Asset Owner / Specialist Response
From: Melanie McKelvie, Team Leader Design Review, Urban Design Unit, Plans & Places
Date: 01.06.2021
Executive Summary:
The proposed development of 246 units as an Integrated Residential Development is considered
to be of an intensity, form and character fundamentally different to that observed in the
surrounding established Single House Zone (SHZ) neighbourhood, or that which could be
reasonably interpreted as the planned suburban character of the zone. The proposal is not
supported from an urban design perspective and considered to be contrary to the relevant SHZ
objectives and policies.
The reliance on a 4m wide terrace typology for the entire development fails to respond to the
suburban built character of one to two storey buildings in a generally spacious setting. A broader
range of typologies is required to better respond to the sensitive interfaces particularly along
Glengarry Road and the southern and eastern boundaries, and a more appropriate level of
intensity that “fits” with the surrounding SHZ context.
The linearity of the terraced built form and intensity is exacerbated by proposed building coverage
more aligned to the Terraced Housing and Apartment Zone, considerably greater than anticipated
in the SHZ, being the equivalent infringement as Blocks A-F inclusive. The space around
buildings is generally provided by the public streets and communal parking courts but fails to
deliver the anticipated spacious landscaped setting around the dwellings themselves, with
dwelling densities as high as 1:58m2.
The typologies proposed fail to provide the passive surveillance, activation and safety benefits of
intensification due to the lack of glazing at ground level or the placement of fully glazed windows
to the street, which creates privacy conflicts and often leads to curtains being closed or secondary
screening devices being used (e.g. higher fencing). The safety of the public realm, including the
communal open space and pedestrian lanes is considered to be poor for a comprehensively
planned development of this scale. The confusion of ‘fronts and backs’ and the lack of traditional
front doors, combined with a repetitive architecture also creates issues of legibility and identity
which are of concern for a development of this scale.
Introduction
The following assessment is provided in response to an application for an Integrated Residential
Development of 246 dwellings and associated subdivision, within the Single House Zone (‘SHZ’)
as a set out in the Civix Report “460-478 West Coast Road, Glen Eden – Integrated Residential
Development and Subdivision”, dated March 2021, and supporting appendices.
Background
Pre-Application Meeting
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A pre-application meeting for a 248 unit Integrated Residential Development was held on
09.09.2020 (PRR00035146) with the following summarising the key urban design matters raised
(refer Appendix 6 of the application documentation for full pre-application minutes):
•

•

•

•

•

The proposed intensity of development is significantly more than the existing and/or planned
built character within the Single House Zone, and is not supported from an urban design
perspective. The applicant is encouraged to undertake an analysis of the density of the
surrounding neighbourhood (noting that the legacy district plan provisions allowed for lot
sizes of 450m2, less than the current 600m2 lot size), to enable a more appropriate response
on the edges in particular, to this existing character, in accordance with Policy H3.3(1).
The applicant is strongly encouraged to increase lot sizes at the periphery of the site to
provide for a more appropriate transition to the existing neighborhood character. This should
include standalone and duplex typologies to better reflect the existing suburban built
character.
There are some particularly long, unbroken blocks. It is recommended that more breaks in
the built form are provided to ensure consistency with the anticipated character of a spacious
setting.
Those units fronting West Coast Road (a busy arterial road) immediately adjoins a 3m shared
pedestrian/cycle path, with no grass berm or street tree planting. For those units fronting the
street, it is strongly recommended that additional depth and elevation above the street is
provided to create separation and privacy for users, in response to this context. A typical 45m outdoor space depth is not considered sufficient to mediate this interface.
Given the scale of the development, a range of cladding and colour scheme palettes should
be developed. The built form should also allow for variation in façade treatment, horizontal
and vertical articulation and roof forms. The end of each row of terraces should also respond
to its corner context (i.e. not present a side elevation to the street).

Auckland Urban Design Panel
The proposal was presented to the Auckland Urban Design Panel (AUDP) on 22.10.2021 with
the AUDP supporting the idea of providing affordable housing and greater density in this location,
but subject to fundamental changes including the following:
•

•

•

The Panel has significant concerns regarding the eastern edge, and also the north and
western edges, and how they relate to the existing single house zone, which is characterized
by single dwellings on lots ranging form 350-600sqm.
The Panel supports increased heights towards the centre of the site with the use of the range
of different typologies for example walk-up apartments. This could also include for example
the use of duplexes at the edges. This will create greater variation of heights throughout the
overall development.
The Panel notes the applicant’s desire to address the issue of articulation and block length.
This approach would be fundamentally supported by the Panel. The Panel also encourages
a range of architectural responses and treatments which takes advantages of the underlying
topographical features of the site.

The full AUDP minutes and masterplan are attached at Appendix A to this report. It is noted that
the main differences between the designs reviewed by the AUDP and that now lodged, is the
reorientation of blocks perpendicular to West Coast Rd , with some small breaks in the terrace
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rows, and a reduction of two units. In my view the fundamental issues raised by the Panel have
not been addressed and are discussed further in the following.
Further Information Required to Assess Proposal
I consider that the application lacks sufficient information to undertake a full assessment of the
proposal, with the required further information set out in Appendix B.
STATUTORY CONTEXT
Auckland Unitary Plan: Operative in Part
The subject site is located within the Single House Zone (‘SHZ’) and is part of a wider SHZ
catchment of approximately 189 hectares. The purpose of the Residential – Single House Zone
is to maintain and enhance the amenity values of established residential neighbourhoods 1 and
may also be applied in greenfield locations. To support the purpose of the zone, multi-unit
development is not anticipated, with additional housing limited to the conversion of an existing
dwelling into two dwellings and minor dwelling units. The zone is generally characterised by one
to two storey high buildings consistent with a suburban built character.
The relevant objectives and policies are as follows:
H3.2. Objectives
(1) Development maintains and is in keeping with the amenity values of established residential
neighbourhoods including those based on special character informed by the past, spacious sites
with some large trees, a coastal setting or other factors such as established neighbourhood
character.
(2) Development is in keeping with the neighbourhood’s existing or planned suburban built
character of predominantly one to two storeys buildings.
(3) Development provides quality on-site residential amenity for residents and for adjoining sites
and the street.
(4) Non-residential activities provide for the community’s social, economic and cultural well-being,
while being in keeping with the scale and intensity of development anticipated by the zone so as
to contribute to the amenity of the neighbourhood.
H3.3. Policies
(1) Require an intensity of development that is compatible with either the existing suburban built
character where this is to be maintained or the planned suburban built character of predominantly
one to two storey dwellings.
(2) Require development to:
(a) be of a height, bulk and form that maintains and is in keeping with the character and amenity
values of the established residential neighbourhood; or

