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Future Development Plan 2023 #8635 
 
Note:    this version of the feedback form has been created for the purpose of publishing 
submissions. As such, contact and demographic information has been removed and 
handwritten submissions have been transcribed. 

Your feedback   

Focusing growth 

Denser, more compact cities result in improvements to the environment, the economy, and 

people’s wellbeing.  

Auckland’s urban area is made up of neighbourhoods, town centres and business areas that are 

interconnected and that support where most Aucklanders live, work and spend their leisure time. 

We propose that most housing and business growth will be focused within existing urban areas 

and that this growth be more intensive. This means less growth in greenfield areas at Auckland’s 

edges. What greenfield growth there is will be phased over 30 years and longer. 

1. What do you think of our approach to focus most of Auckland’s growth in existing urban 
areas?  

 

 

Tell us why 

Accessible local centres 

When people have easy access to workplaces, services, facilities and shops, communities become 

more resilient and connected. It also helps to reduce travel time, emissions and lower household 

transport costs. 

We propose focusing housing and business development near local centres where most people’s 

daily needs are easy to access by walking, cycling and public transport. 

2. What do you think of our approach to focus development near local centres?  
 

 

Tell us why 

Avoiding hazards 

As our climate changes, the frequency and severity of hazards such as flooding, sea-level rise and 

coastal erosion will worsen. Where and how we plan for growth, and how we adapt to these 

hazards is increasingly important. 

We propose that known areas constrained by significant natural hazard risk should be looked at to 

see if further development is appropriate.  
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Where development is already enabled in potentially vulnerable locations, we will further 

investigate appropriate actions.  

3. What do you think of our approach to avoid further growth in areas which are exposed to 
significant risk of environmental hazards?  

 

 

Tell us why 

Resilient infrastructure 

Infrastructure across Auckland needs to cope with ongoing change, such as the impacts of climate 

change and evolving technology. 

Nature-based infrastructure, such as rain gardens, swales, and detention basins, is better able to 

respond to ongoing change. This can help protect communities from hazards, as well as protect 

and restore the natural environment. 

We propose prioritising investment in infrastructure that is decentralised, nature-based, 

regenerative and mauri-enhancing. 

4. What do you think of our approach to prioritising nature-based infrastructure that 
responds to the impacts of climate change?  

 

 

Tell us why 
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Other feedback 

5. Do you have any other feedback on our approach to how and where Auckland should grow 
and change? 
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Feedback on the Consultation draft Auckland Future 

Development Strategy June 2023 - Wheeler Property 

Holdings  

1. Executive summary 

Wheeler Property Holdings own two properties in the Opaheke,  201 Opaheke Road and 262 Sutton 

Road.  Both of these properties are zoned Future Urban. These properties were purchased in 2016 

on the assumption that land would be available for development by 2032 as identified in the Future 

Urban Land Supply Strategy (FULSS) 2017 and Drury Structure Plan 2019. Wheeler Property Holdings 

oppose the Consultation Draft Auckland Future Development Strategy. Specifically they oppose the 

delay to the development of Opaheke from 2028-2032 to  2050+. They also oppose Auckland 

Council’s proposal to focus investment on the urban area rather than greenfield areas that Council 

have committed to through Structure Planning, Investment and the FULSS. 

1.1 Decision sought  

The decision sought by Wheeler Property Holdings: 

1. Retain the 2028-2032 rezoning of Opaheke.  

2. Rezone the Opaheke Future Urban Area to light industry  zone 

 

2. Ideal location for business land development 

Opaheke is an ideal location for urban development due to the close proximity to Papakura and key 

transport links such as the Papakura and Drury motorway interchanges and the new Drury Station. 

Opaheke is also in close proximity to the Papakura Industrial zone (Hunua Road Industrial Estate) and 

an ideal location to provide local employment opportunities to support residential development in 

the south, particularly nearby growth areas. There is high demand for business land uses in this area 

evidenced by the number of businesses that have already established in Opaheke area including self-

storage yard, house building enterprises, house moving and transport businesses, steel fabrication 

business, truck building and car sales.  

3. Lack of certainty to developers and landowners 

The Opaheke Drury Structure Plan 2019 and the Future Urban Land Supply Strategy 2017 (FULSS) 

identified Opaheke as being development ready in 2028-2032. The Consultation draft Auckland 

Future Development Strategy 2023-2053 identifies the proposed timing for urban development of 

Opaheke as  2050+ 1. Infrastructure was cited  for delaying this area, specifically the Mill Road 

upgrade, Rapid Transit, and the Southern Auckland Wastewater Service Scheme2 . A large area of 

future urban zoned land has been proposed for removal due to natural hazards shown as the dark 

grey area on Figure 1.  

 
1 Auckland Council, Consultation Draft Auckland Future Development Strategy 2023-2053 Appendix 8 Future 
Urban Assessment Area Summary page 38 
2 Auckland Council, Consultation Draft Auckland Future Development Strategy 2023-2053  page 27 of Appendix 
6 Future Urban Instructure Triggers 
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Figure 1 Consultation Draft Auckland Future Development Strategy, Appendix 8 page 46 

 

Landowners expected that Opaheke would be rezoned for urban development between 2028-2032 

as Opaheke has been earmarked for development since 2017. They have invested in the area on the 

assumption that their land would generate a return by 2032,  supported by the identification of this 

area in the FULSS.  It is unreasonable to delay the live zoning of Opaheke for another 27+ years while 

still restricting the type of development that can occur on future urban land. To delay the rezoning of 

this land creates uncertainty for businesses and landowners that may have to wait more than 27 

years before they can realise the potential of their land. The financial implications of delaying the 
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development of Opaheke is also significant particularly due to recent external factors such as 

changes in supply and demand, economic recession, covid 19 and interest rate increases.  

4. Poor planning outcomes and underutilisation of investment in 

Opaheke 

4.1  Poor Planning outcomes 

The Drury Opaheke Structure Plan was completed in 2019 and enabled Plan Changes (PC) to advance 

ahead of this 2028-2032 time frame (including PC 48 Drury Centre Precinct, PC 49 Drury East 

Precinct, PC 50 Waihoehoe Precinct and PC 51 Drury 2 Precinct). To delay the development of the 

remaining FUZ in Opaheke will create poor landuse outcomes and would be contrary to the National 

Policy Statement Urban Development (NPS: UD). The NPS: UD requires 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 (objective 1). 

Employment land is required to support population growth particularly due to high rates of migrant 

arrivals which Stats NZ provisional estimates are at 161,9003 from March 2022-March 2023. 

Auckland Council notes that from the initial results of the Business Capacity Assessment that there 

could be shortfalls in the sub-regions for business land particularly for land-extensive sectors in the 

short to medium term.4 The NPS: UD requires that at all times, Council provides at least sufficient 

development capacity to meet expected demand for business land over the short term, medium 

term, and long term (Policy 2).  Auckland Council also has an obligation to publish a Housing Business 

Development Capacity Assessments (HBS) every three years and this is to inform Future 

Development Strategy. The last HBS was published in 2017. Council is also required to undertake 

quarterly monitoring of available data on business land and take action where there is identified 

insufficient business land in the short, medium and long term. 

All light industrial areas shown on the Drury Opaheke Structure Plan map 2019 shown as light 

industrial have remained Future Urban. In the last 10 years previously earmarked light and heavy 

industry areas in the south have been reduced by either plan changes or special housing areas. For 

example in 2013 the Drury South Industrial Precinct was to provide a substantial area of industrial 

land (375ha). However, Plan changes and Special Housing areas have  reduced industrial zoned land 

in Drury south by 175ha. The majority of this land was rezoned residential. 

A lack of supply of business land in greenfield areas makes it difficult for businesses to locate in 

Auckland, due to high land/lease costs associated with the development of brownfield sites. This 

means Auckland’s residents/businesses have been displaced to neighbouring regions  which then 

results in traffic congestion when people commute into Auckland for work/live. This also results in a 

loss of potential rates revenue for Auckland Council  as residents are lost to neighbouring regions e.g  

Pokeno Village Estate and the Gateway Business Park Pokeno.   

Industrial activities cannot be easily accommodated on brownfield sites due to specific requirements. 

These include large sites, close proximity to the major transport connections for logistics, and due to 

the potential for greater reverse sensitivity effects associated with closer proximity of sensitive sites 

for residential type activities or schools. 

 
3 https://www.stats.govt.nz/information-releases/international-migration-march-2023/#annual 
4 Auckland Council, Consultation Draft Auckland Future Development Strategy 2023-2053, page 31. 
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4.2 Underutilisation of investment 

Multiple agencies have invested in a significant level of infrastructure to enable the Drury and 

Opaheke area to be urbanised. This investment includes the New Zealand Upgrade Transport 

programme, the electrification to Pukekohe, improvements to SH1 Papakura to Drury, the new Drury 

Railway station, new arterials, local roads and supporting infrastructure. The Supporting Growth 

Alliance (Auckland Transport and NZTA) are also in the process of securing or have secured land for 

transport infrastructure in the Opaheke area. A new north south public transport arterial between 

Drury and Opaheke has been designated (Designation 1839). The purpose of the FULSS was to 

integrate infrastructure with landuse, however, to delay the development of the remainder of 

Opaheke would be an inefficient use of infrastructure (which was designed for the full build out of this 

area) and would undermine the significant level of investment that has been made.  

