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DOMINION ROAD MIXED USE EXPERT CONSENTING PANEL
ATTN.: BRONWYN CARRUTHERS
CHAIRPERSON
C/- ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY
BY E-MAIL – DOMINIONROAD.FASTTRACK@EPA.GOVT.NZ

Dear Expert Consenting Panel

URBAN DESIGN REVIEW OF PROPOSAL AND RELEVANT COMMENTS
1.

Thank you for requesting an urban design opinion on the matters outlined in
your Minute (M-4) dated 18 June 2021.

2.

I have visited the Site and its locality, reviewed the relevant information you
referred me to, and also the relevant provisions of the Auckland Unitary Plan
(“Unitary Plan”).

3.

I have focused my consideration on those matters identified in the material as
being in greatest contention. These are in summary:

4.

a.

building height, bulk and mass relating to the eastern, western and
southern sides;

b.

site layout; and

c.

building design and appearance.

In light of the volume of material already presented to the Panel and in
particular the extent of technical argument and assessment of Unitary Plan
provisions therein (and what they purportedly do or do not say), and that my
brief has been to review the material as an independent third-party, I have
elected to restrict this document to one of outlining my key findings and
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reasons rather than to treat it as ‘yet another’ end-to-end technical
assessment. I would be pleased to provide a more detailed analysis of any
aspect of my commentary should the Panel wish it.
5.

However and for the Panel’s comfort, I can confirm that I have been involved
in hundreds of resource consent applications under the Unitary Plan since it
became Operative in Part including in the Business: Mixed Use and other
centre zones, and for large-scale and/or over-height buildings. I am very
familiar with the Plan’s provisions for urban development and including the
Special Character Area provisions. I am aware of recent decisions that have
been made on resource consent applications in the vicinity, both north and
south of the Site.

6.

For completeness I also confirm that in my evaluation of the proposal and the
comments received, and in the preparation of this review, I have followed the
Environment Court Code of Conduct for Expert Witnesses, set out in the
Environment Court Practice Note 2014.
Summary

7.

In my opinion and in light of the specific approach of the Unitary Plan towards
new development within the Special Character Area Overlay (“SCAO”), the
proposal cannot be supported on urban design grounds. My key reasons for
this conclusion are that:
a.

The special character area is a method that blends considerations
across historic heritage, landscape architecture and urban design. I
understand that it is primarily an instrument reflecting s.7(c) of the
RMA rather than s.6(f) of the RMA.

b.

The Unitary Plan does not, as a matter of general administration,
conclusively establish that the provisions of an overlay should
uniformly or to any particular extent outweigh the provisions of a land
use zone (or vice versa). I have approached my review from the point
of view that in this particular location, the fact that the zone height limit
has been reduced from a general 18m total to 13m total is indicative
that the SCAO provisions might have been seen as the more
important when the Unitary Plan was drafted. But in any event, this
would be for the Expert Consenting Panel to determine and for my
part I have accepted that all of the relevant provisions across each of
the Business: Mixed Use Zone (“B:MUZ”) and SCAO apply and must
be considered equally in the first instance.

c.

The scale of the development in terms of its total height and bulk will
not maintain the special character qualities of the area (D18.2(2)(a)),
in particular what is a general cohesiveness of height other than along
the edge of the Dominion Road corridor itself. Following on from this I
consider that the proposal will not have a character, form or
appearance that would signify that it too was within the SCAO. In my
opinion the proposal would appear as a fairly standard B:MUZ
development outside of but surrounded by the SCAO.
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8.

d.

In terms of the B:MUZ framework, and in particular consideration of
policies H13.3(3), (5), (13), (14), (20), and (21), I do not agree that
there is a relevant urban design justification to countermand the
decision made in drafting the Unitary Plan that a reduced height limit
on the Site was generally appropriate in recognition of the SCAO in
this area. I do however consider that the Site is of a scale and has
characteristics that can accommodate additional building height and
scale in a manner that will not result in problematic adverse effects on
the SCAO and adjacent residential-zoned land within the SCAO.

e.

I have for completeness also considered the National Policy
Statement on Urban Development 2020 given that it has been
mentioned across the documentation I have reviewed. There is
nothing in the NPS: UD, noting that the Council has yet to advance a
plan change to specifically respond to it, that has given me any cause
to further consider my principal conclusions above.

f.

