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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? 

Please refer the attachment 
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Auckland Council 

Next Generation Properties Limited 

C/- CivilPlan Consultants Limited 

PO Box 97796 

Manukau City 

Auckland 2241 

--

This is a submission on Draft Future Development Strategy 2023 ("the proposal" or "draft FDS"). 

The submitter, Next Generation Properties Limited ('NGPL'), is the owner of land at 

. They are directly affected by the draft FDS's decisions related to the Pukekohe East 

future urban area. 

1. General Submission

NGPL has a number of general concerns with the draft FDS. This includes: 

a) The flawed method by which the draft FDS determines that sufficient development capacity

will be enabled and the lack of detail provided as to how this will occur, including whether the

requirements under the NPS-UD have been appropriately considered.

b) The overemphasis of 'plan-enabled' development capacity and its interchangeable use with

development capacity in general, with limited or no consideration given as to whether that

development capacity will also be infrastructure-ready, commercially feasible and reasonably

expected to be realised.

c) The apparent lack of consideration given to ensuring that sufficient development capacity is

provided in future urban areas to meet demand for housing in new urban areas.

d) The antagonistic view of the FDS towards private plan changes, despite these being solely

responsible for delivering that part of the Future Urban Land Supply Strategy that has been

implemented.
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e) The recommendation for removal or further investigation of various future urban areas

without providing sufficient evidence to demonstrate that these areas are not required to

provide for sufficient development capacity and disregarding the evidence-based decisions

from the Proposed Auckland Unitary Plan process regarding the suitability of the existing

Future Urban Zones for future growth.

f) The bias in favour of infrastructure projects that are already funded, with no analysis provided

to demonstrate that those infrastructure projects are more efficient at enabling sufficient

development capacity than other infrastructure projects that have not been considered.

g) The inappropriate reliance on infrastructure funding decisions, often made by parties external

to Auckland Council, to determine urban form outcomes, rather than infrastructure delivery

being informed by urban form decisions.

h) The overemphasis on ‘uncertainty’ and the subsequent unwillingness to extrapolate known,

existing data to predict future outcomes (that can then be reviewed as actual outcomes can

be measured).

Further detail regarding these matters is outlined in the following sections. 

1.1 Sufficient Development Capacity Assessment 

The attached report has undertaken a review of whether the draft FDS has sufficiently met the 

requirements in clause 3.2 of the National Policy Statement for Urban Development 2020 (‘NPS-UD’) 

that require Auckland Council to demonstrate that at least sufficient development capacity for housing 

can be provided in the Auckland Region to meet expected demand. This report identifies a number of 

shortcomings that does not provide NGPL with confidence that Auckland Council has accurately 

addressed all of the relevant requirements under the NPS-UD. 

For that reason, all conclusions and recommendations of the draft FDS that are reliant on Auckland 

Council’s finding that there is sufficient development capacity within the existing urban area to meet 

short, medium and long term expected housing demand should be disregarded and not relied upon. 

1.2 Sufficient Development Capacity in Demand in Future Urban Areas 

Clause 3.2(1)(a) of the NPS-UD requires local authorities to provide at least sufficient development 

capacity to meet demand for housing in existing and new urban areas. 

The draft FDS states that in recent years over 80% of growth has occurred within existing urban areas. 

Figures from Auckland Council’s monthly housing updates specify that around 15% of growth is 

occurring within future urban areas (within the existing Rural Urban Boundary) and around 5% of 

growth is occurring within rural zones. 

Based on these trends, NGPL would expect that the draft FDS would provide capacity for housing supply 

equivalent to at least 15% of demand within future urban areas, and that this capacity be commercially 

feasible and reasonably expected to be realised. 
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The FDS has not identified to what extent sufficient development capacity is being provided for within 

future urban areas in comparison to existing urban areas. While Appendix 4 to the draft FDS indicates 

that 12% of net development capacity is within greenfield areas, this is only ‘plan-enabled’ capacity and 

not development capacity that passes all of the tests specified under the NPS-UD (refer to the attached 

report for more details of these). 