 

5. Additional costs/restrictions on landowners/developers in the 

FUZ 

5.1 Consenting costs 

The use of future urban land is constrained by the Future Urban zone which limits the scale and 

types of activities to those that do not compromise future urban development. The range of 

activities that are permitted in the Future Urban zone are limited to rural types of activities. Often 

sites in the Future Urban zone are no longer suitable for rural uses such as farming, or horticulture 

due to  lot size and/or soil quality.  

Auckland Council has imposed restrictive conditions on resource consents in the Future Urban Zone 

which limit the duration of activities to typically 10 years. Council also imposed resource consent 

conditions that require buildings or structures to be removed before resource consents expire. 

Restrictive conditions were used to align with the timing of rezoning identified in the FULSS. It also 

means that landowners have to apply for additional resource consents to continue their activities 

onsite beyond the 10 year timeframe. This also has cost implications for landowners including 

additional Council resource consent fees and costs associated with preparing an application which 

can often involve several consultants for traffic, stormwater, wastewater, landscape, noise etc. It is 

unclear how Council will deal with these restrictive conditions on resource consents if it pushes out 

the development of this area and if they will waiver consent fees or compensate landowners where 

their activities have been restricted by resource consent conditions relating to the timing of urban 

development. 

6. Decision sought 

Wheeler Property Holding seeks the following changes to the Future Development Strategy: 

1. Retain timeframe for rezoning of Opaheke to be consistent with the Drury Structure Plan being 

development ready in 2028-2032.  

2. Rezone Opaheke Future Urban Zone to light industry.   
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6.1 Reasons for decision sought 

The reasons Wheeler Property Holdings oppose the Development Strategy are: 

6.1.2  Opaheke ideal location for urban development of business land 

• Close proximity to Papakura and the Papakura industrial zones 

• Close proximity to key transport infrastructure the Papakura and Drury interchanges and 

the new Drury train stations.  

• Provides employment land to residents in the south including growth areas in the south 

6.1.3 Lack of certainty to landowners/developers 

• Timing and amount of  financial return on their investment. Land was purchased on the 

basis of rezoning to a live zone between 2028-2032 

• Timing of public infrastructure.  This makes it difficult to know how to invest/use before it is 

live zoned e.g. Landowners have invested in onsite infrastructure on the basis that it will be 

replaced by 2028-2032 with public infrastructure.  

• The increased holding costs of land due to increases in interest rates, Council rates and 

insurance costs. 

 

6.1.5 Poor planning outcomes and underutilisation of investment 

• Traffic congestion – displacement of Auckland’s residents  to neighbouring regions  which 

then results in traffic congestion when people commute into Auckland for work.  

• Loss of rates revenue for Auckland Council  as residents are lost to neighbouring regions e.g  

Pokeno Village Estate and the Gateway Business Park Pokeno.   

• Underutilisation of investment in Drury and Opaheke  – electrification of the railway line, 

new Drury Station, upgrades to the local road network and State Highway if the Opaheke 

area is delayed.  
• Shortage of business land and the need for employment land within the sub-regions. 

 

6.1.4 Additional costs/restrictions on landowners/developers in the FUZ 

• To provide onsite infrastructure - Landowners will need to upgrade onsite infrastructure to 

increase capacity if public infrastructure is not provided until 2050+ 

• Associated with consenting development in the Future Urban zone due to restrictive range 

of activities and buildings that are allowed in the FUZ. 

• Associated with applying for new resource consents in the Future Urban zone due to 

restrictive consent conditions imposed on resource consents(as detailed above). 
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Future Development Plan 2023 #8636 
 
Note:    this version of the feedback form has been created for the purpose of publishing 
submissions. As such, contact and demographic information has been removed and 
handwritten submissions have been transcribed. 

Your feedback   

Focusing growth 

Denser, more compact cities result in improvements to the environment, the economy, and 

people’s wellbeing.  

Auckland’s urban area is made up of neighbourhoods, town centres and business areas that are 

interconnected and that support where most Aucklanders live, work and spend their leisure time. 

We propose that most housing and business growth will be focused within existing urban areas 

and that this growth be more intensive. This means less growth in greenfield areas at Auckland’s 

edges. What greenfield growth there is will be phased over 30 years and longer. 

1. What do you think of our approach to focus most of Auckland’s growth in existing urban 
areas?  

 

 

Tell us why 
Please see attached submission 

Accessible local centres 

When people have easy access to workplaces, services, facilities and shops, communities become 

more resilient and connected. It also helps to reduce travel time, emissions and lower household 

transport costs. 

We propose focusing housing and business development near local centres where most people’s 

daily needs are easy to access by walking, cycling and public transport. 

2. What do you think of our approach to focus development near local centres?  
 

 

Tell us why 

Avoiding hazards 

As our climate changes, the frequency and severity of hazards such as flooding, sea-level rise and 

coastal erosion will worsen. Where and how we plan for growth, and how we adapt to these 

hazards is increasingly important. 
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We propose that known areas constrained by significant natural hazard risk should be looked at to 

see if further development is appropriate.  

Where development is already enabled in potentially vulnerable locations, we will further 

investigate appropriate actions.  

3. What do you think of our approach to avoid further growth in areas which are exposed to 
significant risk of environmental hazards?  

 

 

Tell us why 

Resilient infrastructure 

Infrastructure across Auckland needs to cope with ongoing change, such as the impacts of climate 

change and evolving technology. 

Nature-based infrastructure, such as rain gardens, swales, and detention basins, is better able to 

respond to ongoing change. This can help protect communities from hazards, as well as protect 

and restore the natural environment. 

We propose prioritising investment in infrastructure that is decentralised, nature-based, 

regenerative and mauri-enhancing. 

4. What do you think of our approach to prioritising nature-based infrastructure that 
responds to the impacts of climate change?  

 

 

Tell us why 
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Other feedback 

5. Do you have any other feedback on our approach to how and where Auckland should grow 
and change? 

Please see attached submission 
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b. Fails to adequately take account of the particular needs especially land area, of the 

retirement village industry. 

 

c. Takes an overly cautious approach to potential natural hazards that does not allow 

for projects to demonstrate they can avoid, remedy or mitigate the risks from natural 

hazards;  

 

d. Substantially over-estimates the capacity of Auckland’s existing urban areas on the 

basis of an incomplete and inaccurate evidence base, thereby underestimating the 

need for greenfield development to meet Auckland’s projected population over the 

next 30 years;  and 

 

e. Has not been prepared on the basis of an adequate and complete Housing and 

Business Development Capacity Assessment (HBA) as required by the National Policy 

Statement for Urban Development 2020 (NPSUD). 

 

The Paerata area is zoned Future Urban in the Auckland Unitary Plan (AUP) and has long 

been identified as a key strategic growth area for Auckland.  The submitters have significantly 

invested in the future development of this land on the basis of Council’s planning documents 

including the Auckland Plan, the AUP, the Future Urban Land Supply Strategy 2017 (FULSS) 

which directs Paerata  to be ‘development ready’ by 2018-2022 and the Pukekohe - Paerata 

Structure Plan 2019.   

 

Lifecare Residences has a resource consent application before the Council which seeks to 

establish a village providing independent living, serviced apartments, mind care (dementia) 

and full care services. This plan change provides a proposal which is fully self-contained in 

terms of infrastructure.   

 

The Paerata   area is suitable, appropriate and ready for development.   

 

The submitter’s requested relief is detailed at the end of this submission. In short, they seek 

that the FDS be amended to include Paerata   as a strategic growth area to be development 

ready in the 2023-2028 time period. 

 

The structure of this submission is as follows: 

 

a. Summary of Paerata ; 

b. Submissions on the FDS generally;  

c. Submissions on the FDS’s approach to Paerata  : 

i. Transport 

ii. Infrastructure Funding 

iii. Natural Hazards 

iv. Stormwater 

v. Climate Change 

d. Impacts of changing Auckland’s growth strategy including approach to the Rural 

Urban Boundary  

e. Requested decision. 
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A PAERATA   

 

3. Paerata   

 

Paerata is zoned Future Urban in the AUP.   

 

The FULSS identifies Paerata to be developed in two stages.  The first is the Wesley College 

block which is already live zoned and being developed.  The second stage is the rest of 

Paerata identified as  being ‘development ready’ by 2018-2022. 

 

It is included in the Pukekohe-Paerata Structure Plan which was adopted in 2019. 

 

The Council has not promoted the plan changes to give effect to the Structure Plan. 

 

The Crown and Waka Kotahi have funded and commenced or finished work on:  

• The intersection upgrade of the SH22 / Glenbrook Road round about 

• Electrification of rail to Pukekohe 

• The Paerata rail station. 

 

The FDS delays this timing to 2030+  for Paerata South and 2040+ for Paerata West.  The 

stated reason for this is a timing change due to the provision of infrastructure. 

 

B GENERAL SUBMISSIONS 

4. Proposed Future Development Strategy 

 

The FDS sets out a proposed framework for urban development of Auckland.  This reflects a 

fundamental change in the direction initially chartered through the Auckland Plan and 

subsequently reinforced through the Auckland Unitary Plan (AUP), the FULSS and the 

Pukekohe- Paerata Structure Plan. 