1

H3.1 Single House Zone Description
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(b) be of a height and bulk and have sufficient setbacks and landscaped areas to maintain an
existing suburban built character or achieve the planned suburban built character of
predominantly one to two storey dwellings within a generally spacious setting.
(3) Encourage development to achieve attractive and safe streets and public open spaces
including by:
(a) providing for passive surveillance
(b) optimising front yard landscaping
(c) minimising visual dominance of garage doors.
(4) Require the height, bulk and location of development to maintain a reasonable level of sunlight
access and privacy and to minimise visual dominance effects to the adjoining sites.
(5) Encourage accommodation to have useable and accessible outdoor living space.
(6) Restrict the maximum impervious area on a site in order to manage the amount of stormwater
runoff generated by a development and ensure that adverse effects on water quality, quantity
and amenity values are avoided or mitigated.
(7) Provide for non-residential activities that:
(a) support the social and economic well-being of the community;
(b) are in keeping with the scale and intensity of development anticipated within the zone;
(c) avoid, remedy or mitigate adverse effects on residential amenity; and
(d) will not detract from the vitality of the Business – City Centre Zone, Business – Metro Centre
Zone and the Business – Town Centre Zone.
(8) To provide for integrated residential development on larger sites.
The proposed Integrated Residential Development (‘IRD’) is a Discretionary Activity (Standard
H3.4.1(A9)) and more than one dwelling per site is a Non Complying Activity (Standard
H3.4.1(A6). The Single House zone contains standards relating to building height (8m); height in
relation to boundary; yards (3m front yard and 1m side and rear yards); maximum impervious
area (60% of net site area); building coverage (35% of net site area); landscaped area (40% of
net site area); front, side and rear fences and walls. Notably, the SHZ does not contain standards
relating to outdoor living space or outlook, as the assumption is that for larger sites that this is
not necessary.
The minimum site area for subdivisions involving parent sites of 1ha or greater is 480m2, with a
minimum average net site area of 600m2, and maximum average net site area of 720m2
(E38.8.3.11). Subdivision of a converted dwelling existing as at 30 September 2013, and
subdivision of a minor household unit, on sites less than 600m2 per dwelling/minor household
unit, is a Prohibited Activity (Table E38.4.2 (A27) and (A39)).
National Policy Statement: Urban Development
The National Policy Statement on Urban Development (NPS-UD 2020) recognises the national
significance of having well-functioning urban environments that enable all people and
communities to provide for their social, economic, and cultural wellbeing, and for their health and
safety, now and into the future. The NPS-UD intensification provisions seek to enable
intensification through council plans in appropriate locations, such as places in or close to urban
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centres where people can access many jobs, services and amenities; places that are well-served
by public transport; other areas with high demand for housing and business space.
Auckland Council is yet to define a “well-functioning urban environment” in the Auckland context.
It is acknowledged that the proposed development will add to Auckland’s housing choice and
supply. However, the subject site is not located within the generally accepted 800m walking
distance of a Rapid or Frequent Transport Network.
URBAN DESIGN ASSESSMENT
Existing vs Planned Suburban Built Character
Built form character is a combination of a number of elements including:
(i)
(ii)

the predominant form of development i.e. building typologies, building mass and height;
whether the neighbourhood is homogenous or diverse in terms of the built form, scale and
character i.e. setbacks, space around buildings, site coverage;
how parking and access are arranged.

iii)

The subject site forms part of a wider SHZ catchment, on the edge of the Rural Urban Boundary
(‘RUB’) and is a gateway to the Waitakere Ranges. The surrounding neighbourhood is
predominantly residential in character, with one to two storey family homes on relatively large
sites. This is reflective of the legacy Waitakere City District Plan zoning of Living Environment,
which allowed for one dwelling per 450m2 net site area 2, and a minor household unit on sites of
600m2 or greater. The average net site area of the surrounding SHZ catchment is 763m2,
excluding the subject site and other larger sites in the catchment (refer Appendix C). The
applicant’s urban designer also acknowledges the typical range being 800-900m2. 3 I note that
recent development in the surrounding SHZ catchment has included four standalone dwellings
at 513 West Coast Rd with densities ranging from 350-430m2, and an approved vacant lot
subdivision at 542B West Coast Rd, with lots ranging from 410 – 1525m2. Photographs of these
are attached at Appendix D. The applicants urban design assessment correctly identifies that the
surrounding neighbourhood is “overwhelmingly in the form of detached family housing”. 4 This
built form character combined with the intensity of development, establishes the areas existing
suburban built character (SHZ Objective H3.2(2) and Policy H3.3(1)).
The purpose of the SHZ is to maintain and enhance the amenity values of established residential
neighbourhoods 5. I agree with the applicants urban design assessment that SHZ Objectives
H3.2(1) and H3.2(2) and Policies H.3(1), (2) and (8) are key to the consideration of this proposal,
which seek that development maintains and is in keeping with the amenity values of established
neighbourhoods including the suburban built character of predominantly one to two storey
buildings within a generally spacious setting. However, I am of a differing view as to the success
of the proposal in maintaining and in keeping with the amenity values of the established
residential neighbourhood, and consider that the proposed development is contrary to these
objectives and policies.

2

Living Environment Rule 2.1(i)
Ian Munro Urban Design Assessment Section 4.1(n)
4 Ibid
5 Single House Zone Description H3.1
3
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The applicants urban design assessment relies heavily on the ‘planned suburban built character’
as opposed to the existing suburban built character. The assessment has interpreted the planned
suburban built character as being the maximum development potential within the SHZ whereby
existing dwellings can be converted into two (permitted for dwellings existing as at 30 September
2013) creating a ‘duplex zone’, and provision of a minor household unit on each site. The urban
design assessment then equates this to an permitted effective density for independently
occupiable households of 1:200m2. 6 I disagree with this approach and conclusion for the
following reasons:
(a)

Policies (1) and (2) both recognize that the SHZ applies to established residential
neighbourhood’s as well as new greenfield neighbourhoods where the SHZ might be
applied, whereby the planned suburban built character is more relevant. I do not consider
that the planned suburban built character has more weight than the existing suburban built
character, particularly where there is a well-established neighbourhood such as this.

(b)

I agree that Policy (2) to be compatible with, does not require replication of either an existing
or planned suburban built character. However, I consider that the proposed development
is not compatible with either the existing neighbourhood character, or a reasonable
interpretation as to planned suburban character.