The FDS should specify how the identified future urban areas provide development capacity that is 

infrastructure-ready, commercially feasible and reasonably expected to be realised for approximately 

5,000 dwellings in the short term, 12,000 dwellings in the medium term and 30,000 dwellings in the 

long term (being 15% of the estimated dwelling demand). While these figures may appear to be low 

and easily achievable, a detailed assessment is expected to find that: 

a) In relation to short term capacity, there are few live zoned greenfield development sites that

have all development infrastructure already in place that is sufficient to enable development

of all of the otherwise available development capacity.

b) In relation to medium term capacity, all development infrastructure for live zoned greenfield

development sites is often not funded within the next ten years under a Long Term Plan.

c) The extent to which development capacity is reasonably expected to be realised within the

next 30 years will be significantly dependant on the size, shape and ownership of land within

the future urban area. For example, large areas of land owned by a proven greenfield

developer are significantly more likely to realise available development capacity than smaller

or irregularly shaped countryside living lots under disparate ownership.

d) The rate at which development capacity is reasonably expected to be realised in future urban

areas will be over a long period of time, reflecting the staged nature of greenfield

development. Therefore, the short term ‘reasonably expected to be realised’ development

capacity of a live-zoned and infrastructure-ready greenfield area will be much less than the

total plan-enabled, infrastructure-ready development capacity available.

This would then demonstrate how the anticipated demand for housing within greenfield areas can 

realistically be provided for through future urban areas. 

To clarify, NGPL does not seek any relief related to existing urban areas or the delivery of infrastructure 

to service feasible and reasonably expected to be realised plan-enabled capacity within existing urban 

areas. That approach will provide for intensification within existing urban areas to the extent that can 

be supported by market forces. 

However, there would still be demand for housing typologies predominantly provided within new urban 

areas that would not be met by the development capacity provided within existing urban areas. To 

meet the requirements under clause 3.2 of the NPS-UD, the draft FDS needs to ensure that a wide range 

of development capacity is provided within the Auckland Region to meet the wide range of demands 

for housing, including for housing within new urban areas. 
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1.3 Role of Private Plan Changes 

The draft FDS is critical regarding the role of private plan changes since the AUP was made operative 

with respect to enabling development within future urban areas. In particular, it states “Rather than 

the sequenced approach provided for through the FULSS, live zoning has come through private plan 

changes ahead of time.” 

HGL disagrees with the inference in this statement that private plan changes have caused the 

sequencing provided through the Future Urban Land Supply Strategy 2017 (‘FULSS’) to not be achieved. 

The FULSS set out that between 2018 and 2022, several future urban areas – including Warkworth 

North, Whenuapai and Drury West – with a cumulative area of 2,060 ha would become development 

ready. Auckland Council failed to implement that plan. During this timeframe, only a single public plan 

change was notified – Plan Change 5, covering 360 ha of land at Whenuapai – but that was ultimately 

withdrawn. At the same time, a series of private plan change requests achieved live zoning of 347 ha 

(19% of the total cumulative area) prior to 2022. There remains a cumulative area of 1,509 ha of Future 

Urban Zoned land that has not been live zoned within the timeframe specified in the FULSS. 

The FULSS then set out that between 2023 and 2027, additional future urban areas at Pukekohe and 

Takanini with a cumulative area of 1,144 ha would become development ready. A single private plan 

change request covering an area of 30 ha has been made operative in this area this year, within the 

FULSS timeframe. 

It is accepted that a number of plan changes have been made for future urban areas set out in the 

FULSS as being development ready between 2028 and 2032, most notably several plan changes in 

Drury. A cumulative area of 347 ha has been live zoned approximately 5 years prior to the timeframe 

anticipated under the FULSS. However, it is important to note that: 

a) Three of the six plan changes (PC52, PC 58 and PC72) were for discrete areas (all less than 

10 ha and a very small proportion of the relevant future urban area) that directly adjoined the 

existing urban area, without the need for any significant infrastructure upgrades. 

b) The area of ‘out-of-sequence’ live zoning (347 ha) is significantly smaller than the area of 

future urban zoning that Council failed to live zone within the FULSS 2018 to 2022 timeframe 

(1,509 ha). 

c) In the case of the Drury plan changes, the live zoned area (339 ha) is still less than the Future 

Urban Zones in nearby Drury West Stage 1 and Paerata that were meant to have been live 

zoned between 2018 and 2022 (420 ha). 

d) The bulk infrastructure necessary to enable development within all of the live zoned Drury 

future urban areas is not currently in place and will constrain the extent of development that 

can occur prior to 2028. However, it is considered highly unlikely that this infrastructure would 

have been in place between 2028 to 2032, as anticipated by the FULSS, without the private 

plan requests having been made. 
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Therefore, HGL seeks that the draft FDS be amended to reflect the role that private plan changes have 

had to play to implement the FULSS, noting Auckland Council has not made operative any public plan 

changes for any of the land planned to be development ready prior to 2022, thus private plan change 

requests are the only reason that there has been any implementation of the FULSS. 