 

The effect of the FDS is to fundamentally slow down, defer or remove future greenfields 

development in some manner suggesting that, at least until the 2030s, Auckland’s growth 

can be successfully managed solely within the existing urban area.   

 

This strategy stems from a series of assumptions which the submitters think are based on a 

flawed and  incomplete evidence base, as detailed later in this submission.  For example, the 

FDS assumes that: 

 

• there is sufficient capacity for Auckland’s projected population growth within the existing 

metropolitan area and the two rural towns of Pukekohe and Warkworth, including 

through proposed Plan Change 78;  

• the future expansion of the rural urban boundary (RUB) should only be managed by the 

Council through a public plan change process; 
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• there are overwhelming natural hazard concerns, particularly flooding, which drive the 

abandonment of some future growth areas or at least the re-examination of greenfield 

areas;  

• the Council’s predicament on budgetary constraints and infrastructure funding; and  

• the view that core infrastructure necessary to enable land development can only be 

funded through Council and other public processes;  and therefore any new greenfield 

developments should be deferred given the current financial predicament. 

 

In addition, the FDS is not based on an adequate and up-to-date Housing and Business 

Development Capacity Assessment (HBA). It has drawn on a 2021 HBA however this 

document does not include any assessment of business land capacity, and contains different 

capacity assumptions to those used in the FDS.  This is in contrast to the requirements of the 

National Policy Statement on Urban Development 2020 (NPSUD).  

5. General Comments on the FDS 

 

(a) The NPSUD requires the Council to prepare an FDS that provides “at least” sufficient 

development capacity over the next 30 years to meet expected demand.  This is to 

provide for both residential growth and business growth.   

 

(b) The Council, since 2011, has been promoting a balanced growth strategy for Auckland 

targeting both residential growth and employment/business land supply through urban 

consolidation, targeted greenfields expansion, and growth of Townships including 

Paerata.   

 

(c) This has been consistently reinforced through the Auckland Plan, Auckland Unitary Plan, 

FULSS, and various Structure Plans including the Pukekohe - Paerata Structure Plan. 

 

(d) The Council has not implemented any public plan changes to give effect to the structure 

plans.  The private sector, through private plan changes, has funded and provided for 

these developments. 

 

(e) The submitter supports the review and updating of the FULSS.  The legislative 

imperatives require, and sound practises demand, a well-considered, thought out, tested 

‘future development strategy’.   

 

(f) The primary concern with the draft FDS is that this is being rushed through seemingly 

due to the combined factors of infrastructural funding constraint, flooding and 

geotechnical issues, and the requirement to update the Long Term Plan in 2024.  The 

impact of what is proposed in the FDS is too critical to be treated in this rushed manner. 

 

(g) If the FDS is pursued in its current form, then it will trigger the unintended consequences 

of: 

 

• Further constraining residential and employment land supply. 

• Further exacerbating congestion issues in Auckland by not locating employment land 

close to where people live. 
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• Significantly and negatively impacting housing affordability through land supply 

constraint. 

• Having a demonstrable negative impact on the economic development of Auckland 

and the development sector. 

 

(h) It is accepted that the Council has financial constraints which are negatively impacting 

infrastructure provision.  However, the solution is not to somehow try and stop 

greenfields development for a decade.  If the problem is funding infrastructure, then the 

solution is to use alternative ways to fund infrastructure such as developer funding and 

the use of the Infrastructure Financing and Funding Act 2020.  

 

(i) It seems Council is working off a scenario that only the Council can fund infrastructure, 

rather than using other  mechanisms to assist in the sustainable funding and delivery of 

infrastructure. 

 

(j) In terms of capacity assumptions, the FDS is based on extreme, theoretical and 

unrealistic scenarios for growth potential within the existing urban area. This is assessed 

using ‘plan-enabled’ and ‘feasible’ capacity but fails to assess whether this capacity is 

reasonably expected to be realised (3.25(c) of the NPSUD).  This is a fundamental 

oversight and completely undermines the FDS’s capacity assumptions. While theoretical 

models can be created to imply a decade’s worth of growth within the existing urban 

area, the reality is that this is not available, and history has proven that this level of 

growth has not occurred.  The asserted development potential to a large extent (but 

accepting proposed Plan Change 78 may free up more development) has been in place 

for the last ten years.   Urban consolidation is a significant contributor to Auckland’s 

growth.  However, it is not the complete answer.  It simply does not produce enough 

housing; because not everybody wants to maximise the development potential of their 

own property. Nor does it provide the NPS UD required competitiveness margins of 20% 

excess capacity in the short and medium term and 15% in the long term. 

 

(k) In addition, the FDS is based on assumptions that there will be a large uplift in capacity in 

urban areas from PC78. However, PC78 has been paused to allow time for Council to 

complete flooding and natural hazard assessments. These assessments will inevitably 

lead to a reduction in capacity provided for through PC78 in the existing urban area. As a 

result, there will be implications for the capacity required in greenfield areas to meet 

forecasted demand. When PC78 implies an approximately 2.345 million dwellings as a 

theoretical potential, it is based on assumptions that are way beyond reality.   

 

(l) Past experience has shown that when flawed data is relied on, but the market does not 

deliver to those levels, it constrains housing supply which escalates price, which, for a 

significant portion of the community, make housing simply unaffordable. This is exactly 

what the NPS UD is trying to avoid.  It seeks to ensure an oversupply of land so the cost 

of land and housing reduces.  

 

(m) The only way to solve infrastructure is through partnership with the development 

community.  A more agile rather than restrictive strategy is called for. 
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(n) The draft FDS is based on a medium growth scenario.  It should be stress tested against a 

high growth scenario and should be tested against actual development including 

brownfields and greenfields development. 

 

(o) The FDS relies heavily on urban consolidation which in turn relies on Plan Change 78 but: 

 

• The Council has deferred Plan Change 78 one year. 

• It is premature to deal with the FDS when PC78 is so uncertain. 

 

(p) The FDS has been prepared in isolation without adequate consultation with the 

development community, mana whenua, infrastructure delivery partners and funding 

providers. 

 

(q) What this shows is that: 

 

(i) Since 2011, there has been a long-established strategic policy direction on the 

growth for Auckland based on urban consolidation and some greenfields 

expansion where that is well-thought out and appropriate. 

 

(ii) This has been embraced by the community including the development 

community. 

 

(iii) Very substantial investment decisions have been made based on this Council 

commitment. 

 

(iv) The implementation of this strategy has solely relied on the private sector 

through the development community to rezone FUZ land through private plan 

changes. 

 

(v) This has delivered additional growth for Auckland. 

 

(vi) The private sector community has funded the necessary infrastructure to service 

these greenfield areas.  It is recognised that the Council does face future funding 

constraints, this is addressed below. 

 

6. Plan Change 78 

 

(a) The Council seems to be relying heavily on Plan Change 78 to provide for growth in the 

short term.  Plan Change 78 relies heavily on the Resource Management Amendment 

Act 2022.   

 

(b) It is inappropriate and unwise to rely on a plan change which is still yet to have its 

hearing stage, and where the Council has cast significant doubt on the appropriateness 

of the notified provisions by advising that almost every topic need to be revisited 

following natural hazard assessments.   

 

(c) There must also be uncertainty as to the future of the plan change given the divergent 

political views at national level over the degree of compulsion and growth. Both the 
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Labour and National parties have come out recently saying they will either revisit or 

repeal the Medium Density Residential Standards.   

 

(d) Already the Council has slowed down this plan change process by one year.  It is poor 

public policy practise to place so much reliance on managing such a critical factor as 

Auckland’s growth on an untested plan change. 

 

7. Constraining land supply directly impacts housing affordability 

 

(a) The key lesson of the 2000s and mid-2010s is that constraining land supply raises land 

value expectations in the current owners, which in turn raise the price developers need 

to pay for the land, which, when passed on to the end resident, significantly raises house 

cost.  Under supply of land distorts normal market operations.   

 

(b) It is not the developer who is making the significant value uplift.  Developer margins 

have been reasonably constant.  It is the distortion in the market that raises hope value 

amongst existing rural and urban landowners, because there is a critical land supply 

shortage.  A healthy over zoning is an important method to ensure these distortions do 

not occur. 

 

(c) One of the key unintended consequences of the FDS is that it will significantly constrain 

land supply, which will have a further negative impact on housing affordability. 

 

(d) This is completely at odds with direction from central government through the NPSUD 

which directs Councils to provide “at least” sufficient capacity and aims to improve 

housing affordability.  

 

8. A better way to solve infrastructure 

 

(a) The FDS effectively identifies the significant budget constraints the Council is facing and 

their inability to solve infrastructure.  The reaction to this is to offer up only one 

technique which is to slow down or stop growth until the Council’s financial position 

catches up and infrastructure can be funded.  Only then does the draft FDS contemplate 

the release of land for growth.    

 

(b) The fundamental flaw in this draft approach; is that the population does not stop 

growing and the need for employment land and housing land does not cease until the 

Council’s financial position rectifies itself.   

 

(c) If the problem is the provision of infrastructure, then the FDS should focus on the 

problem and find alternative ways of working with the private sector to solve 

infrastructure.  