(c)

The conversion of an existing dwelling into two is only permitted for dwellings existing as
at 30 September 2013. The planned suburban character, for greenfield sites, can therefore
only include one dwelling and one minor household unit per 600m2 site. Furthermore in
terms of the existing character, it is a Prohibited Activity to subdivide a dwelling established
from the conversion of a principal dwelling existing as at September 2013 or a minor
household unit unless the minimum site size of 600m2 per dwelling is achieved 7 – requiring
a parent lot size of 1800m2. This is in line with the SHZ purpose of the zone and avoidance
of multi-unit development. I therefore disagree with the urban design assessment that it is
“reasonable to conclude that the SHZ provisions permit an at least doubling of residential
density to occur in the neighbourhood (on a site-by-site basis) and permitted additions and
alterations allowing the many 1-storey dwellings to become 2-storeys tall”. 8

(d)

The conversion of an existing dwelling into two, in my view, is more likely to occur with
larger villa or bungalow type dwellings, rather than the single storey c.1970’s dwellings
observed in the surrounding neighbourhood - and extensive additions to facilitate this rather
than a rebuild would in my view would be unlikely given that subdivision of the two dwellings
is prohibited unless 600m2 per dwelling is achieved. Noting the large site sizes in the
surrounding area, additions to a single storey dwelling to make this two storey would be
less likely in my view, than more affordable single storey additions. To then also provide a
minor household unit in addition to each of the units above, across the majority of the
catchment, would again in my view be fanciful. Regardless however, this provision which
enables “hidden density” is not in my view comparable to say three terrace dwellings on
200m2 sites as suggested by the urban design assessment.

The applicants urban design assessment notes “if it were not for the inclusion of policy providing
for IRDs on larger sites, it would be more difficult to contemplate densities and a built form
6
7
8

Ian Munro Urban Design Assessment Section 6.8(a)(iii)
Subdivision Chapter - Table E38.4.2 (A27) and (A39)
Ian Munro Urban Design Assessment, Section (4)(n)
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character such is proposed” 9 and that “the development will be of a notably higher density than
exists in the surrounding environment” 10 However, Policy H3.3(8) which provides for IRD’s must
be considered in the round with the other policies, including H3.3(1) which in my view, requires
an intensity of development compatible with the existing suburban built character or the planned
suburban built character of predominantly one to two storey dwellings. To suggest that the
planned character of an existing established neighbourhood, is an effective density of 1:200m2
based on possible future additions and alterations to achieve the conversion of a single dwelling
into two and provision of a minor household unit, is not in my view a reasonable interpretation of
the AUP. The fact that subdivision of converted dwellings or a minor household unit still requires
a minimum net site area of 600m2 supports the “hidden density” intent of the SHZ to avoid multiunit developments.
I therefore do not support the interpretation that the planned built character and intensity of the
surrounding SHZ catchment would practicably ever be as high as 1 unit per 200m2. The applicant
has helpfully provided a “Proposed Alternative” plan (BDG Architects DWG 00-13) which
illustrates the permitted activity density of 1 lot per 600m2 which provides for 53 lots, with each
lot able to accommodate a principal dwelling and minor household unit (refer Figure 1 below). By
comparison, the proposed development of 246 dwellings is shown in Figure 1, will in my view
create a built character and pattern of density significantly different and contrary to the existing
or planned suburban built character.

Figure 1: Comparison of permitted activity development (left) and proposed development (right)

The AEE 11 refers to other Integrated Residential Developments consented by Council, and states
that the proposal “compares quite favourably to the scale and intensity of development of IRDs
granted consent by the Council”. I note however that none of the examples referred to in the AEE
are of the same context as the subject site, being exclusively located within the Single House
Zone, all were for retirement villages that were not subject to a subdivision consent, and that
many of the examples were consented under the legacy district plan provisions. The proposed

9

Ibid Section 6.8(v)

10
11

Ibid Executive Summary (d)
AEE Page 5
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development is a ‘residentially focused’ IRD. Although retirement villages sit under the umbrella
of an IRD they are not comparable to a residentially focused IRD for two reasons:
(1) Under the definition of a retirement village, the residential units that comprise a retirement
village are precluded from being considered as individual dwellings. The units that make
up a residentially focused IRD trigger an additional reason for consent ‘more than one
dwelling per site’ rule, as a non-complying activity.
(2) A retirement village cannot be subdivided.
As such it is considered that the resource consents referred to in the AEE are not relevant
comparisons. Please refer to Appendix E for further commentary on this matter.
Intensity & Suburban Built Form Character
The applicants urban design assessment states that given the context, “the site is suitable for a
comprehensively planned integrated development of medium density housing (generally in the
range of 1:150m2 – 1:350m2) 12.” As noted in the background section above, both the writer and
the Auckland Urban Design Panel agreed that the site is uniquely located to accommodate
development additional to that provided for as a permitted activity SHZ development, having
regard to the existing neighbourhood character and interfaces, with the AUDP supporting the
proposal subject to fundamental changes. In my opinion, the proposal as submitted has not
adequately addressed the existing context and neighbourhood character. The proposed density
of development, being as high as 1 dwelling per 58m2 of net site area, is significantly beyond that
compatible with the existing or planned character of one dwelling per 600m2, or as low as 1:480m2
for sites of 1ha or more. Even considering the proposed density of development as an average
of the gross site area, being 1:174m2, this is at the lower end of the applicants urban designer’s
acceptable range.
An important element of intensity and built form character, is the empty space around the built
form, with the SHZ objectives and policies specifically referencing the generally spacious setting
of development. Using the applicants alternative permitted development proposal, and
comparing this to the proposed development, I have prepared a figure-ground diagram to
illustrate the relationship between the proposed intensity of development; the built form patterns,
and the continuity of open space in the context of the surrounding SHZ catchment (refer Figures
2 and 3 below).