In my opinion the proposal will be visually very dominant within its
neighbourhood and this will result in unacceptable adverse effects on
the SCAO as a cohesive area reflecting an identifiable built form
character. Persons residing within the neighbourhood in very close
proximity to the Site, will also be subject to a scale of built form effects
(overlooking and visual dominance) that will be equally unacceptable
along the eastern boundary. In this respect visual dominance is a
product of building height, width and proximity to the receiver together,
and is not avoided or appropriately mitigated purely as a result of
compliance being achieved with a height in relation to boundary
control.

g.

I have given consideration to whether it would be possible to address
my concerns, particularly in light of the Panel’s request that I consider
recommendations made by Mr. Jeff Brown on behalf of Eden We Love
Society Inc. I have identified changes that could be made, below and
in Attachment 1.

Other than in relation to my principal concerns above, I consider the proposal
to be consentable as proposed or consentable subject to additional conditions
of consent. Those matters where additional conditions of consent would be
warranted are identified in my explanations below.
Building scale and height

9.

Having reviewed the documentation and visited the Site, I consider that the
13m total height limit that applies (and that is as I understand it a provision of
the B:MUZ rather than the SCAO) is sensible and reflects a real-world
indication of a scale of development that would be generally compatible with
the special character area qualities of the area. These include what I would
describe as a generally cohesive built form including in terms of building
heights at or generally below 3-storeys other than along the edge of Dominion
Road (and other arterial corridors), where additional height, commercial use,
and horizontally long (attached) buildings provide an obvious differentiation.
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10.

On a large site, there are usually valid real-world reasons why, in places, the
standard height limit should not be seen as either a ‘floor’ that can be
assumed to be entirely consentable akin to a permitted baseline, or a ‘ceiling’
that must never be exceeded. On this Site, I consider that its depth does lend
itself to additional height above the standard. But its proximity to neighbours
and length along the eastern boundary presents a potential for visual
dominance effects that warrants particular treatment so as to avoid an
excessive surface plane (height and width together) resulting. In this respect I
consider that there are elements of both policies H13.3(13) and (14) relevant
to the proposal in terms of the roles of those policies as assessment matters
for over-height buildings referred to in H13.8.2(7).

11.

I agree with the general premise of the proposal that, based on having
sensitive uses on all sides, a massing of building scale towards the centre of
the Site makes some sense provided that it ‘skews’ also towards the
Dominion Road frontage. I have not found compliance with the height in
relation to boundary (“HiRB”) control especially relevant to reaching a
conclusion on this matter given the atypical dimensions of the Site and that
the HiRB control works in tandem with the zone height standard anyways.

12.

I am most concerned that the proposal does not relate compatibly with the
urban design / built form outcomes that exist in or are sought for the SCAO in
urban design terms. That the Site sits within the SCAO signals to me that it is
planned to continue to be a visually cohesive part of that special character
area despite also accommodating growth in line with the B:MUZ provisions.

13.

I am also not in agreement that the massing of buildings and arrangements of
building heights proposed is acceptable, with greater variation and visual
interest when viewed from the side streets necessary to mitigate the
additional visual effects of the building heights.

14.

I agree with the commenters opposed to the proposal that the eastern
boundary interface is not acceptable given its length and scale, with more
than a landscape strip being required to mitigate visual dominance effects
(this is addressed in more detail later).

15.

In consideration of all of these matters, I have come to agree with those
parties that have identified concerns with the overall scale, bulk and height of
development proposed, including the arguments and reasons they have
provided to the Panel. Having assessed the proposal in detail, which has
included considering the applicable B:MUZ development standards as a
signal of what might be said to be generally anticipated for the Site, it is
overall excessive and unreasonable in this special character context.

16.

In my opinion the proposal is not appropriate either in terms of the built form
outcomes sought for the Site within both of the SCAO and B:MUZ policy
frameworks, and in terms of the scale of real-world adverse effects that will
result.

17.

I have considered whether it would be possible to address my concerns by
making alterations to the proposal. I have done this purely so as to give the
Expert Consenting Panel the ability to evaluate the “gap” between what the
Applicant’s experts consider to be acceptable and what I do. It could also
serve as a basis for ongoing consideration by the Applicant and parties that
have provided comment.
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18.

19.

In summary, I consider that the proposal would be of an overall scale, bulk
and height that would efficiently utilise the B:MUZ provisions that apply and
contribute to Auckland’s vision for a quality compact urban form, while also
maintaining (but not enhancing) the special character values of the area,
neighbourhood, and adjacent streets, if:
a.