 

(d) Managing the pace of growth is but one tool available.  It is a tool that distorts the 

market and undermines housing affordability, as proven over the last decade.  There are 

other examples where private sector funding have delivered necessary infrastructure to 

facilitate growth.   

 

#8636



 

8 
 

(e) Infrastructure is fundamentally a cost to the government (and its related agencies), the 

Council (and its CCOs), the private development sector, and the private investment 

sector.   

 

(f) Rather than constrain the entire Auckland greenfields and satellite township land release 

programme, a better solution is to analyse on an area by area basis and find innovative 

ways of funding the infrastructure to enable the release of some or all of that land. 

 

(g) The Council needs to explore options including: 

 

(i) private sector funding of key infrastructure to enable at least early stages of 

growth (Silverdale West is a strong example of where this can and should 

happen); 

 

(ii) the option of partnership arrangements between private and public sector to 

fund infrastructure over time; 

 

(iii) infrastructure funding agreements and the opportunity to up front pay 

development contributions and build in mechanisms to fund that work as others 

benefit from the early infrastructure investment; 

 

(iv) Exploring how it can utilise the tools in the Infrastructure Funding and Financing 

Act 2020. 

 

The FDS seems to assume none of these are applicable or workable.  Equal energy 

should be put into identifying innovative proposals that could work on targeted growth 

areas. 

 

9. Natural Hazards are Already Adequately Controlled 

 

(a) There is no debate that land developed for housing or business needs to either avoid or 

successfully mitigate the effects of natural hazards including flooding and land stability.  

However, the solution is not to remove future urban zoning completely where there is 

“possible” hazard risk.  The solution is to ensure that before a development proceeds, it 

has been robustly tested for vulnerability to natural hazards, and can demonstrate that 

any identified natural hazard risks can be avoided, remedied or mitigated.  

 

(b) In this regard, the RMA, RPS and Auckland-wide provisions in the AUP including the 

approach of ‘Future Urban’ zoning (which requires a plan change before an area can be 

development) and assessment criteria that apply to any subdivision or development 

consent, already give the Council full ability to prevent development occurring in high 

risk natural hazard areas where risk cannot be successfully avoided or mitigated.  

 

(c) There is no urgency to hurry through a rushed FDS.  The existing legislative regime and 

AUP provisions provide all the safeguards needed.  There is no need to rush anything 

through to plug some perceived existing gap. 
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(d) The existing controls are working well.  The vast majority of issues that occurred in the 

January/February weather events occurred in areas that had been developed a 

substantial time ago and in existing urban and suburban areas.  Those areas developed 

under the current AUP controls were relatively unimpacted by the storm events.   

 

(e) In terms of flood management, there are multiple engineering solutions that work well 

and have proved successful on land that can be flood prone if not managed.  As long as 

new development is accompanied by appropriately designed and tested engineering 

solutions paid for by the developer, then it is not necessary, nor is it appropriate, to 

constrain development based on a perception of a flood risk or geotechnical risk.  The 

right approach is to ensure the natural hazard risk is successfully managed or removed 

through robust engineering design and investment.   

 

10. The particular needs of the retirement industry 

 

(a) The FDS fails to take account of special land use requirements such as the retirement 

village industry. 

 

(b) To provide for a full service retirement activity with the on-site amenities that are critical 

to providing a high quality of amenity  for residents; most villages will need 4-5ha of 

land.  This is the area required for the provision of independent living, serviced 

apartments, mind care and full care services, plus the associated spaces.   

 

(c) The retirement village also needs to provide for a broad range of indoor and outdoor 

amenity and recreational spaces which are part of the active programmes of modern 

retirement villages.  This will include pools, outdoor activities such as bowls and 

gardening.   

 

(d) Compounding this, the land needs to be of a reasonable contour to enable residents of 

the village with mobility issues to be able to enjoy the facility.   

 

(e) People retiring will often want to live within the communities they have had long 

established association with.  This is often  where friends and family are located and 

where there is a familiarity with the local services and the community.   

 

(f) The retirement industry is finding it increasingly difficult to identify sites within the 

existing urban area.  However, it remains important that such sites can be found and 

developed, because of the need to locate retirement facilities embedded within the 

community. 

 

(g) By the same token, there is high demand for facilities on the periphery of the 

metropolitan area and in satellite townships such as Pukekohe.  People retiring from the 

rural community typically want a retirement village which provides all the services and 

whole of life care; but want to remain within their rural environment.  This is what 

Lifecare Residences will develop at Paerata.   
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(h) The key issue for the FDS is to provide sufficient flexibility in the provision of land to 

meet the social needs of the community.  This is not simply a case of solving everybody’s 

problem through infill housing within brownfields development.  

 

(i) Diagram 2 shows the proposed village at Paerata illustrating the extensive land 

requirements.  

 

Diagram 2  Garden Hills Paerata Masterplan,  

 

 
 

11. Support for the concept of a Future Development Strategy (FDS) 

 

(a) The submitter accepts that a FDS is required under the NPSUD, but do not support the 

Council’s proposed draft and consider that it is based on an inadequate and insufficient 

evidence base.   

 

(b) Having a blueprint for how Auckland will grow and where and how growth will be 

managed is an essential informant of the market.  Done right, it will direct the market to 

locate housing and industry in the locations that work best from a social, environmental 

and economic perspective. 

 

(c) The FULSS has worked reasonably well in informing and directing the location of growth, 

albeit that the strategy has not been responsive enough to the pace of growth and 

Council has not had the resources to fully implement it.   
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(d) Before the FULSS is updated in the form of an FDS, a comprehensive and robust 

assessment of business and residential capacity and demand is needed (in the form of an 

HBA) which meets the requirements of the NPSUD. This means assessing business land 

capacity (which has not been done) and realistic residential capacity including likelihood 

that plan enabled capacity will be taken up. Capacity figures need to include 

competitiveness margins. This work will need to incorporate the findings of the Council’s 

natural hazard and flooding work and the outcomes of PC78.   

 

C. SUBMISSIONS SPECIFIC TO PAERATA   

 

12. Paerata transport infrastructure 

 

The Council’s background report raises issues with the transport infrastructure as it relates to 

Paerata.  The Council report identifies the following triggers for Paerata: 

▪ Paerata Arterial 

▪ SH22 Safety Improvements 

▪ SH22 Revocation 

▪ Paerata Transmission Wastewater Pumpstation  

 

It is notable that of the three transport  infrastructure elements (the fourth relating to 

wastewater rather than transport), none of these are ultimately funded by the Council.   

 

In terms of transport infrastructure, the single biggest investment in this location is the 

electrification of the southern rail line from Papakura to Pukekohe.  This will provide a 

significantly enhanced service both in terms of the quality of the journey through enhanced 

rolling stock, and the removal of the need to transfer at Papakura; as well as the frequency of 

services.   

 

A significant investment is in the new Paerata station.  This station was located to reinforce 

and service the growing community at Paerata.   

 

It seems a poor planning decision to expend significant investment on this public transport 

infrastructure, and then constrain the very growth opportunity this station was designed to 

service.   

 

The other related transport upgrades are the work on State Highway 22.  This is a Waka 

Kotahi expense.   

 

The  investment of the roundabout at State Highway 22 and Glenbrook Road is complete.   

 

As development proceeds through Paerata, in the normal manner  developments adjoining 

the road will upgrade road frontages to an urban rather than a rural environment.  For 

instance, Lifecare Residences is fully developing footpaths, curb and channel and berms 

along its 750m frontage.   
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The issue with safety improvements and road upgrades can be implemented over the 

inevitable significant timeframe that the processing of a plan change associated resource 

consent and then development of land occurs.   

 

In summary, Paerata has long been planned in terms of the transport enhancements.  That 

transport will provide quick connections to Pukekohe and north to South Auckland and the 

city centre.   

 

Rezoning should be promoted to best underpin this major public investment in transport.   

 

13. Paerata infrastructure 

 

The only other reason for deferring the live zoning of Paerata, as stated in the draft FDS, is 

the wastewater transmission and pump station.   

 

From 1 July 2024, this accountability will pass to the new water entity.  It will have the 

benefit of an increased funding envelope, at least if the government’s statements in 

supporting this reform are achieved. 

 

Even if the provision of the necessary infrastructure is a medium term prospect, modern 

technology in wastewater management offers alternate efficient and environmentally sound 

technologies.   

 

Lifecare Residences will construct a self-contained wastewater (and water) system for 

collection, treatment and land disposal of all wastewater generated by its facility.  The 

application also identifies the opportunity to size the plant t to accommodate a portion of 

the Paerata West community immediately north of the village.   

 

There may also be capacity opportunities in the existing infrastructure services to Paerata 

East, although it is acknowledged that the highly unusual commercial arrangement around 

this infrastructure  line will complicate matters. 

 

The opportunity for the private sector to help address water and wastewater issues  with 

interim solutions pending the final development should all be worked through as part of the 

plan change process,  rather than a blanket decision to defer until 2040 land that should be 

already zoned for housing.  

 

The committed investment in infrastructure for the region, including the southern 

wastewater  treatment plant, rail electrification, and new station; warrant a joined up 

approach to providing the infrastructure to maximise the efficiency of these major public 

investments.   

