the opinions that I express in this 

evidence. 

3. I have the following relationships with the parties to the hearing. None of 

these are material to the outcome of the hearing and my role in relation 

to the object does not conflict with these relationships: 

(a) I and the company I work for, T + T, regularly provide expert 

planning advice to HCC. This includes advice to HCC as regulatory 

authority and as road controlling/requiring authority. Prior to my 

involvement as planning adviser, T + T assisted HCC with a 

preliminary engineering assessment of the detention devices in 

the Mangakotukutuku Stream in and near the Shaw property. 

There are no other matters which I or T +Tare providing advice on 

which conflict with the advice I have provided in relation to the 

Objection by Mr and Mrs Shaw (Shaws). 

KEC-348176-2616-1549-1:kc 
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(b) I am the planning adviser engaged by HCC for the Peacocke 

network infrastructure project. This includes provision of the 

bridge, road, and wastewater connections. My engagement is to 

assist with planning aspects of the detailed design and consenting 

of the project works and extends to the start of construction. This 

engagement was confirmed on 10 December 2018. Whi le the 

delivery of this infrastructure is relevant to the objection by the 

Shaws, my role in its delivery is not in conflict with the opinions I 

have provided in my evidence. 

Scope of evidence 

4. The purpose of this affidavit is to address matters raised and work 

undertaken by HCC since filing of affidavits in April 2020 to further 

consider the alternative route proposed by Mr Shaw. 

2020 Assessment of Shaw alternative 

5. Since lodging the objection Mr Shaw has continued to promote an 

alternative alignment for the east-west minor arterial road in Peacocke, 

being one which does not affect the Shaw property. In response to this 

HCC undertook an evaluation of th is_ proposed alignment approximately 

600m to the south of the designated route alignment for the east-west 

minor arterial in Peacocke. 

6. The consideration of th is alternative was undertaken using a Multi­

Criteria Analysis ("MCA") process. I was the facilitator for the original 

MCA process completed in 2011/12 as part of the Hamilton Southern 

Links investigation. In order to provide both consistency with the 

processes undertaken in the original evaluation, and independence from 

the current East-West Arterial project design team,1 I was appointed to 

1 Led by BBO Ltd. 

KEC-348176 -2616·1549-1: kc 
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facilitate the 2020 alternatives consideration process (2020 MCA) which 

looked closely at Mr Shaw's proposed al ignment. 

7. To ensure the 2020 MCA was consistent with the original MCA used in 

the alternatives consideration process in 2011/12 that gave rise to the 

designated route for the east-west minor arterial, the 2020 MCA 

categories and criteria used aligned with those used in the original MCA. 

8. The process undertaken in 2020 and the outcomes of it are 

comprehensively set out in the consultant memorandum provided as GE-

2 to this evidence. The memorandum was put before the Strategic 

Growth Committee in a public-excluded meeting. Richard Briggs, Chief 

Executive of Hamilton City Council has approved release. of this 

information and the document for the sole purpose of these proceedings 

on the basis that HCC will seek confidentiality directions from the Court. 

9. I have italicised the text relating to this process and enclosed it in square 

brackets to show that it is confidential. 

10. [One significant point I want to mention at the outset is that, for the 

alternative alignment to be comparable to the designated alignment, the 

MCA team needed to assume that a collector road (following roughly the 

designation alignment) would be in place. 

11. The scoring shows that in all (summarised) categories the alternative 

alignment scored negatively when compared against the designated 

alignment. However, some of the individual criteria were scored positively 

when compared to the existing alignment, such as construction cost and 

archaeology. These outcomes are summarised as follows: 

(a) Economics - the alternative alignment may be slightly cheaper in 

terms of physical construction costs but worse in terms of road 

user benefits, staging of the network, and economic development 

criteria. 

KEC-348176-2616-1549-1 :kc 

070



4 

(b) Environmental - the alternative alignment may be slightly more 

positive in terms of ecological matters given it is further away from 

areas of higher ecological value and has less gully crossings, and 

slightly more positive in terms of noise given that there are fewer 

existing dwellings in the vicinity of that alignment. However the 

alternative alignment was scored as significantly worse in terms 

of urban design opportunities and slightly worse in terms of 

landscape and visual effects. The alternative alignment ranked the 

same as the designated alternative in all other environmental 

criteria. 

(c) Social - the alternative alignment was scored as significantly 

worse than the designated alternative in two criteria (community 

and lifestyle) and equal in the third criteria (amenity). 

(d) Cultural - the alternative alignment was scored as slightly more 

positive than the designated alignment given that it is located 

further away from recorded sites of both pre-European and 

European cultural significance. 

12. Sensitivity testing of the overall scored outcome was undertaken to gauge 

what extent of changes to scoring would be required to change the overall 

result. This demonstrated that even removing each of the categories in 

turn resulted in no change to the overall MCA result (i.e. the alternative 

alignment continued to score negatively against the designated 

alignment). 