The south-western (Grange Road) building (“South Terraces”) should
be reduced to 3-storeys in height from the eastern side through to
grid-line F (Attachment 1A). The 5th-storey on the western end should
be deleted.

b.

Blocks A, C and D should each be reduced in height be 1-storey
(Attachments 1B, 1C and 1D).

The result of the above would be a considerably more sympathetic, but still
large, scale of development in the eastern side of the Site and a more
obvious and singular expression of height at and visible along Dominion Road.
This would in my opinion sit at the tipping point of what could be said to
achieve a balance between both of the B:MUZ and SCAO policy frameworks.
Site layout

20.

In my opinion the site layout proposed is generally appropriate. I can
understand the circulation proposed and where vehicular ingress and egress
is proposed. The servicing and loading solution is in my opinion successful
and appropriate, and avoids the need for a space-consuming truck turning
facility within the Site.

21.

It is difficult to see anything other than long ribbons of medium-scale /
medium-rise commercial and mixed use developments eventuating along
many of Auckland’s arterial corridors based on the Unitary Plan’s provisions.
While specific centre zones have been interspersed between what is
generally either B:MUZ or Terraced Housing and Apartment Buildings zoned
land along Dominion Road, for the most part it could be very difficult for the
layperson to appreciate exactly when a centre stopped or started in a Unitary
Plan’s “planned” development scenario. This is not a criticism of the Unitary
Plan’s intended outcomes, and is instead something of a starting point for
what might be reasonably asked of the Site as it relates to that wider and
larger spatial vision. In summary, the principle of something relatively large
(both in absolute terms and also relatively-speaking when compared to what
exists now), and long, is not in my opinion inappropriate on the Site. In this
respect the general placement of buildings proposed in rows running parallel
with Dominion Road is readily understandable and quite logical.

22.

The car parking proposed has been internalised and is well-sleeved out of
public view, which I regard as in line with best-practice. The width of the
vehicle crossings are not of concern given the overall length of street frontage
affected by the development.

23.

The supermarket has been well-accommodated within the Site and at slightly
more than 2,000m2 GFA, is in my opinion already only a medium-sized
operation. I regard its placement within and away from the street frontages to
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be best-practice and a notable (and unusual for New Zealand supermarkets)
achievement. In urban design terms I do not consider it to be excessive and
see no argument that would warrant reducing its size.
24.

The proposed laneway running behind and parallel to Dominion Road is in my
opinion very problematic and would be best-suited to being split into two
secure corridors, each used by staff or contractors only to service the retail
stores fronting Dominion Road. My concerns with this space are:
a.

Retail Units A-N are being asked to be possibly double-fronted,
activating both Dominion Road and the internal laneway. This is not
an outcome that many retail units enthusiastically adapt to in my
experience (and for the narrow-width units B, E, F, G, H, K and L, I
doubt it would be spatially workable to maintain a customer corridor
and circulation space along the entire depth of the stores). I have
visited many such retail developments where, over time, operators
have simply signed-over entrances and treated then as back walls
internally. This would not be appropriate along Dominion Road.

b.

The northern half of the laneway is very narrow and on both sides the
eastern car-park interface will not be a high-quality or engaging
interface.

c.

The creation of a cruciform-type meeting space between the two
pedestrian circulation axes could at times become very congested.

d.

There is no public access route or connection that is being usefully
served by the laneway, such as to connect two streets in a manner
whereby there would not otherwise be a connection; the link is so
close and parallel to Dominion Road as to be negligibly more efficient
than the public footpath for any pedestrian trip anyway.

25.

If the Panel determines to grant consent, I recommend the addition of a
condition of consent requiring the ground-floor laneway behind Units A-I and
J-N to be secure at each end and to be used for staff and service access only
(or emergency egress). This may lead to deletion of the retail space shown
within the southern-side lane adjoining the supermarket (which could be
possibly relocated or repositioned to adjoin the east-west lane from Dominion
Road). I would also be supportive of the southern-side laneway being
reduced in width to reflect its service function, which could lead to the
supermarket being increased in area slightly but without giving rise to any
adverse urban design effects of note.

26.

The above recommendation would leave uninterrupted the east-west access
from Dominion Road through to the supermarket and car park area.

27.

Subject to the changes I have recommended to the proposal’s height and
bulk, I consider any adverse overlooking or visual privacy-related effects on
any person to be very low based on the separation distances and viewing
angles that would be possible.

28.