 

14. Managing stormwater in Paerata   

 

The Council’s GIS identifies the Paerata area as relatively free of flood plains and other flood 

risk areas.   
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The Whangapouri Stream on the western boundary of the Structure Plan area is an 

important cultural, as well as environmental, waterway.  This is within a valley below the 

Future Urban zoned land, and therefore manages flood risk within the valley and away from 

the FUZ land.    

 

All stormwater management issues can be successfully dealt with through resource 

consenting and the provisions of the Auckland-wide policies and standards.  These policies 

and standards have proven workable during the extreme January weather events in 

Auckland.  It was the earlier development areas that suffered from flooding and land stability 

issues rather than the more recent development under the AUP.   

 

Stormwater can be successfully managed through the Paerata area.   

 

15. Climate change 

 

The Pukekohe Paerata area is predominantly about servicing the Franklin area. There is a 

workforce commuting around the Franklin district to support the rural economy.  There is 

also a workforce travelling north through to other urban areas.  This group is well serviced by 

public transport and the significant investment in rail electrification.   

 

The Auckland Plan, AUP and FULSS all identified a growth strategy for Auckland based on a 

balanced combination of urban consolidation, greenfields expansion, and township 

expansion including Paerata.   

 

This recognised, among other things: 

 

• The desire for different people to enjoy different lifestyles. 

• The significant economic opportunity and employment generation in the Franklin part of 

the Auckland Region.   

 

Paerata is part of the extended Pukekohe Paerata township.  It provides a variety of lifestyle 

choices for residents.  It provides an economy in its own right within the township as well as 

its rural servicing support function.  It does provide accommodation for people with jobs 

further north.  It also provides an alternate lifestyle choice for people in retirement.   

 

It is too simplistic and incorrect to characterise this area as a commuter suburb for Auckland 

metropolitan area.  It is a social and economic community in its own right.  There will be 

some interchanges and connections back to metropolitan Auckland but there will also be a 

substantial amount of activity which warrants the opportunity for both expanded residential 

and employment land. Residents will also include retirees and workers who predominantly 

or exclusively work from home.  

 

16. Requested change 

 

This submission is seeking that Paerata west and south including the submitter’s land be 

retained as development ready in the current cycle (2023-2030).  
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D. WIDER IMPLICATIONS OF FDS  

17. The impact of reversing longstanding Council commitments to growth management 

 

The role and expansion of Pukekohe -  Paerata as a provincial centre within the region has 

been signalled and reinforced through the Auckland Plan, AUP, FULSS and the Pukekohe - 

Paerata Structure Plan. These are highly important strategic documents for Auckland and 

have been subject to significant public consultation and in the case of the AUP, substantial 

amounts of expert evidence and hearings before an Independent Hearing Panel before it was 

confirmed.   

 

Significant investment has been made by multiple landowners, including the submitters, 

based on a consistent, repeated, reinforced Council growth strategy reflected in these 

documents.  To be blunt, such a stark departure from a long-standing Council policy severally 

shakes confidence in all of the Council’s long term strategy and planning documents. 

Aucklanders, including business owners, developers and not for profits cannot be sure which 

of the strategies are here to stay and should be followed, and which are merely temporary 
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(despite stating they are long term). This has huge implications for the future development 

of Auckland, which relies of private developers to meet housing demand.  

 

In the case of Paerata  , the FDS substantially defers that long standing Council commitment.  

This is done notwithstanding the significant investment in transport infrastructure upgrades 

to in part service this new population. 

 

These aspects are clearly contrary to the Council’s stated commitment to consultation and 

contrary to the requirements imposed on the Council under the Local Government Act for 

good faith consultation on policy changes of material significance. It also appears to be 

contrary to the requirement under the NPSUD that the Council engage with the 

development sector to “identify significant future development opportunities and 

infrastructure requirements” when preparing the draft FDS i.e. prior to the Special 

Consultative Process (Clause 3.15.2(f) of the NPSUD).  

 

The FDS will set in place a 30-year growth strategy for the Auckland region.  This proposed 

FDS involves a fundamental change from the long-established growth pattern that has been 

in existence since 2011.  This major change to existing long-established policy is being done 

with very limited public consultation prior to the proposal being published.  Despite the 

Council’s extension of the consultation timeframe, this process is of questionable legality as 

outlined in the attached opinion and certainly contrary to democratic processes of 

consultation. 

 

18. Understanding the timeframes to get land development ready 

 

In identifying the timing for land to be development ready, the Council needs to take a 

realistic understanding of the timeframes involved.  Even on optimistic timeframes, it is a five 

year process between commencement of the work to create the employment opportunity, 

and business premises becoming operational and jobs created.  Often this can extend out to 

closer to eight – ten years.   

 

The process typically includes: 

 

(a) Development consultation and adoption of a structure plan – 1 year.  The five structure 
plans the Council have done each took on average 2 years . 
 

(b) Taking this structure plan, preparing, notifying, processing, hearing and determining a plan 
change – 2 years.  The Council plan change on Whenuapai, which was ultimately 
withdrawn, took 4 years and 8 months.  The private plan change on Warkworth North took 
2.5 years and on Drury took 2 years. 

 
(c) Preparing, lodging and obtaining the necessary resource consents and engineering plan 

approval – 1 year.   
 

(d) The physical land development works involving procurement, establishment, bulk 
earthworks, infrastructure, subdivision and titling; is typically an 18 month process, even 
for a relatively confined stage.  That does then achieve development ready sites.   
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(e) The actual design, construction and commissioning of plants can be a further 18 month to 
2 year process. 

 

These are realistic, if slightly optimistic, timeframes.  Very few projects would hit good 

timeframes at every stage. 

 

The key point is that if the Council is to achieve the ‘development ready’ timeframes it seeks, 

then the commencement of structure planning work and other aspects needs to start a 

minimum of five years prior and more likely eight years.  This signals two issues: 

 

The importance of creating resource up front to get the enabling provisions in place. 

 

The infrastructure cost when services are actually required will come at occupation of the 

business land.  There is an inherent extended timeframe, i.e. a commitment to a certain area 

now does not equate to when the infrastructure rolls out.  The operational demand for 

infrastructure is at least five years later. 

 

Furthermore, because development is staged, there is a scaling up of demand for 

infrastructure even once the first portions of the development are occupied. 

 

19. Changes to the Rural Urban Boundary (RUB) should remain a district plan level control (as 

opposed to a regional control as proposed within the FDS) 

 

(a) The suggestion that the RUB should be a regional rule and therefore only able to be 

modified effectively by the Council through a public plan change, is demonstrably a 

retrograde step. 

 

(b) This approach was tested through the Auckland Unitary Plan process.  That process 

found that a plan change to the RUB should remain a district matter and that it was 

inconsistent with the RMA to do otherwise:1 

 

“While the desire of the Council to achieve planning certainty about growth over the 

next 30 years is understandable, the Panel does not consider that it promotes the 

purpose of sustainable management to lock in land supply and infrastructure 

decisions over such a long period when the environment and the needs of people are 

constantly changing. Resource management planning needs to be responsive to the 

dynamic processes of urban growth. While providing certainty can promote efficiency 

by reducing future process requirements, overly or unnecessarily rigid application of 

rules can be a hurdle or barrier to efficiency by creating additional costs. 

The Panel considers that methods aimed at sustainably providing for housing in an 

efficient manner should be designed to discourage undesirable behaviours, such as 

land banking, and encourage desirable outcomes, such as creating alternative and 

competitive development opportunities to meet the needs of people. A Rural Urban 

Boundary that is permanent for the next 30 years, subject only to the unilateral 

 
1  Report to Auckland Council, Overview of recommendations on the proposed Auckland Unitary Plan, 22 July 206, 
page 67.  
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power of the Council (or a Minister) to move it, would not provide sufficient planning 

flexibility to adapt to changing circumstances. “ 

“For these reasons the Panel recommends that the Rural Urban Boundary should 

remain as a method in the Unitary Plan but should be moved from the regional policy 

statement to the district plan. While the policy for its location should remain in the 

regional policy statement to maintain its strategic direction over a longer term, the 

location of the boundary itself should be able to be changed by a plan change at the 

district plan level, which can be the subject of an application by any person.” 

 

(c) The reasons why the Council’s suggestion of a regional rule were rejected in 2016, are 

equally valid today.  No modification is justified. As noted by the Panel in its 

Recommendation Report to the Council on the Auckland Unitary Plan 

 

 

(d) The Council’s track record in implementing greenfields development through plan 

changes under the FULSS is very limited.  The only public plan change that the Council 

promoted giving effect to the FULSS was Whenuapai.  Even then, the Council ended up 

withdrawing that plan change.  No public plan changes have been promoted that would 

give effect to the current growth strategy.  Every greenfields development has relied on a 

private sector initiative and a private plan change.   

 

(e) Being able to deliver these critical plan changes to provide for growth, is essential.  Since 

2017, the Council has relied on the private sector to do this.  In a time where the Council 

is signalling severe financial constraints, what confidence can the community or the 

sector have that the Council can and will deliver on these changes.   

 

 

 

E. REQUESTED DECISION 

 

 

20. The submitters request: 

 

(a) That any new iteration of the FDS (when eventually completed)  include the Paerata  west 

and south areas area as a committed growth area.  