12

Urban Design Assessment. Section 4.2(a)
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Figure 2: Alternative Permitted Activity Figure Ground (shown in black) with building coverage of
32.97% net site area
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Figure 3: Proposed Development Figure Ground with building coverage of 42% of net site area
The space around the proposed development scenario predominantly comprises the public roads
and carparks with the built form pattern being very linear and incongruent with the existing built
form character and distribution of space around buildings. The permitted development scenario
comprises a greater degree of open space around buildings and less area dedicated to access
and parking, with a more scattered built form pattern, compatible with the surrounding
neighbourhood built form.
Whilst IRD’s are not subject to building coverage standard H3.6.10, in my view it is an appropriate
assessment matter to consider, with the purpose of the standard being “to manage the extent of
buildings on a site to achieve the planned suburban built character of buildings”.
The proposed development will create 9904m2 of building coverage, or 42.33% of the net site
area 13, compared to the maximum building coverage permitted of 35% of the net site area 14. This
is some 7.33% or 1714m2 more than a complying development. By way of comparison, this
infringement equates to the same built area as Blocks A, B, C, D, E and F combined
(approximately 1703m2). I note that the applicant has not provided building coverage calculations
for each lot following subdivision, as required by the AUP 15. From my analysis, building coverage
in the order of 57-58% will result on an individual lot basis 16, being greater than the maximum
building coverage provided for in the most intensive Terraced Housing and Apartment Building
zone (maximum 50% building coverage), and nearly 25% greater than the building coverage
permitted in the Single House Zone.
The proposed linear built form with terraces in rows of up to 13 units or 52 metres in length, also
contributes to a far more intensive built form character than could reasonably be expected within
the zone. Of particular concern are Blocks D and E (13 units per row), K and W (12 units per
row), Block N (10 units) and Block Z (two blocks of 10 units). Even the smaller terrace rows of 68 units, are not compatible with the existing suburban built character or what I consider to be a
reasonable assumption of the planned suburban built character. Furthermore, the development
is also predominantly two to three storey buildings, rather than predominantly one to two storeys,
which combined with the proposed terrace length, is incompatible with either the existing or
planned suburban built character.
Overall I consider that the proposed built form and intensity of development is not compatible
with that observed in the surrounding SHZ catchment, nor what I consider to be a reasonable
interpretation of the planned character of the SHZ zone, and is contrary to Policies H3.3 (1) and
(2).
BUILT FORM DESIGN & APPEARANCE
As noted in the preceding sections, built form character is a reflection of the typologies, scale and
architectural character of buildings as well as access and parking arrangements. The proposed
246 unit development comprises four “typologies”, all of which are 4m wide terraces, and either
13
14
15

BDG Architects Masterplan Drawing 00-09
Single House Zone standard H3.6.10

Subdivision Assessment Criterion E38.12.2.2(6) subdivision around existing buildings and development, and subdivision in accordance with an
approved land use resource consent: (a) the effect of the design and layout of the proposed sites created: (i) whether the design and layout of the proposed
sites create result in new or increased non-compliance with Auckland-wide and zone rules;
16

I.e., Block X Typology B units at 33.6m2 ground floor and lots sizes of 58m2 = 57.9% building coverage
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two or three storeys in height. Their lineal placement, with the ‘space’ around buildings being
roads or rear lanes and large parking areas, reinforces this lineal arrangement not otherwise
seen at this scale in the surrounding neighbourhood.
In my view, the built form response to the existing or planned suburban built character should be
a typological response, rather than a single 4m wide terrace typology which relies on changes in
roof form, colours and materials. The typologies should include single storey buildings, detached
dwellings and duplexes. Whilst the SHZ refers to “predominantly” one to two storey buildings
which does not preclude three storey elements such as proposed in this application, given the
scale of the site I would have expected more single storey elements to better integrate with the
surrounding neighbourhood context. The only single storey elements proposed are associated
with the commercial uses fronting West Coast Rd, which in my view, could accommodate greater
height given the arterial road location opposite Parrs Park. Similarly, the only detached and
duplex arrangement (Block C) is located on the West Coast Rd frontage, which could
accommodate greater intensification than the more sensitive suburban character of Glengarry
Rd.
The architectural strategy includes precedent images (predominantly from the UK) which are
expressed as simple architectural forms and geometry, with variation introduced with colour and
material. The proposed architectural strategy is less successful in my view, with a somewhat
complicated built form and application of colour and materials but is repetitive. For example, Block
Z which whilst broken into two blocks, lacks any variety or sense of identity, as they are essentially
mirror images of each other (refer Figure 4 below). Similarly Blocks J and L on opposite sides of
Road 3 are bookended with a two storey form, but have a repeated form, materiality, fenestration
and colour palette across the blocks.

Figure 4: Block Z - 2 storey Terraces

Figure 5: Block J
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Figure 6: Block L
The architectural strategy along Glengarry Rd in response to the existing built form character has
been to group 5-6 units together and express as two units on either end of the row within a
combined roof form, and the central unit having a lower roof form and being a darker recessive
colour to relate to ‘gaps’ seen between buildings on the opposite side of Glengarry Rd. While this
architectural strategy is more successful in that the terraces read as larger dwellings rather than
individual 4m wide terraces, I am less convinced as to the success of a darker and smaller terrace
element to create a ‘gap’ in the built form. Such ‘gaps’ in the surrounding neighbourhood would
also support landscape treatment, which contributes to the spacious setting expected within the
SHZ. The inclusion of three storey elements on Glengarry Rd as “bookends” is also incongruent
with the existing suburban built character. These could have perhaps read more successfully as
detached corner elements, allowing for better integration with the surrounding suburban
character.
Of the four typologies proposed, Typology A comprises nearly half of the development (112 units)
and is a 4m wide two-storey typology which presents either a front door and no windows to the
street, or the private outdoor space with a ranchslider to the street (creating either passive
surveillance concerns or privacy conflicts). Type B (48 units) is a 3 storey version of Type A, and
also presents a front door and no windows, or the private outdoor space and ranchslider to the
street. Type C1 is a two storey 4m wide typology, with a recessed top floor that presents a
bedroom to the street (creating privacy conflicts). The only difference between Type C1 and C2
appears to be that C2 is 0.6m longer at ground level. Type D1 and D2 are 3 storey typologies
also with a front door and no windows, or the private outdoor space and ranchslider to the street.
Overall, I consider that the proposed built form design and appearance does not respond
appropriately to the existing or planned suburban built character, with a singular 4m wide terrace
typology and limited typological and architectural variation that fails to maintain or be in keeping
with the amenity values of the established residential neighborhood and in my view is contrary to
Objectives H3.2(1) and (2) and Policies H3.3(1) and (2).
PUBLIC REALM INTERFACE
The urban design assessment states that “the proposal will have urban design benefits on the
two street frontages and the new internal streets by waying of maximizing the qualities of
activation and passive surveillance, and the general strategy of internalizing vehicular parking
and servicing activities within blocks away from the street and public view”. 17 Passive surveillance
17

Urban Design Assessment Executive Summary (e)
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is achieved by having “eyes on the street”, reducing opportunities for crime and improving safety
for people using the street. The Auckland Design Manual provides further guidance on how to
achieve passive surveillance, including the front elevation of a dwelling having at least 20%
glazing with the windows of a frequently used room, such as a kitchen, dining, living or family
room. 18
The following assessment considers each of the key street and communal space interfaces and
their success in maximizing activation and passive surveillance. It is noted however that a
considerable number of elevations are not provided, and that key perspectives would also assist
in better understanding the proposal (refer further information section).
Glengarry Rd Frontage (Blocks A, B, I, K, W Z and V)
The AUDP noted “significant concerns regarding the length and the repetitive nature of the
building frontage given the existing residential character of the neighbourhood”. As noted above,
the proposed architectural strategy of grouping two terraces within the same roof form, with a
smaller element in between, is more successful than the design originally proposed. However, I
make the following observations with regard to each block:
(a)

Blocks B and I all have bedrooms fronting Glengarry Rd, with a 3m landscaped setback
from the street boundary. Passive surveillance and activation from bedroom spaces is less
successful in my view than e.g. a kitchen or dining room, due to the inherent privacy
conflicts, which can lead to curtains being permanently closed and the opportunities for
passive surveillance and activation therefore removed. Traffic volumes on Glengarry Rd
will increase significantly as a result of this proposal and will further contribute to this
tension. A kitchen or other active space such as a dining room which does not create
privacy conflicts, is preferable.