In response to the comments received that were in support of some form of
‘laneway’ concept, I recommend against this outcome based on the
characteristics of the Site and the current proposal. The emphasis placed
throughout the Unitary Plan is on the activation, enlivenment and amenity of

ianmunro
ian@ianmunro.nz | +6421 900 993 | Page 6

streets and it would be optimal, in my opinion, for the development to engage
as positively as possible with these three external edges. This would include
not providing excessive commercial frontage in locations away from, and
which would attract pedestrian activity away from, streets. I do not see it as
being necessary or relevant to the success of the current proposal.
29.

In response to the comments received that were in support of public access
along the eastern boundary, I recommend against this. The appeal of a Site
such as is the subject of the application is that parking access and servicing /
loading trucks can efficiently be catered to internally and away from the street
frontages. Given that the Site has three such street frontages, the eastern
boundary is very important as a “back” in terms of site planning. It would not
be advisable to promote public access along an edge that (including for the
residential neighbours) is also their back boundary and which they have not
designed their dwellings to directly overlook or activate.

30.

Lastly, I am supportive of the open space ‘gap’ between the upper extents of
Buildings A-D and B-C. This will be a visually pleasant amenity for residents.
Building design and appearance

31.

I am supportive of the architectural design and articulation of the building
elements and elevations, subject to the modifications in the overall height and
scale of the proposal that I have previously recommended. I am particularly
comfortable with the Dominion Road elevations

32.

The exception to this is the treatment of the eastern elevation end-wall
adjacent to the residential neighbours at 111 Grange Road and 1/86, 2/86,
and 86A Prospect Terrace. The proposal is for a (stepped) 2-storey blank wall
for approximately 120m length. I have not ascertained what treatment (if any)
this wall is proposed to have including whether it would be painted or just
exposed fair-faced concrete.

33.

In my opinion there has been an over-reliance placed on landscape mitigation
along this face of the development. Although I am not opposed to this being
blank for reasons of its functional purpose (which will also avoid lighting and
overlooking effects on neighbours), I recommend that the wall be divided into
at least 8 sections of similar width, with colour or texture applied to each
(such as exposed aggregate finish). This would provide for a softening of the
scale and length of the wall, elements of visual interest, and a complement for
the landscape screening proposed. It would also likely be necessary for the
final design of such treatment(s) to be submitted to the Council for
certification at the time of Building Consent given the many different ways that
an acceptable solution could be arrived at.

34.

There may be specific architectural (non urban design) reasons for the Panel
to further consider the proposal’s design and appearance and I reiterate that
‘special character’ is not something that can be readily bundled to only one
area of expertise. But in urban design terms and relating to urban design
effects informed by the special character context, the proposal is
appropriately modulated and has a rhythm along Dominion Road (the spacing
and repetition of solid and transparent components, roof features, etc) that is
in my opinion compatible with what can be seen of existing commercial
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buildings along the corridor. The buildings’ articulation will also mitigate the
potential effects of their height, length and width.

Please feel welcome to contact me should you wish to discuss any aspect of the
above further.
Yours sincerely,

IAN MUNRO
urban planner and urban designer
B.Plan (Hons); M.Plan (Hons); M.Arch [Urban Design] (Hons); M.EnvLS (Hons); M.EngSt
[Transport] (Hons); MNZPI
(e) ian@ianmunro.nz
(m) 021 900 993
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ATTACHMENT 1A – RECOMMENDED DELETION OF PART OF “SOUTHERN
TERRACES” (NO SCALE) SOURCE: WARREN AND MAHONEY LTD, SHEET
A20.002, REV C (30/06/2021)
Note: Area identified for deletion in semi-transparent red highlight.

ATTACHMENT 1B – RECOMMENDED DELETION OF PART OF BUILDINGS C
AND D (NO SCALE) SOURCE: WARREN AND MAHONEY LTD, SHEET
A3.001, REV C (30/06/2021)
Note: Area identified for deletion in semi-transparent red highlight.
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ATTACHMENT 1C – RECOMMENDED DELETION OF PART OF BUILDINGS A
AND D (NO SCALE) SOURCE: WARREN AND MAHONEY LTD, SHEET
A20.002, REV C (30/06/2021)
Note: Area identified for deletion in semi-transparent red highlight. Light-red highlight
denotes the section of Building D where the eastern-most half would be deleted.

ATTACHMENT 1D – RECOMMENDED DELETION OF PART OF BUILDING C (NO
SCALE) SOURCE: WARREN AND MAHONEY LTD, SHEET A20.001, REV C
(30/06/2021)
Note: Area identified for deletion in semi-transparent red highlight.
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