 

(b) That all of  Paerata  (west and south) be shown as development ready in the 2023-2030 time 

period as currently shown in the FULSS. 

 

(c) the Council pause the current programme on the FDS; 

 

(d) there be meaningful consultation with the community including the development and 

retirement  sectors; 

 

(e) some key principles be agreed including: 
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(i) sufficient land must be released at the appropriate time to cater for growth; 

 

(ii) this will continue the combination of urban consolidation, greenfields 

development, and the expansion of satellite townships; 

 

(iii) growth needs to be serviced by adequate infrastructure; 

 

(iv) that infrastructure can be supplied through a broad range of options including 

innovative methods and participation by the private sector (investment and 

development); 

 

(v) stormwater and flood plain management are important factors and need to be 

considered in the release of land,  but recognising different appropriate methods 

to manage such land. 

 

(i) apply those principles on an area by area basis to identify the release of land; 

 

(f) That any new iteration of the FDS include the Paerata areas (west and south) as a committed 

growth area. 

 

(g) That Paerata (west and south) be shown as development ready in the 2023-2028 time 

period. 

 

(h) ensure there is sufficient continuous release of employment and residential land to cater for 

growth; 

 

(i) enable the private sector to deliver the range and quality of urban growth that is good for 

the community and which the NPSUD and RPS aspire to; 

 

(j) retain changes to the RUB as a district control matter. 

 

 

 

 

 

#8636



 
 
 

Have your say on Auckland’s Future Development Strategy August 2023 Page 1 of 3 

Future Development Plan 2023 #8637 
 
Note:    this version of the feedback form has been created for the purpose of publishing 
submissions. As such, contact and demographic information has been removed and 
handwritten submissions have been transcribed. 

Your feedback   

Focusing growth 

Denser, more compact cities result in improvements to the environment, the economy, and 

people’s wellbeing.  

Auckland’s urban area is made up of neighbourhoods, town centres and business areas that are 

interconnected and that support where most Aucklanders live, work and spend their leisure time. 

We propose that most housing and business growth will be focused within existing urban areas 

and that this growth be more intensive. This means less growth in greenfield areas at Auckland’s 

edges. What greenfield growth there is will be phased over 30 years and longer. 

1. What do you think of our approach to focus most of Auckland’s growth in existing urban 
areas?  

 

 

Tell us why 
Please see attached submission 

Accessible local centres 

When people have easy access to workplaces, services, facilities and shops, communities become 

more resilient and connected. It also helps to reduce travel time, emissions and lower household 

transport costs. 

We propose focusing housing and business development near local centres where most people’s 

daily needs are easy to access by walking, cycling and public transport. 

2. What do you think of our approach to focus development near local centres?  
 

 

Tell us why 

Avoiding hazards 

As our climate changes, the frequency and severity of hazards such as flooding, sea-level rise and 

coastal erosion will worsen. Where and how we plan for growth, and how we adapt to these 

hazards is increasingly important. 
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We propose that known areas constrained by significant natural hazard risk should be looked at to 

see if further development is appropriate.  

Where development is already enabled in potentially vulnerable locations, we will further 

investigate appropriate actions.  

3. What do you think of our approach to avoid further growth in areas which are exposed to 
significant risk of environmental hazards?  

 

 

Tell us why 

Resilient infrastructure 

Infrastructure across Auckland needs to cope with ongoing change, such as the impacts of climate 

change and evolving technology. 

Nature-based infrastructure, such as rain gardens, swales, and detention basins, is better able to 

respond to ongoing change. This can help protect communities from hazards, as well as protect 

and restore the natural environment. 

We propose prioritising investment in infrastructure that is decentralised, nature-based, 

regenerative and mauri-enhancing. 

4. What do you think of our approach to prioritising nature-based infrastructure that 
responds to the impacts of climate change?  

 

 

Tell us why 
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Other feedback 

5. Do you have any other feedback on our approach to how and where Auckland should grow 
and change? 

Please see attached submission 
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Feedback on Draft Future Development Strategy 

Windermere Holdings Limited 

 

Introduction  

1. Windermere Holdings Limited (WHL) is a property development and investment company which has 

developed or invested throughout New Zealand. The company controls what it considers to be a unique 

and critically strategic parcel of land at 1360 Alfriston Road, Alfriston.  

 

2. The WHL land is adjacent (although across Mill Road) from an equally strategically important parcel of 

land owned by Kāinga Ora at . The combined land area within the Kāinga Ora and WHL 

properties is around 67 ha.  

 

3. WHL has, alongside Kāinga Ora, developed an exciting proposal for a new community on land at 

Alfriston – to be called Alfriston Village – that would, by any measure, be consistent with and promote 

Council’s objectives as regards housing supply and vibrant, well-functioning communities.  

 

4. WHL and Kāinga Ora intends to obtain approval for this development as co-applicants for a private plan 

change to the Auckland Unitary Plan. The private plan change (PPC) application will be lodged with the 

Council shortly.  

 

5. WHL is also partnering with Ngāi Tai ki Tāmaki as a means of enabling them to exercise their kaitiaki 

responsibilities and achieve capacity building on the WHL land, which is within their rohe and near their 

marae. A key focus in that regard is on the preservation in perpetuity of a 5ha ancient forest (ngahere) 

which is special significance to iwi, and which is intended to be developed as a wildlife sanctuary, 

complete with a predator proof fence. 

 

6. A major potential impediment to the Alfriston Village proposal are the assumptions reflected in the 

Council’s Future Development Strategy (FDS) that the land in Alfriston is within a floodplain and 

comprises peat soils. However, extensive site specific technical investigations commissioned by WHL 

have demonstrated that this is not the case and that, to that extent, the FDS should not stand in the 

way of, but accommodate, the Alfriston Village proposal, given that much of the other land in that area 

is affected by the floodplain and peat soil constraints.  

 

7. In that regard, and particularly in light of the January and February 2023 storm events, it is important 

to recognise that developable land outside of floodplains is a scarce and valuable resource in the 

Auckland Region which is required to be sustainably managed in terms of the Resource Management 

Act 1991 and therefore should be utilised to enable the development of housing and well-functioning 

urban communities in terms of the National Policy Statement on Urban Development 2020 (NPS-UD).  

 

8. A further perceived impediment may arise from Council officers’ assumption that the timing for the 

sequenced release of FUZ land in terms of the FULSS needs to be reconsidered on the basis of 

financial burdens being placed on Council to deliver bulk infrastructure at a time when, per Council 
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staff’s indication1, funding for that item is limited and private plan changes to rezone land out of 

sequence, in terms of the FULSS, will further increase that financial burden on Council.  

 

9. However, a fundamental premise of the Alfriston Village proposal is that WHL will pay its own way in 

terms of the provision of bulk infrastructure – there will be no cost whatsoever to Council. 

 

10. It is therefore of critical importance that the FDS continues to: 

 

a. Support the identification of FUZ land in the northern part of Alfriston which is not flood-prone 

and does not comprise peat soils.   

b. Acknowledge that the RUB in this part of Alfriston, which currently runs down the western side 

of Mill Road,  is in the wrong location because it is not based on a natural catchment and 

prominent ridgeline which are the relevant strong natural elements for this vicinity most 

preferred by Council as a RUB as per the RPS policy directive2. 

 

Upcoming Structure Plan and Private Plan Change Application for Alfriston 

 

11. WHL has engaged a team of experts who have undertaken extensive technical work in relation to site 

constraints and development opportunities at Alfriston. This work has included flooding and 

stormwater, geotechnical investigations, archaeology, ecology, economics, social impact, urban design 

and transportation.  

 

12. This work has informed the development of WHL’s Alfriston Structure Plan (shown below) to satisfy the 

requirements of the AUP. It confirms that the PPC for Alfriston Village can occur without significant 

constraints and that it can integrate well into the urban fabric of existing urban areas to the west 

(namely, Manurewa and Manukau).  

 

 

 

 

1 On-line presentation by Council staff on the Draft FDS 6 July 2023. 

2 RPS Policy B2.2.2.(2)(m)(i) 
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13. WHL’s experts have undertaken a highly detailed analysis of the floodplain to a sufficient degree that 

WHL can categorically state that the assumptions underlying the Draft FDS as it relates to Alfriston are 

incorrect in terms of the existence of the floodplain and peat soils.  

 

14. This analysis has confirmed that Alfriston and the land subject of the private plan change is 

geotechnically stable and that the moderate contours and clay soils lend themselves to urban 

development that can be delivered in a manner that is cost effective and efficient and far preferable to 

developing the compromised FUZ land alongside the Papakura Stream further to the south.  
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15. In making these remarks, WHL does not intend any criticism of Council officers and acknowledges that 

the assumption made to down-zone flood-prone FUZ land was justified at a ‘broad brush’ level until 

detailed investigations were undertaken. The testing confirms that there is no justification to down-

zone Alfriston as this land is located well outside and between 10m and 40m above the flood-plain, 

even after accounting for the effects of climate change.  