Figure 7: Typology C1 facing Glengarry Road with bedrooms fronting the street
(b) Blocks A, K, W and Z present end/side elevations to Glengarry Rd, which are noted as
“feature end walls” on the architectural drawings and incorporate windows and shrouds as
well as changes in materiality. I consider that rather than these being truly treated as an end
or a corner, windows have simply been added to what would have otherwise been a blank
end elevation. Modulation and articulation of these facades, and their front door facing the
18

http://content.aucklanddesignmanual.co.nz/regulations/design-for-the-rules/Documents/Design_Element_R4-Passive_Surveillance.pdf
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street would have been more successful in addressing Glengarry Road. I also consider that
the 3 storey scale of Blocks K & W to be incongruent with the existing or planned suburban
built character.
(c) Block V (Typology A) presents the primary outdoor living area fronting the street, with a fully
glazed ranchslider. It is preferable to have a public ‘front’ and a private ‘back’, so that privacy
conflicts associated with full height glazing and outdoor space on the street are avoided (refer
to examples in Appendix F). This can lead to high fencing or additional screening being
installed post occupancy, and curtains being closed, which prevents passive surveillance
over the street. The lack of a traditional ‘front door’ also creates legibility issues for visitors.
It is noted that this outdoor living area fronting Glengarry Road will also accommodate any
site facilities such as refuse/recycling storage, washing lines, storage sheds and will be
bisected by a path to the ranchslider, compromising the amenity and usability of the outdoor
living area.

Figure 8: End of Blocks W & Z and Block V with full glazing to the street
Overall it is considered that the Glengarry Road frontage while somewhat successful in grouping
two units within a single roof form to create the appearance of a larger single dwelling rather than
4m wide terraces, does not in my opinion achieve the planned suburban built character within a
spacious setting required by Policy H3.3(2). Furthermore, the proposed dwelling layouts fail to
deliver the intensification benefits to the public realm of passive surveillance and activation due
to the privacy conflicts arising from the location of bedrooms and outdoor living areas and
principal glazing to the street.
West Coast Rd Frontage (Blocks B-G and Non Residential Uses)
Concerns were raised at pre-application and AUDP stage regarding the location of private
outdoor livings spaces adjacent to West Coast Rd, being a busy arterial road with a 3m shared
pedestrian/cycle path and no grass berm or street tree planting. A typical 4-5m deep outdoor
living space was not considered adequate to mediate this space, with additional depth and
elevation recommended.
The applicant has responded by reorienting the terrace rows perpendicular to the West Coast Rd
(Blocks D, E and F), with Blocks C and F still having their private outdoor space fronting the
street. I make the following observations with regard to each block:
Blocks C & F
(a) Private open space for Blocks C and F directly front West Coast Rd with a minimum 20m2
outdoor living space, with no additional depth or landscape treatment to mediate this
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interface as recommended at pre-application and AUDP stage. It is noted that this outdoor
living space will also need to accommodate service functions such as washing lines, storage
sheds etc and the space is bisected by a footpath leading to the ranchslider.
(b)

Full height glazing in the form of ranchsliders front West Coast Rd, with no traditional front
door, creating confusion around ‘fronts and backs’ and legibility issues for visitors. Full
glazing to the street will also create privacy conflicts for occupants.

(c) It is noted that Block C has the only “detached” dwelling for the entire development, along
with a duplex arrangement. It is considered that this response should also be applied along
the Glengarry Road frontage, which in my view is more a sensitive in receiving environment,
than West Coast Rd frontage.

Figure 9: Blocks C and F
Blocks D, E and G
(d) These blocks are perpendicular to West Coast Rd and have their front door accessed via an
internal pedestrian lane. There is again confusion between fronts and backs with Block D
having their private outdoor space and primary outlook adjoining the pedestrian path,
whereas Block E has their front door facing the pedestrian lane, and private outdoor space
and outlook to the rear. Block G has their ‘front”, private outdoor space and outlook to the
east, requiring visitors have to walk through the outdoor living area. See Figure 10 below.
Given the size of the site and the SHZ context, it would have been preferable to have fronts
facing fronts, with private outdoor living spaces to the rear. Whilst it could be argued that the
Block D and E relationship allows for a more generous separation distance between the
blocks, this could still be achieved with private outdoor living spaces to the rear, albeit with
a likely reduction in yield. I also note that Block E has no windows fronting the pedestrian
lane, with no ground floor activation or surveillance, creating safety and CPTED concerns.
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Figure 10: Fronts and Backs

(e) General views of the subject site from West Coast Rd, Parrs Cross Road and Parrs Park,
whilst two storey at the immediate interface, will see be within the context of the three storey
development within the interior of the site. This layering of built form, combined with the
lack of breaks in the building except where roads and carparks are proposed, presents a
built form and intensity of development inconsistent with the existing or planned SHZ
character, as seen in Figure 11 below.

Figure 11 – West Coast Road Interface
Internal Street Networks & Pedestrian Lanes
Road 1
Blocks U and T (Typology A) present their outdoor living space to the street due to the northerly
orientation (refer Figure 12), which is preferable to a south facing space noting the retaining wall
of up to 4m along the southern boundary. However, the minimum 20m2 outdoor space proposed
will also accommodate refuse/recycling bins, washing lines and site facilities, and be bisected
by the footpath to the ranchslider, This in my view is contrary to Objective H3.2(3) to provide
quality onsite amenity for residents and Policy H3.3(5) to provide for useable outdoor space.
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Figure 12: Typology A with living room and principal glazing facing the street (no front door)

Blocks R and S (Typology C2) provides for a bedroom and front door to the street, with private
outdoor space to the rear. Opportunities for passive surveillance are therefore reduced due to
privacy conflicts with the bedroom use.
Block P (Typology A) presents a front door and no windows to the street at ground level, with no
opportunities for activation or passive surveillance. The kitchen adjoins the street, but it is
presumed that due to the small unit size (4m wide x 8.4m long) it would be difficult to incorporate
a window within the kitchen due to the need for overhead storage. This is reflective of the intensity
of development proposed and in my view is contrary to Policy H3.3(3).