13. To ensure a complete evaluation which took into account all up to date 

information, with the Shaws' approval, four additional matters were also 

considered in addition to the MCA criteria (Additional Matters). The 

Additional Matters were: 

KEC-348176-2616-1549-1:kc 
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(a) Planning Implications (such as effects on established subdivision 

and development plans, practicality of strategic servicing, and 

implementation sequencing and control}; 

(b) Council's current financial commitments, including the progress of 

agreements with other relevant landowners and funding 

implications; 

(c) Council's existing designation and land acquisition arrangements; 

(d) Council's existing arrangement with NZTA and other affected 

parties. 

14. The additional matters were considered outside of the MCA structure 

because they did not lend themselves well to being scored as MCA 

matters, and to ensure that they were given sufficient weight in their own 

right as matters that might cause the outcome of the MCA to be set aside 

in the final overall decision as to whether to prefer the alternative 

alignment over the designated alternative. 

15. In the consideration of all of the additional matters, the alternative 

alignment was · assessed as inferior when compared against the 

designated alternative. 

16. The alternative alignment did not compare favourably against the 

designated alignment through both the MCA scoring and when 

considered against the Additional Matters agreed between the parties. 

The Shaws also presented their views to Council before Council resolved 

to accept the findings of the 2020 MCA and continue to pursue the 

designated route. ] 

KEC-348176-2616-1549-1:kc 
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Giving effect to the Hamilton Southern Links Designation 

17. Since my affidavit dated 24 April 2020, Hamilton City Council has given 

partia l effect to the designation it holds for the Southern Links 

infrastructure corridor in the Peacocke Growth Cell. 

18. The designation has been given partial effect by the following: 

(a) Obtaining all necessary consents, permits, authorities and 

approvals from (variously) Waikato Regional Council, Hamilton 

City Council (as Territorial Authority), Heritage New Zealand 

Pouhere Taonga, and the Department of Conservation for the 

physical works and associated activity necessary to form the parts 

of the network (shown on the plan attached to Mr Parson's 

further affidavit); 

(b) Fulfilling the requirements of the Hamilton Southern Links 

designation conditions that relate to preparation and certification 

of a range of management plans, including preparation and 

obtaining certification of the Hamilton Southern Links 

Environmental Monitoring and Management Plan ("EMMP") at 

significant financia l cost; 

(c) Acquiring the majority of the land necessary for the works (as set 

out in greater detail in the affidavit of Mr Parsons); 

(d) Finalising detailed engineering designs of the infrastructure; 

(e) Tendering and letting construction contracts; 

(f) Initiating and progressing physical construction works; 

KEC-348176-2616-1549-1:kc 

073



7 

(g) Acquiring land necessary to allow HCC (as Requiring Authority) to 

comply with its obligations under Southern Links designation 

conditions for off-set planting and gully restoration and the 

provision of dedicated lizard habitat, and the implementation of 

the first tranche of off-set planting and gully restoration and lizard 

habitat provision. 

Developments relying on Peacocke infrastructure decisions/provision 

19. Several significant land development and subdivision proposals that rely 

on Peacocke infrastructure investment decisions made by Council and 

the provision of infrastructure authorised by HCC's Southern Links 

designation have been and are being progressed in the Peacocke Growth 

Cell. 

20. These include: 

(a) Consenting and formation of the "Northview" subdivision 

(approximately 250 lots) adjacent to the corner of Dixon Road and 

SH3/Ohaupo Road - the formation of this subdivision relied on 

the construction of a new roundabout (under the authorisation of 

the Southern Links designation) and a short portion of the 

designated east-west arterial route that further to the east (i.e. 

past the extent of east-west arterial formation required for the 

subdivision) traverses the Shaw property; and 

(b) Consenting of the "Amberfield" subdivision (1000+ lots) adjacent 

to Peacocke Road and the Waikato River, which relies on the 

provision of the new Waikato River bridge - this application is 

currently in the final stages of lengthy appeal proceedings with 

the parties finalising agreed conditions; and 

(c) Consenting of the '.'Broadwater" retirement village application 

(approximately 230+ units) adjacent to Weston Lea Drive and the 

KEC-348176-2616-1549-1:kc 
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Waikato River - this application is currently being processed by 

HCC (as territorial authority). 

21. In addition to the above private sector developments, HCC (as Requiring 

Authority) has issued a Notice of Requirement ("NOR") for a designation 

of a large parcel of land front ing Peacockes Road for the purpose of 

establ ishing a sports park, while the Ministry of Education have had 

discussions with HCC (as Territorial Authority) about their intention to 

issue a NOR for a new school on a parcel of land adjacent to the sports 

park site. 

Conclusion 

22. HCC (as Requiring Authority) is committed to a substantial programme of 

land acquisition and public works that has to date given partial effect to 

the Southern Links designation, part of which traverses the Shaw 

property. 

23. Significant private and public sector investment decisions have been and 

are being made on the basis of the public works authorised by the 

Southern Links designation being implemented. 

24. HCC (as Requiring Authority) has considered an alternative route for the 

east-west arterial using methodology and criteria consistent with that 

used at the time of the original route selection in 2011/12, and the 

additional criteria required to ensure an up to date assessment was 

carried out. The Shaws actively participated in that process, including 

presenting to Council before it determined to accept the 

recommendations in the 2020 MCA. That process has found the 

alternative route proposed by Mr Shaw to be inferior to the designated 

route. 