 

 
 

Takanini and Alfriston FUZ (red), flood plain (light blue), PPC land – including the Windermere and 

Kāinga Ora sites (dark blue outline) 

 

16. In light of recent storm events and the effects of climate change, WHL has identified methods to ensure 

that the WHL /  Kāinga Ora development is capable of mitigating all of its flood flows to the Papakura 
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Stream by designing to detain the 100-year flood event. WHL’s engineers ran a stormwater model 1,000 

times to achieve this level of confidence. Their analysis confirms that the WHL /  Kāinga Ora 

development will not exacerbate stormwater effects within the Papakura Stream catchment, but it can 

be managed to result in an overall net benefit for the catchment. 

 

17. The feasibility and appropriateness of the Alfriston Village concept as reflected in the structure plan is 

founded on the exceptional locational attributes. In this regard, there is within 10km of Alfriston 

convenient access to: 

 

(a) 153,000 jobs (2475 ha of business land); 

(b) 21 primary schools, two intermediate schools and one secondary school; 

(c) Manukau Institute of Technology; 

(d) Manukau and Papakura metro centres (6km), and Manurewa and Takanini town centres (4km); 

(e) Manurewa train station (4km); 

(f) Medical and community facilities; and 

(g) Regional, sub-regional and suburban sports facilities and parks. 

 

18. WHL’s technical work confirms that Alfriston would rank as one of Auckland’s best performing 

greenfield sites and, for vehicle kilometres travelled (VKT), it achieves better reductions in travel 

distances than half of Auckland’s existing urban areas. It is simply so much closer to jobs, community 

facilities and centres than anywhere else. Assessed by reference to all of the factors that the FDS is 

seeking to measure growth against, Alfriston is objectively superior to half the existing areas in Auckland. 

 

19. In that regard, WHL considers that Alfriston (including its own land) more than merits being within the 

FUZ and allocation of a residential zoning when compared to the Council’s plans for Huapai, Silverdale, 

Orewa, Warkworth and even Drury. 

 

The appropriateness of a substitute recognition/zoning 

20. WHL considers that the Alfriston FUZ and RUB should be based on: 

 

defensible boundaries that are based on strong natural features (including prominent 

ridgelines, streams and stormwater catchments) as opposed to roads. Indeed, Objective B2.2.2 

(2)(m) in the RPS explicitly states this preference.  

 

21. WHL’s landscape expert considers that the RUB delineation in the vicinity of Alfriston, with the use of 

Mill Road, fails to make best use of the various strong natural boundaries which are evident within the 

study area for the Alfriston Structure Plan. 

 

22. 188 Ranfurly Road and 1424 Alfriston Road form a strong urban edge (a greenbelt) to the north and 

east (respectively) of 1360 Alfriston Road because of the QEII and Forest & Bird open space covenants 

(coloured lime green in the following map).   

 

#8637



 

 6 

 
 

(a) Proposals that support solutions. For example, WHL is acutely aware that the Alfriston 

community is concerned with the existing traffic situation, particularly in regard to the Alfriston 

Road/Mill Road intersection and its proximity to Alfriston School. Feedback from WHL’s 

community consultation on the Alfriston Structure Plan is that this existing traffic situation is 

unsatisfactory and there is an expectation that the structure plan will resolve traffic safety 

issues rather than compounding them. WHL has recently been approached by Auckland 

Transport to consider the potential use of a new  road within 1360 Alfriston Road to enable 

heavy freight vehicles (such as quarry trucks) to bypass Alfriston School. WHL is open to further 

considering this option in partnership with Auckland Transport as there would be significant 

community benefits.  
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23. WHL considers that there is likely to be a strong case for down-zoning FUZ in the southern part of 

Takanini. Based on WHL’s detailed structure plan work, Alfriston would provide an appropriate 

substitution for lost development capacity in flood-prone FUZ south of the Papakura Stream. In this 

respect, WHL notes that Council officers’ on-line presentation of the Draft FDS on 6 July 2023 included 

statements that acknowledged development capacity within flood-prone FUZ would be reduced, and 

that offsets would be contemplated to broadly maintain that capacity “in good locations elsewhere”. 

Council officers also stated that they were not opposed to greenfield development.  

 

24. Based on WHL’s technical investigations, there is a strong case for concluding that Alfriston represents 

one of these “good locations”, indeed, an ideal location to offset for growth lost in down-zoning 

Takanini’s flood-prone FUZ. As Council is already aware, the need to provide at least sufficient capacity 

for housing over the short term, medium term and long term is a directive of the NPS-UD. The Alfriston 

Structure Plan is focused on delivering housing and a local centre that are needed right now. In that 

regard, WHL’s experts have found that there will be a dwelling capacity shortfall in the next 10 years in 

the Alfriston vicinity. 

 

25. WHL’s fundamental position is that: 

 

a. Its technical investigations confirm that the nature of the  of greenfield development 

contemplated by the Alfriston Structure Plan and proposed by the PPC application represents 

a superior form when compared to any others; and  

 

b. There is a need for a much more balanced approach to provide for growth as opposed to 

relying almost exclusively on infill to provide significant housing capacity within the short and 

medium term.  

 

Conclusion 

26. WHL is an experienced developer with a strategic landholding, and they are in a position whereby they 

can rapidly provide for people’s housing needs and therefore address the dwelling capacity shortfall. 

Because they are also offering to bear the cost of bulk infrastructure, this meaning that there will be no 

financial burden whatsoever on Auckland ratepayers.  

 

27. WHL opposes the Draft FDS in its current form. It is important for the prospect of a new community at 

Alfriston to be reflected in the FDS. 

 

28. WHL’s investigations confirm that Alfriston is located well outside and above the floodplain of the 

Papakura Stream and that there are no peat soils in this location. Alfriston must be recognised as being 

different from Takanini. There is no rationale for Council to down-zone the FUZ at Alfriston (and not to 

include the WHL land within the FUZ) on the basis of flooding or any geotechnical constraint.  

 

29. WHL therefore requests the retention of the FUZ at Alfriston and the inclusion of its property at 1360 

Alfriston Road in the area of planned growth.  
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To: futuredevelopmentstrategy@aucklandcouncil.govt.nz 

 

Address for service:  

Windermere Holdings Limited 

PO Box 272-1019 

Papakura, Auckland 2244 

 

Attention: Hugh Lambie  

Windermere Holdings Ltd  

Development and Investment Director 
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Have your say on Auckland’s Future Development Strategy August 2023 Page 1 of 3 

Future Development Plan 2023 #8638 
 
Note:    this version of the feedback form has been created for the purpose of publishing 
submissions. As such, contact and demographic information has been removed and 
handwritten submissions have been transcribed. 

Your feedback   

Focusing growth 

Denser, more compact cities result in improvements to the environment, the economy, and 

people’s wellbeing.  

Auckland’s urban area is made up of neighbourhoods, town centres and business areas that are 

interconnected and that support where most Aucklanders live, work and spend their leisure time. 

We propose that most housing and business growth will be focused within existing urban areas 

and that this growth be more intensive. This means less growth in greenfield areas at Auckland’s 

edges. What greenfield growth there is will be phased over 30 years and longer. 

1. What do you think of our approach to focus most of Auckland’s growth in existing urban 
areas?  

 

 

Tell us why 
Please see attached submission 

Accessible local centres 

When people have easy access to workplaces, services, facilities and shops, communities become 

more resilient and connected. It also helps to reduce travel time, emissions and lower household 

transport costs. 

We propose focusing housing and business development near local centres where most people’s 

daily needs are easy to access by walking, cycling and public transport. 

2. What do you think of our approach to focus development near local centres?  
 

 

Tell us why 

Avoiding hazards 

As our climate changes, the frequency and severity of hazards such as flooding, sea-level rise and 

coastal erosion will worsen. Where and how we plan for growth, and how we adapt to these 

hazards is increasingly important. 



#8638 

Have your say on Auckland’s Future Development Strategy August 2023 Page 2 of 3 

We propose that known areas constrained by significant natural hazard risk should be looked at to 

see if further development is appropriate.  

Where development is already enabled in potentially vulnerable locations, we will further 

investigate appropriate actions.  

3. What do you think of our approach to avoid further growth in areas which are exposed to 
significant risk of environmental hazards?  

 

 

Tell us why 

Resilient infrastructure 

Infrastructure across Auckland needs to cope with ongoing change, such as the impacts of climate 

change and evolving technology. 

Nature-based infrastructure, such as rain gardens, swales, and detention basins, is better able to 

respond to ongoing change. This can help protect communities from hazards, as well as protect 

and restore the natural environment. 

We propose prioritising investment in infrastructure that is decentralised, nature-based, 

regenerative and mauri-enhancing. 

4. What do you think of our approach to prioritising nature-based infrastructure that 
responds to the impacts of climate change?  

 

 

Tell us why 
Please see attached submission 
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Other feedback 

5. Do you have any other feedback on our approach to how and where Auckland should grow 
and change? 

Please see attached submission 

 



1 

 

  

                                                              25th July 2023 

 

Mā te whakātu, ka mohio, mā te mohio ka marama, mā te marama ka matau, mā te matau ka ora. 

With discussion comes knowledge, with knowledge comes light and understanding, with light and 

understanding comes wisdom, with wisdom comes wellness. 

 

To: Auckland Council 

Ref: SUBMISSION DRAFT FUTURE DEVELOPMENT STRATEGY 

The Future Development Strategy sets out the big picture vision for how and where we should grow 

over the next 30 years to achieve the best outcomes for Taamaki Makaurau. 