Figure 13: Typology A with kitchen and front door facing the street (no ground level windows or
surveillance)
Road 2
Blocks A and H (Typology A) present a front door and otherwise blank ground floor to the street
in the same manner as Block P above. The ends of Blocks D, E, I, J, L and M with “feature end
walls”, as discussed previously, would preferably be modulated and articulated to more actively
address the street, including front doors, rather than just windows in the end elevations.
Four communal carparks of substantial area front Road 2, and in my view lacks sufficient
landscape treatment to mitigate the carparking dominance as viewed from the street (Policy
H3.3(3)). Ideally the built form would wrap around the street interfaces, with the carparking
sleeved in behind. The carpark in between Blocks A and D has no landscape buffer on one aisle;
the carpark between Blocks I and J has approximately 1m buffer, with the carpark between Blocks
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L and M less than 1m. The carparks themselves lack any substantial landscape treatment of
scale to break up the expansive areas of hard surfaces. This is considered to be contrary to the
SHZ Objective H3.2(3) of quality residential amenity for the street; as well as Policy H3.3(3) to
achieve safe and attractive streets by optimizing front yard landscaping.
Road 3
Road 3 is adjoined by Blocks J, L and X. Blocks J and L present Typology D with end units
Typology A. Outdoor living space and primary outlook is provided to the street for Block J, with
ranchsliders rather than front doors, which creates issues of legibility and privacy (refer Figure
14). However, the elevations indicate that the outdoor space is elevated above the street, which
will assist in providing some vertical separation and privacy. However these walls are not shown
on the Civix engineering plans and the height and fencing details are unclear.

Figure 14: Block J interface to Road 3
Block L (Typologies A and D) on the opposite side of Road 3 presents a front door with no ground
floor passive surveillance opportunities (refer Figure 15). The private outdoor space is to the rear.

Figure 15: Block L interface to Road 3 – Front door and no ground floor glazing
Block X (Typology A) is to the south of Road 3, facing the communal open space area (refer
Figure 16). Their private outdoor living area and primary outlook with full glazing faces the street,
creating privacy conflicts. The architectural elevations indicate that some of the outdoor spaces
are retained above the street which would assist with privacy, however the retaining is not
detailed on the engineering or landscape plans. The lack of a traditional front door also creates
confusion as to fronts and backs.
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Figure 16: Block X
Interface to Communal Outdoor Space
Blocks K, N and W front the communal outdoor spaces, however no elevations have been
provided for these interfaces. From the long section (refer Figure 17 below) and floor plans
provided, Blocks K and W (Typology B) have their front door onto a footpath elevated above the
overland flow path, and no ground floor glazing. This is considered to be a poor outcome with no
passive surveillance or activation of this space, creating safety concerns for users. Block N, also
typology B, fronts the large communal outdoor space with no surveillance at ground floor. The
adjacent Block P on the other side of Road 1 also presents a front door and no other ground floor
windows. Overall the built form response to these communal outdoor areas is poor in terms of
opportunities for passive surveillance, activation and safety of the spaces and is in my view
contrary to Objective H3.2(3) and Policy H3.3(3).