KE C-348176-2616-1549-1 :kc 
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25. On the basis of all the above, there is no justification in resource 

management terms to depart from the designated alignment for the 

east-west arterial route that in part traverses the Shaw property. 

Signature of Deponent: 
q.R-~ 

... ..................... ... .................. 

Grant Robert Eccles 

AFFIRMED by the abovenamed Grant Robert Eccles at Hamilton 
this (,~ day of May 2021 before me: 

If~----\ rl/,~ ......................... T...'::.u ... -
A Solicitor of the High Court of New Zealand 

KEC-348176-2616-1549•1:kc 

Maddison Ashleigh Kingma 
Sollcitof 
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GE-2 

BLOXAM BURNETT & OLLIVER 

Memo 

To Alasc!air Gray- Hamilton City Council 

001 
level 4, 18 London Street 

PO Box 9041, Hamilton 3240 
New Zealand 

+64 7 838 0144 
consultants@bbo.co.nz 

www.bbo.co.nz 

From Jeremy Gibbons - Team Leader PSP 18251: Peacocke East-West Arterial 

Date 28 July 2020 

Job No. 146000 

Job name Peacocke East-West Arterial 

Subject Evaluation of alternative alignment for Peacocke East-West Arterial 

1. Introduction and Summary 

This report sets out the process used to eva luate an alignment for the east-west minor arte rial in Peacocke 
that is an alternative to the currently des ignated alignment that crosses Hall Road near its northern 
termination point. In undertaking the evaluation, the evaluation team were gu ided by the requirements of 

he findings of the evaluation process are summarised and a 
conclusion reached that determined the alternative alignment does not compare favourably to the 
designated alignment. 

In summary, the alternative alignment does not compare favourably against the designated alignment 
through the MCA scoring and when considered aga inst the Addit ional Matters for Consideration as required 
by the med iation agreement. This is because the minor environmental, construction cost, and cultural 
advantages are offset by a greater number (and more significant) disadvantages in economic, socia l and 
urban design outcomes, as well as adverse sunk costs, programme and fund ing consequences. 

Category 

Economic 

Environmental 

Transport 

Social 

Cult ural 
'--

OVERALL 

Designated Alignment 
{Basis far comparative 
evaluation) 

0 -0.4 

0 -0.2 

0 0 

0 -0.8 

0 +0.2 

0 -1.2 

EXHIBIT NOTE 
This is the document marked with the letter GE-2" referred 
to in t he affidavit o f GRANT ROBERT ECCLES 

sworn at Hamilton this (,~ day of May 2021, before me: 

Maddison Ashleigh Kingma 
SOllcltOr 
Hamilton 077
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2. Workshops 

A workshop1 was held on 8 July 2020 to develop a feasible alignment for comparison purposes based on the 
alternative provided by Mr and Mrs Shaw of Hall Road as part of mediation proceedings. The core eva luation 
team (traffic engineer, road designer, planner, landscape architect) developed an alternative alignment in 
the general corridor location shown within the Shaw sketch. However, the alignment to be used as the basis 
for assessment was developed with due diligence to minimise (where practicable) known constra ints so that 
the alignment did not necessarily get penalised if a reasonable adjustment could be made to avoid/minimise 
effects. 

This was necessary to ensure a robust consideration of alternatives, given that the alternative alignment 
concept originally sketched had a number of "major issues" from an engineering sense (for example, location 
of the intersection with Ohaupo Road/SH3 at the existing Hall Road intersection). As such, further 
consideration of that alt ernative wit hout modification to achieve reasonable technical standards would have 
rendered the evaluation process unfair and mean ingless (i.e. unfa irly pena lised the evaluation for the 
altern ative alignment). 

In developing the alternative alignment a ra nge of existing/known constraints were considered. Once a 
general alignment had been established (aligned to follow a path of least res istance within the constra ined 
areas), it was checked based on geometric standards suitable for a Minor Arterial corridor, and to optimise 
construction needs (e.g. cut/fill balancing where possible). 

The developed alternative alignment attached as Appendix Two was then taken forward into the subsequent 
Multi-Criteria Analysis ("MCA") process, where it was scored in relation to the designated alignment t hat 
formed the baseline for comparison. 

I, 

The MCA scoring workshop was held on 14 July 2020. Each of the core evaluation team presented their 
scores for their assigned criteria at the workshop and explained the rationale for t heir scoring. Other 
members of the evaluation team had the opportunity to discuss and challenge each ranking, however the 
final recorded ranking for each cr iteria remained the view of the team member assigned to it. 

3. Multi Criteria Analysis 

MCA is widely used as a tool to assist with decision-making on options for public work projects. Decisions are 
guided by rating the alternative solutions; in th is case the different alignment options. This is ach ieved by 
assigning ratings based on qualitative or quantitative assessments by specialists to a set of chosen criteria or 
attributes for each option. 