Tenaa Koe 

Whakapapa 

Who Are We: Ko Wai Mātou? 

‘We are Ngā� Te Ata’. 

Within the wider landscape of Tāmaki Makaurau (Auckland) lay the se-lements of the Te Waiohua 

people (the original inhabitants). Members of the Tainui waka se-led around the isthmus and began 

to intermarry with the ancestors of Te Waiohua. It was this intermarriage and the development of 

other bonds between the people that se-lement established. 

Ngā0 Te Ata descend from both groups. As the descendants (current genera0on) we are kai0aki and 

we have inherent responsibili0es to ensure that we can protect and preserve our taonga for future 

genera0ons. 

Whakapapa/Genealogy 

Te Huakaiwaka = Rauwhakiwhaki 

(Origin of Te Waiohua) 

| 

Huatau 

| 

Te Ata i Rehia    =         Tapaue 

(Origin of Ngā0 Te Ata) (Waikato Tainui) 

NGAATI TE ATA WAIOHUA  
 

“Ka whiti te ra ki tua o rehua ka ara a Kaiwhare i te rua” 
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KAITIAKITANGA UNDERPINS EVERYTHING WE DO  

Ngā0 Te Ata Waiohua are are a legi0mate authority with the right to govern its affairs, define its 

preferences and make decisions on ma-ers which affect us as an iwi and our resources. Ngā0 Te Ata 

Waiohua are willing to enter into rela0onships with other organisa0ons on the understanding that 

Ngā0 Te Ata Waiohua rights as a sovereign people are respected. 

The impact of the FDS will be dispropor/onate.  

Ngaa0 Te Ata Waiohua believe that achieving a resilient, equitable and liveable Taamaki Makaurau 

Auckland is a commendable goal.    

We have seen significant change occur over the last 200 years and especially in the last 40 years.   

However, we wish to remind Auckland Council that Ngaa0 Te Ata Waiohua has been here for a 

thousand years – the impact of change to fellow Aucklanders does not equate to the impact that it 

has had on mana whenua of Tamaki Makaurau, our waahi tapu sites and taonga. 

Whilst we have mana whenua status over Taamaki Makaurau Auckland, we have a par0cular strong 

interest in the Southern Area, the harbours and the Maunga (as a Maunga se-lement iwi). 

General comment 

Whilst the Na0onal Policy Statement on Urban Development from the Crown / Government has 

accelerated this work, it was always the view of Ngaa0 Te Ata Waiohua that the Unitary Plan was 

going to have disadvantages in addi0on to the advantages of spa0al planning and urban growth.   

Our Iwi currently works and has worked with developers.  We believe that the development / 

construc0on community – and in the turn the marketplace – has always sought to fulfil the promise 

made by the Unitary Plan (2016).    

Some preliminary comments 

We provide the following broad comments based on our review of the relevant draB Future 

Development Strategy however we believe that specific deeper further engagement with Ngaa0 Te 

Ata Waiohua would be appropriate.  These comments therefore should be seen as only preliminary. 

1. Spa/al arguments 

33% of 15,000 HA which was seen as Future Urban by the Unitary Plan is either live zoned or under a 

plan change process.  The argument between urban sprawl or intensifica0on is no longer current.  

The argument is about how to do both well.  From our perspec0ve, how to do both in line with 

suppor0ng the interests and enabling mana whenua wellbeing and broader Maaori who reside in the 

Auckland region.   Ngaa0 Te Ata Waiohua believes the draB FDS is in general terms appropriate to 

obtain that balance.   

2. Environment focus is very important  

The FDS draws strongly on the need for greater environmental protec0on.  However, we reaffirm the 

need to acknowledge and understand the role of mana whenua as Kai0aki.  Over the next 30 years 

under this FDS, our role will become more important.   Intensifica0on can bring both environmental 

advantages and disadvantages.  Differen0a0ng between the two will require relevant exper0se 

including those offered by mana whenua, par0cularly through a Te Ao Maaori perspec0ve.  Ngaa0 Te 

Ata Waiohua supports the focus on environment balanced with urban growth however the Kai0aki 

role of mana whenua should be further enhanced and strengthened.  
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3. Process / Consultation-light 

 

Area specific plans or strategies have had more time for consultation.  For example, the Drury-

Opaheke Infrastructure Plan (2018) was two years of challenge and agreement by Council and Crown 

with 10 Iwi Authorities.   This is a six-week consultation process in the middle of Winter.  Ngaati Te 

Ata Waiohua believes that direct engagement with the Iwi should be undertaken following the 

public consultation period ending.  

 

4. Preliminary comments on specific examples    

 

(a)  Drury-Opaheke:   Several private plan changes were accepted by Council in December 

 2022.  Some of those developments would be affected by the proposed FDS.  Ngaati Te Ata 

 Waiohua does not have a view on any of those proposed designations in Drury-Opaheke at  

       this stage. However, we are of the strong view that the infrastructure promised by  

       Government and Council remains intact – this includes the NZ Upgrade Programme package  

       of initiatives. Any future growth must see mana whenua and Maaori outcomes be  

       integrated in all plans and initiatives. All waahi tapu and heritage sites, streams, wetlands  

       and natural waterbodies protected. 

 

(b) Takaanini:  We support the proposed designation of Takaanini and parts of Opaheke as 

 hazard or flood prone areas.  This is not new to Council or relevant experts or mana whenua.  

 Ngaati Te Ata Waiohua wishes to advise that such designations were in place previously by  

       Council  and yet relinquished during private plan change processes. Any future growth must  

       see mana whenua and Maaori outcomes be integrated in all plans and initiatives. All waahi  

       tapu and heritage sites, streams, wetlands and natural waterbodies protected.   

 

(c) Drury West:  We do not have a view on the designations proposed by the draft FDS for this 

 area at this stage.  However, we do reaffirm the need for Council and Government to keep      

       its infrastructure promises.  Much effort and time was utilised by mana whenua to engage 

with developers and landowners in this area to have it diminished by a step-back from the 

 Council and Government on its infrastructure commitments.   Ngaati Te Ata Waiohua  is  

       committed to the proposal that any developments to occur West of Oira Road will be  

       challenging.  The green belt created between the two live urban zone areas of  

       Paerata Rise and Drury West will go some way in supporting the rejuvenation of the  

       streams and waterways that run through and in between those two live zone areas. Any  

       future growth must see mana whenua and Maaori outcomes be integrated in all plans and  

       initiatives. All waahi tapu and heritage sites, streams, wetlands and natural waterbodies  

       protected.   

 

(d) Pukekohe / Paerata:  The draft FDS will have a significant impact on projects around 

 Pukekohe.   The town ship is seen by Council as a metropolitan township to support the 

 surrounding areas.  This is appropriate.  However, Pukekohe is also the rohe of Ngaati Te 

 Ata.  Any urban intensification in this town must ensure authentic and strong mana whenua 

 engagement.  Any promised Council and Government infrastructure resources should 

 remain.  Pukekohe is well known in New Zealand history as a town that once practised 

 ethnic segregation; any future growth must see mana whenua and Maaori outcomes be 

 integrated in all plans and initiatives.  Growth in Pukekohe also means growth of Ngaati Te 

 Ata Waiohua aspirations. All waahi tapu and heritage sites, streams, wetlands and natural  

       waterbodies protected. 
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(e) Waiuku / Glenbrook / Clarks Beach / Kingseat:  Ngaati Te Ata Waiohua does not have a  

       view on proposed FDS impact on these areas at this stage.  However, we are of a strong view  

       that any development within these towns must be well planned, ecologically sound and  

       provide for the mana of the Iwi over Manukau Harbour and its many tributaries.  Any future  

       growth must see mana whenua and Maaori outcomes be integrated in all plans and  

       initiatives. All waahi tapu and heritage sites, streams, wetlands and natural waterbodies  

       protected. 

 

(f) Patumahoe:  Ngaati Te Ata Waiohua believes this area and those mentioned at (d) and (e)  

        above are part of the vegetable bowl of the country.  We therefore support any proposed    

        changes that stops the sprawl into these areas.   This has been the view of Ngaati Te Ata  

        Waiohua since the implementation of the Unitary Plan so we remain consistent on this  

        point. Any future growth must see mana whenua and Maaori outcomes be integrated in all  

        plans and initiatives. All waahi tapu and heritage sites, streams, wetlands and natural  

        waterbodies protected. 

 

(g) Central Isthmus:  Ngaati Te Ata Waiohua does not have a view on specific areas in the  

        Central Isthmus at this stage only that we have a traditional relationship and history to it.   

        We work collaboratively (most times) with other Iwi, Council entities, Crown agencies, and  

        the private sector. Following the development and finalisation of the FDS, the Iwi will  

        continue this collaborative kaupapa as Kaitiaki across the Auckland region. Any future  

        growth must see mana whenua and Maaori outcomes be integrated in all plans and  

        initiatives. All waahi tapu and heritage sites, streams, wetlands and natural waterbodies  

        protected. 

 

We look forward to further engagement on the draft Future Development Strategy. 

Please note more Ngaati Te Ata Waiohua korero and information will be submitted over the course 

of this process. 
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