Figure 17: Long section showing Blocks K and N fronting communal space
Overall, it is considered that built form interface to the public streets and communal open spaces
is repetitive in its architectural expression and typology. Whilst I acknowledge that the layout is
successful in terms of providing for public streets and removes carparking/garaging from the
street through the use of rear parking courts, the urban design benefits of activation and passive
surveillance as a whole, are very limited. This is due to either the absence of a window associated
with an active room at ground floor, or the placement of the private outdoor space and principal
outlook over the street, which creates privacy conflicts. Bedroom placement on the street
presents similar tensions. Some of these interface conditions might be acceptable, if balanced
with typologies that do provide for ground floor activation from spaces such as kitchens, that
avoid privacy conflicts. However, the entire development lacks a typology that provides for a truly
active ground floor interface without privacy tensions and presents significantly safety and
CPTED concerns for a development of this scale. There are also several critical interfaces such
as large communal parking courts which front public streets and have not been sleeved by
buildings or adequately landscaped to soften the impact of large expanses of paved surfaces. In
my view the proposal will not provide quality residential amenity for the street (Objective H3.2(3))
or safe and attractive streets which optimize passive surveillance and landscape treatment
(Policy H3.3(3)).
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ONSITE AMENITY
Outlook and Outdoor Space
The urban design assessment report refers to the proposed development complying with the
SHZ outdoor living space and outlook standards. However, the SHZ does not have these
standards, as the assumption is made that on the minimum 600m2 site, sufficient space is
provided for minimum levels of outdoor living space and outlook. It is presumed that reference is
therefore being made to the Mixed Housing Urban or Suburban standards for a 20m2 minimum
outdoor living space, and the minimum 4m x 6m outlook space from the principal living room.
The proposed development has generally complied (albeit rigidly) with these minimum standards.
However, I am of the view that compliance with these higher intensity zone standards will not
achieve the quality onsite amenity expected within the SHZ (Objective H3.3(3)). Whilst the
residents have access to the communal spaces and Parrs Park, one of the key differences
between the SHZ and other residential zones is the expectation of a spacious character. More
generous setbacks and outdoor living areas characteristic of the SHZ and surrounding residential
neighborhood, form part of this spacious character. Adherence to the minimum outdoor living
space and outlook requirements of more intensive zones, does not in my view, achieve the
purpose of the SHZ, which is to maintain and enhance the amenity values of established
residential neighbourhoods.
It is noted that many of the outdoor living areas will be also utilised for site facilities such as
washing lines, storage sheds (noting that there is very limited internal storage and no garaging),
refuse/recycling storage, hot water cylinders and in some instances bisected by footpaths to the
front door. The amenity and functionality of these spaces is therefore compromised and in my
opinion contrary to Policy H3.3(5)).
Unit Functionality
Objective H3.2(3) requires development to provide quality on-site residential amenity for
residents, and for adjoining sites and the street.
The AEE (page 5) provides an assessment of the proposed intensity of development, resulting
in 920 people being accommodated compared to an assumed number of bedrooms in a
compliant development of 574 people. It is not clear how the AEE has determined how many
bedrooms could be accommodated in a compliant development. Regardless, the additional
capacity suggested of 346 people or 60% increase, is significant and is of relevance in
considering how the proposed development will accommodate the proposed intensity of use
while providing quality onsite amenity for residents.
The Auckland Design Manual provides non statutory design guidance to complement the AUP.
Guidance includes Residential Design Element R6: Unit Size and Layout 19 which recommends
minimum unit and room use sizes to ensure that dwellings are functional and of a sufficient size
to meet the day to day needs of their occupants. This includes kitchen, dining room and living
rooms sized to accommodate the anticipated number of occupants. Whilst this is non-statutory
guidance, and there is no minimum unit size standard in the SHZ (unlike more intensive
residential zones as multi-unit development is not anticipated), it is considered relevant in my
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http://content.aucklanddesignmanual.co.nz/regulations/design-for-the-rules/Documents/Design_Element_R6-Unit_Layouts_Room_Sizes.pdf
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view given the non-complying status of this application, Objective H3.2(3) which requires quality
onsite residential amenity, and consideration of a “well-functioning urban environment” with
regard to the NPS-UD.
The proposed units vary from 2 to 4 bedrooms. However, there is not a corresponding increase
in the provision of kitchen, dining and living space (refer to Table in Appendix G). Typology A,
being a 2-bed unit, proportionately has the largest combined kitchen, dining and living room.
Typology B, being four-bed unit, has only a 0.6m2 increase from the 2-bed typology. Typologies
C and D, both being 3 bed typologies, have less kitchen, dining and living space than the 2-bed
unit (Typology A). From a pure functional and liveability perspective, this is not considered to be
a quality onsite amenity response for the Single House Zone.
Further, no consideration appears to have been given to the site facilities that will need to be
accommodated onsite, including likely storage sheds (given that there are no garages and limited
or no internal storage beyond pantries and wardrobes have been provided), washing lines, refuse
storage, hot water cylinders (noting that these are not shown on the floor plans and many
developments are now placing these outside) and heat pump units. The placement of these site
facilities will reduce the usable area of the outdoor living area by up to 8.6-10.6m2 or 43-53%
(refer Appendix G). These will likely be located within the outdoor living spaces, reducing their
functionality and amenity, as there is no alternative space for them. It is understood that
underground aquacomb water detention tanks are proposed beneath the dwelling foundations.
This is supported, as above ground detention tanks within the outdoor living spaces would further
detract from the amenity and usability of the space.
Overall it is considered that the level of onsite amenity provided for future occupants is less than
that which would be expected in the SHZ, due to the minimum levels of private outdoor space
proposed, and the lack of planning for site facilities that are commonly required in developments
of this intensity, reducing the usability and functionality of the outdoor living spaces. The internal
amenity of the units is also questioned, noting that the living spaces are not adequately sized for
the intended number of occupants. I therefore consider that the proposal is contrary to Objective
H3.2(3) and Policy H3.3(5).
COMMUNAL FACILITIES
Communal Open Spaces
A communal open space including a hybrid turf field, a youth/nature playground with adjoining
adult fitness equipment; a Mixed Use Games Area (MUGA), and two BBQ’s and seating area is
proposed. The Leisure Assessment Summary states that “the quality of design and specification
of informal urban leisure, sport and recreation environments is far more important than the ratio
of space provided”. 20 The AEE notes that this space will also be available for use by the general
public 21.
The provision of communal facilities is a fundamental part of an Integrated Residential
Development. In IRD’s such as retirement villages, these communal facilities are
comprehensively managed as part of the overall site, as they are not subdivided. In this instance,
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Visitor Solutions, Nola Estate Leisure Assessment Summary, February 2021
AEE Section 1.1, page 8
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as a freehold subdivision is proposed, with the AEE 22 stating that the “reserve areas will be
maintained via a resident’s association or similar body and the main central reserves will be
accessible to the public”. This places a financial burden in perpetuity to future owners (noting that
these “affordable dwellings”) and no information has been provided as part of the application as
to the ongoing cost of maintaining the communal open space, the carparking areas, private waste
management and the community centre. It also presents a challenge whereby the public are able
to use this space, but it will not be maintained by Council.
NON RESIDENTIAL ACTIVITIES
The provision of non-residential activities fronting West Coast Rd is supported in principle.
However there is insufficient information to assess the effects of the proposed non-residential
activities (refer Appendix B). The lack of complete elevations and how back of house/storage
activities will be managed means that the interface with adjacent properties and proposed Block
O which fronts the commercial carpark, cannot be assessed. I am concerned however about the
amenity of the outdoor living space, outlook space and pedestrian access to Block O, noting that
it is adjacent to the commercial carpark. No specific landscape response has been provided for
this interface.
The commercial buildings are the only single storey buildings in the development. Given the
context of the buildings on a busy arterial road, adjacent to a regional sports facility and therefore
a less sensitive receiving environment, it is considered that additional height could have been
accommodated here. The commercial buildings are also seen against the backdrop of the three
storey terraces behind (refer Figure 18).
I also note that retaining walls are shown on the elevations fronting West Coast Rd but are not
included on the submitted engineering drawings or landscape plans. This is an important
interface with West Coast Rd and levels, including pedestrian access from the street, need to be
understood. The benefits of activation of the street from the café and other businesses could be
lost if walls dominate the streetscape (noting also no street berm or trees in this area).
As noted previously, no information has been provided as to how the community centre will be
managed.

Figure 18: Commercial activities fronting West Coast Road
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Section 7.1.3
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CONCLUSION
The subject site is in the centre of a well-established SHZ neighbourhood, characterized by one
and two storey detached dwellings, generally at densities of 1:700-800m2, on spacious
landscaped sites. The site is suitable for more intensity than typically observed in the SHZ due
to its larger size, location on a corner site, road frontage, and proximity to public open space,
subject to an appropriate response to the site’s context.
The proposal incorporates a number of positive elements including publicly vested streets;
communal carparking courts which remove garaging/parking from the street (noting however the
lack of landscape treatment to these spaces) and a communal open space and community centre
(noting however the long term maintenance and associated costs for these areas in an ‘affordable
development’). However, the development is significantly more intense than the existing
established neighbourhood character, or a reasonable interpretation of the redevelopment
potential as planned character, and will not in my view maintain or be in keeping with existing
amenity values and is contrary to Objective H3.2(1) and Policy H3.3(1). The extent of building
coverage, being some 1713m2 more than anticipated within the SHZ, fails to create the spacious
landscape character expected in the zone, with the spaces around buildings being associated
with roading or carparking, with very limited landscape treatment.
The proposed built form response to the existing and planned suburban built character is
unsuccessful in my view due to the reliance on a single 4m wide typology with variation limited
to roof form, colour and materials. In my view a more appropriate response would have included
a wider variety of typologies including single storey, detached and duplex dwellings, as well as
variations in form and fenestration. The lineal arrangement of long rows of terraces, with
expansive areas of carparks with little landscape treatment, is further emphasized by the
predominant two and three storey scale. I consider the proposal to be contrary to Objectives
H3.2(1) and (2) and Policies H3.3(1) and (2).
Onsite amenity for future residents is not of the quality expected, with minimum outdoor space
and outlook areas compromised in some instances by their street facing location, which creates
privacy conflicts. Furthermore the lack of planning for site facilities including refuse/recycling
storage; washing lines and possible storage sheds and hot water cylinders, will further
compromise the amenity and functionality of the spaces. The internal amenity of the units is
questioned noting that there is no increase in living areas for the larger family homes. I therefore
consider the proposal to be contrary to Objective H3.2(3) and Policy H3.3(5).
The urban design benefits of passive surveillance and activation typically associated with
intensification are not realized due to the poor typological response to the streets, communal
open spaces and pedestrian lanes, with either no window, a bedroom or a fully glazed ranchslider
fronting the public realm. The lack of any other typology which provides for an active ground floor
use that does not create privacy tensions; to counter the other less than ideal interface conditions;
results in a generally poor level of surveillance and therefore safety within the public streets, the
communal outdoor spaces and the pedestrian lanes and is contrary to Objective H3.2(3) and
Policy H3.3(e).
Overall I therefore consider that the proposed development will result in significant adverse
effects on the established neighbourhood character and planned character of the SHZ as well as
significant adverse effects on residential amenity and safety of future occupants and users of the
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public spaces in and around the development. The proposal is not supported from an urban
design perspective. However, should consent be granted, recommended conditions of consent
are included at the end of this report.
If you have any further queries regarding the above, please do not hesitate to contact me.
Yours sincerely,