For consistency, the Categories and Criteria used in the MCA were selected to directly match those used in 
the consideration of the alignment alternatives process for the w ider Hamilton Southern Links project. The 
MCA categories and criteria for Hamilton Southern Links were developed to allow a robust assessment of 
alternatives for a much larger transport network that spanned three different districts and connected to the 
Waikato Expressway. This meant that some of the criteria were not directly relevant to the consideration of 
the Shaw alternative aga inst the designated alignment (for example, consideration of ease of connection to 
the Waikato Expressway). In those cases, both alternatives were ranked as neutral so as not to skew the fina l 
outcome. 

Each of the five MCA categories were weighted equally. The individual criteria in each category were scored 
using a six-point system, as set out below: 

1 See workshop minutes attached as Appendix One 
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Table No. 1 

I Multi-Criteria Analysis scoring system 

Scoring 

Fatal Flaw 

Negative effect 

Slight negative -1 

003 

Description 

Sign ificant ly adverse and cannot 
be mitigated 

Significantly adverse but can be 
mit igated 

Minor 
possible 
requ ired 

adverse, 
but may 

mitigation 
not be 

1---------------------------- -------------l 
Neutra l / No Change 

Slight positive 

Positive effect 

0 No difference 

Minor positive 

Significant positive 

The negative scoring sca le has one additional level ("Fat al. Flaw") to the positive sca le, to recognise that in 
considering negative aspects there may be individual matters that are so problematic to an alternative that 
in their own right they would cause it to fail, and need t o be scored accordingly. It should be noted that no 
"fatal flaw" matters applied to the developed alternative alignment. 

4. MCA Outcomes 

The MCA workshop for t his assessment was facilitated by Grant Eccles (Tonkin + Taylor). Grant was the 
facilitator for the MCA processes completed as part of the origina l Southern Links investigations. Grant's 
involvement in this assessment provides both independence from the current (88O-led) East-West Arterial 
project team and provides consistency w ith the processes undertaken in the original evaluation. 

The MCA scoring table is attached in Appendix Three. 

The scoring shows that in most (summarised) categories the alternative alignment scored negatively when 
compared against t he designated alignment (as shown in Table 2 below). However, some of the individua l 
criteria were scored positively when compared to the existing alignment, such as construction cost and 
archaeology. These outcomes are summarised as follows: 

• Economics - alternative alignment slightly cheaper in terms of physical construction costs but worse in 
terms of road user benefits, staging of the network, and economic development criteria. 

• Environmental - alternative alignment slightly more positive in terms of ecological matters given it is 
further away from areas of higher ecologica l value and has less gully crossings, and slightly more positive 
in terms of noise given that there are fewer existing dwellings in the vicinity of that alignment. However 
the alternative alignment was scored as significantly worse in terms of urban design opportunities and 
slightly worse in terms of landscape and visual effects. Ranked same as designated alternative in all other 
environmental criteria. 

• Transport - alternative alignment is slightly worse for walking and cycling outcomes due to the more 
rolling terrain and de-centra lised position within the urban development. This is offset by the alternative 
alignment provid ing a slightly more positive route security outcome due to lesser number of major 
(susceptible) structures. On balance, this category had an overall neutral rat ing between respective 
options. 
Social - alternative alignment was scored as significantly worse than the designated alternative in two 
criteria (community and li festyle) and equal in the th ird criteria (amenity). 

3 /X. 
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• Cultura l - alternative alignment was scored as slightly more positive than the designated alignment given 
that it is located further away from recorded sites of both pre-European and European cultural 
significance. 

Table No. 2 

Summarised MCA scoring 

Category Designated Alignment Alternative Alignment 
(Basis for comparative 
evaluation} 

Economic 0 -0.4 

Environmental 0 -0.2 

Transport 0 0 

Social 0 -0.8 

Cultural 0 +0.2 

OVERALL 0 -1.2 

It is important to note that the scoring of the alternative al ignment assumed that if it was to be developed, 
a collector road would be required to be installed by developers roughly in the location of the existing 
designated alignment, to ensure that an efficient local road network was provided to service that part of 
Peacocke. The collector road wou ld not necessarily directly fol low the designated alignment, but would be 
required in the general vicinity to serve the overall t ransport and community connection needs for the 
Peacocke Development area. Overall, t he consensus view of the experts was that the assumed inclusion of 
a collector road (in the general vicinity of t he existing alignment) avoids excessively penalising the alternative 
alignment within the MCA evaluation. To test this, a sensitivity MCA assessment was undertaken that 
confirmed that the alternative alignment option without a coll ector road still did not compare favourably 
w ith the designated option and overa ll scored worse that the alternative option with the collector road. 

Sensitivity testing of the overall scored outcome was undertaken to gauge what extent of changes to scoring 
would be required to change the overall result. Removing each of the categories in turn resulted in no change 
to the overall result (i.e. t he alternative alignment scores negatively against the designated alignment). 

5. Additional Matters for Consideration 

five additiona l matters were considered in addition to the MCA 
criteria. T e a itiona matters were considered outside of the MCA structure because they did not lend 
themselves well to being ·scored as MCA matters, and to ensure that they were given sufficient weight in 
their own right as mat:ters that might cause the outcome of the MCA to be set aside in the final overa ll 
decision as to whether to prefer the alternative alignment over the designated alternative. 

The table recording the assessment of add itional matters for both the designated alignment and the 
alternative alignment is attached in Appendix Four. For all of the additional matters, the alternative 
alignment was problematic when compared against the designated alternative. 

The reasons for t his can be summarised as: 

i. Alternative alignment has negative urban design and town planning implications in that it does not 
connect directly to the Peacocke Town Centre and would require a rea lignment of the existing 
Peacocke Road at its connection point, along with an interim real ignment of Hall Road to ensure 
connectivity to avoid a significant delay to the provision of the alternative alignment being 
practicable. 

4 
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ii. Council has significant sunk costs (in the order of $15-20 million) in terms of construction of part of 
the designated alternative, and in the acquisition of necessary interests in land for the designated 
alternative apart from the Shaw property. Should the alternative alignment be preferred then an 
equivalent amount of funding to match that spent to date on the designated alternative would need 
to be sourced, and an alternative HIF funding business case wou ld need to be prepared meaning 
ongoing HIF funding would not be guaranteed. 

iii. A new designation and land acquisition process would be required for the alternative alignment, and 
assuming a designation was confirmed, new environmenta l assessments and condit ion compliance 
work would be required with attendant financial and time costs. 

iv. The existing HCC funding agreement with NZTA would be superseded and, given changes in funding 
criteria and the lack of any certainty around the l ikelihood of ongoing HIF fu nding, this would mean 
that the deve lopment of the alternative alignment would probably need to be 100% HCC funded. In 
addition, new consu ltation and collaboration with stakeholders would be required for the alternative 
alignment raising the potential for the stakeholders to have different views/positions on the 
alternative alignment and withdraw their support for the project. 

As can be seen from the above summary and from closer reference t o Appendix Four, nothing in the 
Additional Matters for Consideration would cause the alternative alignment to be preferred to the 
designated alternative. 

6. Conclusion 

The alternative alignment does not compare favourably against the designated alignment through the MCA 
scoring and when considered against the Addit iona l M atters for Consideration as required by the mediation 
agreement. This is because the minor environmental, construction cost, and cu ltural advantages are offset 
by a greater number (and more significant) disadvantages in economic, social and urban design outcomes, 
as well as adverse sunk costs, programme and funding consequences. 

Yours sincerely 

Bloxam Burnett & Olliver 

Jeremy Gibbons 
Team Leader - PSP 18251 
027 223 5343 
jgibbons@bbo.co.nz 

Endorsed by: 

Steve Bigwood 
Planning Manager 
027 459 5606 
sbigwood@bbo.co.nz 

Grant Eccles - Tonkin+ Taylor - Evaluation Process Facilitator 
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Minutes 

Peacockes East West Arterial 

146000 

Shaw Mediation Assessment Meeting 

8July 2020 

2.30pm 

BBO Office, Hamilton 

007 

BLOXAM BURNETT & OLLIVER 

. : . . ~tte aance 

Jeremy Gibbons, (JG) BBO 
A~~: 

Steve Bigwood, (SB) BBO L( 
Caleb McCarthy, (CM) BBO ✓ ,:, 
Aidan Kirkby-Mcleod, {AKM) B8O ' 

Adrian Morton (AM) Landscape Architects --
Grant Eccles {GE) Tonkin & Taylor - Evaluation 

Process Facilitator --
' Fiona McKay (FM) - Minute Taker BBO 

1 

1.1 

2 

2.1 

Discussion 

Conflict of Interest/Impartiality s~atement 
--------

GE declared that both himself and Alasdair Gray (who will attend 
the MCA workshop in an observation and information provision 
capacity) held roles on the Hami lton Southern Links Project that 
examined a large number of route alternatives and ultimately 
gave rise to t he currently designated route through the Shaw 
property. GE expressed the view that these prior roles did not 
represent a confl ict of interest nor create any difficulty for either 
himself or Mr Gray in terms of participating in an impartial and 
unbiased manner in the current process that considers an 
alternative to the designated route. GE explained that the other 
participants should promptly raise any concerns in this regard to 
himself or Mr Gray at any time throughout the process. 

Introduction (by JG) 

• 
1 Develop and consider an "alternative southern corridor", as 

and; 
Develop two revisions of the existing East West alignment, 
including an alignment as far south as possible within the 
existing designation, and a second option based on an 
assumption of the "Northview pond" being shifted, and 
access to the "leased block" were available. 

• This workshop (and these records) covers Item 1 only. 
• In developing the alternative southern route we will focus on 

the general location shown within the Shaw sketch. However, _______ ..__ ___ _,_ ____ _, 
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3.1 

Discussion 

the actual alignment will be developed with due diligence to 
minimise {where practicable) known constraints so that the 
alignme_nt does not necessarily get penalised if a reasonable 
adjustment can be made to avoid/minimise effects. 

• We will give consideration of known/expected constraints 
based on previous and latest information. 

• We will seek to follow the alignment as close as possible to the 
sketch, and record reasons why alignment has departed from 
the general location (e .g. avoiding the Transpower sub­
station). 