Melanie McKelvie (B.A; P.G.Dip.Sci; NZPI)
Team Leader Design Review
Urban Design Unit
Plans & Places
Auckland Council

RECOMMENDED CONDITIONS OF CONSENT
Whilst the proposed development is not supported from an urban design perspective, should
consent be granted, the following conditions of consent are recommended:
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1. That a range of dwelling typologies including single storey dwellings, detached dwellings, and
duplexes are incorporated particularly around the periphery of the development, to better respond
to the established suburban built character of the neighbourhood.
2. That building coverage is reduced more in line with the maximum 35% of the net site area in the
Single House Zone, in order to maintain the suburban built character of predominantly one to two
storey buildings within a generally spacious setting.
3. That carparking areas incorporate additional landscape treatment of scale, to soften the
expanses of sealed surfaces, and that sufficient landscape buffers are incorporated at the street
interface to screen views from the street.
4. That Typologies A, B, D1 and D2 provide for a kitchen window adjacent to the front door with
minimum dimensions of 1m x 1m to provide for passive surveillance, activation and safety of the
streets/pedestrian lanes/communal spaces.
5. Where a living room and glazed ranchslider fronts the street and is the ‘front’, that a traditional
front door is incorporated into the elevation. This could be achieved by adding a hinged front door
with mullions and frosted glass that still provides for outlook and connection between the living
room and outdoor living area, but also clearly reads as a ‘front door’. See examples below.

6. That any retaining walls visible from the street are of a high quality such as key stone retaining,
and that any retaining within the sites is stained a dark recessive colour.
7. That any required water detention tanks are placed underground and do not compromise the
amenity and useability of the outdoor living spaces and outlook areas.
8. That a separate service courtyard is provided to accommodate site facilities such as
refuse/recycling storage, washing lines, hot water cylinders, heat pump units so as to ensure that
a minimum 20m2 outdoor living space is maintained.

Appendix A : Auckland Urban Design Panel Recommendations
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Masterplan presented to AUDP
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Appendix B – Further information required to assess proposal
I consider that the application lacks sufficient information to undertake a full assessment of
the proposal, with the following further information required:
1.

Site Plan
A site plan for each zone including key dimensions to boundaries, setbacks, footpath
widths, landscape buffer widths etc.

2.

Typology and Block Elevations
Street view elevations have been provided for some of the proposed new roads and
existing streets but complete elevations for each typology and block are required in
additional to the block elevations detailed in the diagram below.

3.

Perspectives
No perspectives have been provided which would be helpful to understand particularly
the public realm interface with West Coast Rd and Glengarry Rd and also the interface
with the proposed communal facilities (see diagram above).

4.

Building Coverage & Landscaped Area Calculations
Building coverage and landscaped area calculations for each proposed lot following
subdivision are required in accordance with Assessment Criterion E38.12.2(6).
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5.

Waste Management
A waste management plan is required to demonstrate that the proposed communal
facilities have been appropriately sized for the number of units. Further information
regarding the carry distance from the farthest unit to the enclosures, as well as the
design and materiality of communal and individual enclosures is required.

6.

Lighting
A concept lighting plan is required to demonstrate that lighting for the safety of users
of all communal areas including the carparks, waste management areas, communal
open spaces and pedestrian lanes can be accommodated.

7.

Pedestrian Footpaths
A plan showing the width of all pedestrian footpaths and an assessment of accessibly
and safety of users. This relates to footpaths other than those proposed within the
streets to vest.

8.

Retaining wall location and materiality
There are a number of retaining walls identified on the architectural elevations,
including to West Coast Rd and proposed Road 3. These are not identified on the Civix
engineering plans. The landscape plans also do not identify these walls. Where walls
are identified on the engineering plans there is no information as to the materiality or
finish of the walls. Please provide an set of coordinately engineering, landscape and
architectural plans that clearly show the location, height and materiality of all fences
and walls.

9.

Non Residential Activities & Communal Spaces
•
•

•
•

Complete elevations of non-residential activities including proposed cladding
materials and signage
How back of house/storage and servicing will be manage and located for all
businesses. It is noted that a refuse enclosure is provided adjacent to the proposed
café, but the other businesses will also need an equivalent area. Businesses C and D
in particular have a “public front” on all edges, facing West Coast Rd, proposed Road
1, the carpark to the rear which is the front to Block O, and the internal east facing
lane shared with the café.
How the community centre will be managed and maintained.
Estimate of annual of maintenance of all communal areas including communal open
space and community centre
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Appendix C: Single House Zone catchment net site area analysis
Median

674.79 sqm

Minimum

91.21 sqm

Average

763.68 sqm

Maximum
Total

5649.30 sqm
1318107.89 sqm
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The sites shown in purple were excluded from this calculation as it was considered that these would skew the results - the local
retirement village, 548-550 West Coast Road, 542b West Coast Road, 121-123 Parrs Cross Road, 269, 275 Glengarry Road,
267 Glengarry Road, 345, 329-335, 325-327,321-323, 317-319 Glengarry Road, 390 West Coast Road)

Appendix D: Recent Development in surrounding SHZ Catchment
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542B West Coast Rd, Oratia – Vacant Lot Subdivision

513 West Coast Rd, Oratia
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513 West Coast Rd, Oratia

513 West Coast Rd, Oratia
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Appendix E: Integrated Residential Development Review
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Appendix F: Unit Functionality Assessment

http://content.aucklanddesignmanual.co.nz/regulations/design-for-therules/Documents/Design_Element_R7_Design_for_Waste.pdf
1
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Appendix G: Examples of Outdoor Space & Outlook to the Street
and/or No Front Door (McLennan and Hobsonville Point)
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