• All workshop participants shall be encouraged to identify 
known (or likely) constraints based on the best of our abilities. l 

• Once a general alignment has been established (aligned to j 
follow a path of least resistance within the constrained areas), 
CM will check final alignment (of the corridor to be ass ssed) 
based on geometric standards suitab le for an Minor Arte rial 
corridor, and to optimise construction needs (e.g. cut/fill 
balancing where possible). 

Constraint Identification 

Intersections - start and end position : 
• Existing SH3/Hall Road intersect ion is not ideal from a 

geometric/safety perspective. Alternat ive (preferred) locations 
are further south (near t he vert ical apex), or further north (on 
the straight section an d pa rt way down the hill) . 

• Tie-in with Peacockes Road - general location is in proximity of 
poor/sub-standard rural alignment. Assume that deficient 
portion of Peacockes Road wou ld be realigned to suitable 
standard fo r purposes of a new connection. Therefore, not 
limited to a defi ned position for tie-in with Peacockes Road. 

1-----+----
3.2 

3.3 

3.4 

3.5 

3.6 

G u I I y system - extensive network of gullies was recorded as 
potential con t raints. These gullies are identified as potential 
SNA's so should be avoided where practicable. 

Steep terrain - areas of existing "steep" terrain were identified and 
noted as being a potential constraint (or at least requiring a point 
of discussion) . Nothing was deemed impossible from an 
engineering perspective, but should be avoided where practicable 
as alignment affecting steep locations are prone to having greater 
adverse effects, and potential increased construction costs. 

Know facilities ·..:: THe Transpower and Hamilton City wafer 
Reservoirs were identified as potential constraints (i.e. avoid if 
practicable) to minimise effects. 

Archaeological - no known archaeological sites within the general 
location of the sketched alternative alignment. Higher 
archaeological risk in the vicinity of waterways/gully systems, 
which are already identified as potential constraints. 

Landscape/landform - no specific constraints identified. Typically 
these types of constraint are associated with other reported 
limitations. 
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Item Discussion Action 

3.7 

3.8 

3.9 

4 

4.1 

Property/landowners/sensitive receivers - no specific constraint 
identified (i.e. eventual alignment could be refined to minimise 
impacts and would be tested through AEE process). Coordination 
of an alignment with existing land boundaries would be a 
consideration to think about during alignment refinement, 
opposed to specific constraint in this instance. 

North-South Arterial - we understand that a connection between 
East-West Arterial and North-South Arterial is a minimum 
requirement (i .e. a potential constraint that needs consideration). 

Summary - A range of constraints have been identified and (hand) 
mapped onto an A2 plan . A copy of this constraint plan is attached 
in Appendix A. I 
Path with Least Constraints Options Discussion 

• Some base assumptions were made in estab lishing an t­
alignment, including: 

o Crossing of gullies/intersections to be kept 
perpendicular wherever practicable. 

o Geometric alignment to be based on requirements for 
a Minor Arterial Road (including v rt ical and horizontal 
constraints) 

o New intersections to be positioned in "safe" locations, 
that don't unnecessarily requ ire significant engineering 
works to form su itable intersections (i .e. safe location 
with minimal works), For this purpose the existing 
SH3/Hall Road intersection has been deemed 
inappropriate. 

o The original designation process established designated 
corri dors based on preferred networks. The potential 
change in t he location of the East-West Arterial could 
potentially impact the preference for where (and how) 
t he North-South Arterial designation is established . This 
process is not intended to revisit the location of the 
North-South Arterial, therefore some assumptions 
have been made around the North-South alignment to 
suit this purpose . These include : 

■ Existing North-South Arterial (in the vicinity of 
this alternative (East-West) alignment is located 
very low within the existing gully system. This 
makes it challenging to create a new East­
West/North-South intersection . 

■ The North-South Arterial includes grade­
separation of existing Peacockes Road, 
immediately south of the study area (for 
purposes of this assessment). This retains 
Peacockes Road at a similar line/level, with 
North-South Arterial being built beneath 
Peacockes Road. We understand that this 
arrangement was based on convenience of 
existing topography (that made grade 
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4.2 

5 

5.1 

Discussion 

separation readily achievable) as opposed to a 
requirement that Peacockes Road connectivity 
is maintained. In order to facilitate an East­
West/North-South Arteria l intersection in the 
"new location" we have assumed that Peacocke 
Road connectivity can be broken {if needed) 
with existing connections directed to the 
alternative East-West alignment. This provides 
flexibility in how the East-West/North-South 
intersection can be formed and therefore 
removes what wou ld otherwise be a particular 
constraint. l 

• A generalised alignment was established (by hand) t hat I 
minimised interaction with identified constraints, where 
possible. This hand-drawn alignment was deemed (by the 
workshop group) to be a fair representation of the "a lternative 
southern alignment" and one that provides a path of least 
resistance. 

• Confirmation of the hand-drawn al ignment, through 
application of some horizontal and vertical geometric 
standards, needs to be app lied. This wil l be undertaken by CM 
and circulated to other team members. 

• This alternative alignment is deemed to be of a general corridor 
width, with acceptance that further refinement of the 
alignment could be undertaken if it is deemed preferred by 
HCC through subsequent MCA evaluation. 

Summary - An agreed "a lternative southern alignment" has been 
established in a workshop forum, that seek to follow the location 
of the sketch provided by Mr and Mrs Shaw, whilst allowing for 
some adjustment to provide a path of least resistance (avoidance 
of constraints where practicable). This alignment (for purposes of 
this assessment) is attached in Appendix B. 

Alignment Discussion 

• Workshop members noted that the al ignment is approximately 
1km south of the current designation. This is opposed to 
anecdota l references that the "Shaw alignment" is 600m south 
of current designation. It is unclear where the 600m refence 
has come from, and we are instead comfortable that the 
established "alternative alignment" is comparab le to the 
sketch presented in the Mediation Notes. 

must be considered in the evaluation, including: 
o Transportation efficiency and safety 
o Ecological effects 
o Access, landscaping and logistical issues 
o Construction implications/methodology 
o Planning implications 
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6.2 

6.3 

Discussion 

o Council's current financial commitments, including the 
progress of agreements with other relevant 
landowners and funding implications 

o Council's existing designation and land acquisition 
arrangements 

o Council's existing arrangement with NZTA and other 
affected parties. 

• To provide a level of consistency with the original MCA 
assessment (completed as part of the Southern Links project}, 
we propose to use the original MCA criteria in addition to the 
above (new) criteria. In doing so, we will remove items that 
were already included (possibly indirectly) in the original 1 

criteria in order to remove potential for double-counting. The I 
last four of the specific criteria set out above do not lend 
themselves to forming effective MCA criteria, and thus w ill be 
considered as matters additional to the MCA. In summary, t he 
following lists the criteria to be assessed, and record the 
nominated criteria owner {for evaluation) including notes 
where the new criteria are covered: ---• Project cost {to include access and logist ical issues, · and JG 
construction implications/methodology) 

• Road user benefits (to include transport ation efficiency and JG 
safety) 

• Economic development 

• Staging 
• Environmental/Noise 

• Vibration 
• Air quality 
• Ecology 

• Archaeology and Heritage 
• Stormwater Management 

• Urban design 
• Landscape visual 
• Cultura l Sites and Areas 

• Walking and cycling 
• Cars - local v long distance 

• Public transport 
• Route Security 
• Community/Recreational/Severance/Connectivity 

MCA Facilitator 

JG 

JG 

SB 
SB 
SB 
AM 

SB 
CM 

AM 

AM 

SB 
CM 
CM 

CM 

CM 

SB 

GE 

• GE will prepare an MCA evaluation spreadsheet that includes GE 
the above criteria in order to compare t he designated 
(EastWest Arterial) alignment with the estab lished southern 
alternative alignment. 

• We note that the existing designated alignment will be 
considered the baseline for purposes of comparison. 
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. 
Discussion Action Date -7 MCA Timeframe 

7.1 • The report, which documents the outcomes of this process 
(including MCA evaluation) wi ll be presented to the HCC 
committee meeting on 20th August. As such this evaluation, 
and any associated reporting needs to be prepared by the end 
July 2020. 

8 Reporting Back Process 
,-- --

8.1 • CM to take hand-marked alignment and apply some CM 

generalised geometric design in order to prepare and circulate 
a base alignment for consideration. 

I ,. 

8.2 • GE to report back to HCC on process undertaken to date. 1 ~ 
Opportunity for HCC counsel to report on progress to I 
appel lants and any necessary clarifications to be sought. - ________, 

9 Next Meeting I 
11 

- -
9.1 • Schedule Shaw Alternative Alignment MCA evaluation JG 

workshop/meeting on 14/07 /20, 1-3pm. 

• Pre-circulate criteria and sca le (and criteria "owner") . GE 

• Circu late the "agreed" alignment. CM/SB 

• Come to workshop with pre-completed scoring, for All 
population (into GE's MCA evaluation spreadsheet), and 
internal "challenge", at evaluation workshop. 
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Appendix A - Constraints Plan 
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Appendix B - Alternative Southern Alignment 
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Appendix Two - Developed Alternative Aligr:1ment 
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Appendix Three - Multi-Criteria Analysis Scoring Table 
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Table 1: Evaluation Matrix 

Category 

Economlu: 

Envlronmtntal 

ObJ«tlVe It 

Obj,cme •10 

Transt)ort 

Cultural 

1t.,,1,ve tff•et 
Sl,g:l-,t r1,tgl11'••• 
NC-U~r.11/ No OIAflCt 
si1eht PQSII we 
Posl11, eeffecl 

Critetia 

Project Cost 

Road use.r benefiU 

Economic Development 

Stacing 

Vibration 

Air Quality 

Ecology 

Stormwiiltc.r management 

Urban design 

land.supc visu.11 

HICh qu~lity soils 

Walkil'lg & Cycl1nc 

C~rs • toc;.t vs Jona d.t,tance 

PubU~ l ran.sport 

Waikato Expreuway 

O;tmmurdty 

life.style 

Amenity 

Archaeology &-Heritage 

Known Cultural Sites 

Weight 

20% 

20% 

20% 

20% 

20% 

1001< 
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Naff'I•: 
Designated Alternative 

Route- Alignment 
R:ink: ' Score: 

Notes 
Weighted Sum: ,O ... 

Structures. c,eotech, conslructabilirv, cut ~ t,al/Ho, 
nu balance, property, dr~inagc °""'' n , voe, Crashes. Ob;ective a1 1 & & t-:('Utql/No 

""'"' S11Chu111:s,i w 
Refer to objective: tis 2, 3 & ~ mcludlflg 

land use p1an.ning NeutTJI/ ~~o 
ObJec-t,veU c .. .,.. 5it&M~ltllt' 
Ob1ect1ve 116 Na!tt:IJ/ ~Cl 

C~Mg-t st,_g)i1 l)t(at-Vt' 

Wtichted Sum; ~o.z 
N~trll/No 

Ch¥11Ce 
Rall Nevtl'"I/No N-evtr•l/fto 

Ch;;ngt: °"'""· CO2 cmisstons, loc.tltm-spegfic ind Nev1ral/No ~tral/No 
proJtctWfde QjM,1ct Olan,;e 

Biodlver.sity, aqu atK, tcflc$tr1al, inc rivt'.r Nfl.ftr•I/No 
ChMli• 

W~tcrquaUty, quantity contr°', Hculr•I/No Netitrtf/No 
Ctlq~ """'· Urbin boundary, connectivity, Objective Newal/tto 

•s 1 & 9. Peacockes. a,..,., 
Visual amenity Noutr-at/No 

°'""'' \1,,,11,t nf'S~l •YI'! 
P1odu<-ttYity, SI.LE! of fair n'I.S, D1SUiC\ plan. N'CUtf21/HO NO\lt1al /No 
~rmviabilil'/ a,.,., O\ange 

W eighted Sum: 

Objective ~s l & 7 H•utn!/No 

Ch.a,,gc Slig,ht~,llt•W 

Out1hti1l1ve iHessment l'tW11'1i/No Nt,.itt1I/No 

°"""' Chante 
Qualitative assess.ment, rail links to tht Neu1,a!/No Ne..nr;,1/No 
illrport Ctui,g• 0.:1ng• 

ObJCCtive #7 Nf\!1raJ/No Nf'V,1t,ll/ No 

Cluncc Chat1gf 

Objective IU l , bndges not a lt in one N11.!lf~/No 

pJ.Jc.e etc C"'-i~t 

Ob1rctivc #S, compliments ExprC~$W'3y Nl'tllfll/N(I N~utr•I/No 

Ch•n1e Ctl;)flge 

Weighted Sum; 

Relief o f cong~nion, include recreadonal N....-1r.,,l/fl<1 

Ctl~t 

Scvtranc.c and conne<l1vity Nt'lllf•I/No 

ChMice 
Asthttks, hve.tbillty Neutral /No 

Ch.M1ge O,;,"ie 

Weighled Sum: 0.2 

Redoubt Nt"Ut~l/~O N~tf•I/NO 

Cn,J.nte °"'""' Pa she, objective #10 Ncuual /No 
cii,. ...... 
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Appendix Four - Additional Matters for Consideration 
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Additional Matters for Considerat ion 

Key: 

Preferred/Less problemat ic 
Neutral/No difference 

Not preferred/More roblematic 

Matter 

Planning Implications (such as 
effects on established subdivision 
and development plans, 
practicality or strategic servicing, 

and implementation sequencing 
and control) 

Council's current financial 
commitments, including the 
progress of agreements with 
other relevant landow ners and 
funding implications 

Designated Alignment 

• Landowners in Peacocke Structure Plan Area 
have planned significant developments (eg 
Amberfield-800 lots) in reliance on the 
designated alignment 

• Connects directly to Peacocke Town Centre 

• No realignment of Peacocke Road at connection 
point required. 

• Sunk costs: 
$15 million committed at Oixon/Ohaupo 
roundabout for service diversions, st ormwater 
(development and road), East -West arterial 
Stage 1 section of road. 
$ 1 million investigation and design fees 
$ 250,000 spent to date on professional te s o 
support land acquisition processes 

1--------------+-- ----- -----
Council's existing designation 
and land acquisition 
arrangements 

Council's existing arrangement 
w ith NZTA and other affected 
parties 

• Designation in place 

• Majority of land acquired 
• Significant work comple1ed on omph:ince with 

conditions of des,gnation (Manag men, Plans, 
Environmental Assessm1>nts etc) 

• Extensive consultation and collaboration with 
stakeholders over last decade - agreements 
reached as to mitigation etc 

• NZ Govt and NZTA Board approval of funding 
based on existing designation and macroscope. 

Alternative alignment based on concept presented by M r 
and M rs Shaw 

Conclusion 

• Delays/disruption to development mean 
alternative alignment not preferred. 

024 

• Significant adverse financial impact making the 
alternative alignment highly unattractive and 
potentially worth rejecting as a stand-a lone 
consideration. 

• Significant adverse financial impacts and delays 
making the alternative alignment highly 
unattractive and potentially worth rejecting as a 
stand-alone considerat ion. 

• Increased uncertainty for stakeholders 
(landowners, developers, infrastructure 
planning and funding partners) means 
alternative alignment not preferred. 
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