1.4 Implications For Future Urban Zoned Land 

The draft FDS states the following in relation to future urban areas: 

▪ “[the FDS] does not focus on identifying significant additional plan enabled development

capacity” (page 30).

▪ “there will be less reliance on expansion into future urban areas and what growth there is will

be phased over a longer timeframe” (pages 16 and 32)

▪ “future urban areas will provide for limited urban expansion” (page 39).

The draft FDS subsequently makes the recommendation that a significant proportion of future urban 

zones under the AUP should be removed, with these areas either specifically referred to or identified 

for ‘future investigation’. This is seemingly on the basis that their removal would not affect the ability 

for Council to provide for sufficient development capacity. 

As outlined above, NGPL considers that Auckland Council has not provided a sufficient evidence base 

to determine that there is sufficient development capacity in the short term, medium term and long 

term – including in relation to demand for housing in new urban areas – without the need for growth 

within all previously-identified future urban areas.  

Therefore, NGPL seeks that the draft FDS does not recommend removal of any future urban zones, nor 

that any future urban zones be subject to further investigation as to whether the future urban zone 

should be removed. Instead, such areas should be retained as future urban zones given that, as was 

determined through the Proposed Auckland Unitary Plan process, they are suitable for future urban 

development when necessary to provide for sufficient development capacity – which, given the points 

raised above, may be much sooner than Auckland Council is estimating. 

NGPL also strongly opposes the approach of the draft FDS to specify that some future urban areas will 

be “subject to further investigation”, rather than undertaking that investigation prior to development 

of the FDS. This leads to significant uncertainty for affected landowners. 

1.5 Offsetting Principle 

Page 23 of the draft FDS sets out the following principle: 

“The approach will be that, where plan-enabled capacity is reduced or constrained, 

over time forgone capacity will be offset by creating additional capacity in good 

locations elsewhere, so that overall capacity is broadly maintained.” 
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The general sentiment of this principle is supported, although NGPL is concerned regarding how it is 

currently presented in the draft FDS.  In particular: 

a) It is unclear how this principle correlates with the position elsewhere in the draft FDS to

remove or investigate removal of land currently zoned Future Urban under the AUP. Using

the estimations under the FULSS, the removal of these future urban areas would reduce plan-

enabled development capacity by approximately 50,000 dwellings (although this is likely

greater in light of the MDRS). It is unclear where this development capacity is being offset to

accord with this principle.

b) Providing for plan-enabled capacity in one area to offset reductions and constraints in another

area does not directly ensure that sufficient development capacity remains provided for. As

outlined in the report attached as Attachment 1, whether development capacity is plan-

enabled is only one of many tests that must be passed in order for that development capacity

to be sufficient. Plan-enabled development capacity that is also infrastructure ready and

commercially feasible is not equivalent to plan-enabled development capacity that is not

infrastructure ready or commercially feasible. Therefore, any offsetting of development

capacity should give regard to these matters as well.

c) With reference to clause 3.2(1)(b) of the NPS-UD, any offsetting should have regard to

whether equivalent building typologies are being provided for. For example, development

capacity that met demand for detached dwellings should not be offset by development

capacity that relies on intensification that delivers attached typologies/apartments.

d) The principle takes a vague approach as to when forgone capacity will be offset, stating this

would occur “over time”. It is considered necessary for offsetting to occur concurrently to

reductions or constraints to capacity, as part of the same decisions. For example:

▪ A plan change that makes development capacity no longer plan-enabled should

include, as part of the same request, an equivalent increase in plan-enabled

development capacity that is also infrastructure-ready and commercially feasible in

a similar location.

▪ A Long Term Plan that delays delivery of infrastructure intended to serve

development capacity should also bring forward funding for infrastructure that

would enable equivalent development capacity elsewhere.

On this basis, NGPL seeks that the draft FDS amend its offsetting principle as follows: 

The approach will be that, where plan enabled development capacity is reduced or 

constrained in a manner that results in it no longer being plan-enabled, 

infrastructure-ready or commercially feasible, over time the forgone capacity will be 

concurrently offset by creating additional at least equivalent capacity (including in 

terms of number, typology and general location) that is plan-enabled, infrastructure-

ready or commercially feasible in good locations elsewhere, so that overall capacity 

is broadly maintained. 
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1.6 Infrastructure Integration 

The draft FDS states (on page 29) that “It is important however that as much sufficient feasible 

development capacity as possible, where it is likely to be taken up, is infrastructure-ready”. Principle 3 

(on pages 19 and 20) then outlines that Council will make efficient and equitable infrastructure 

investments. 

Appendix 3 of the draft FDS is titled ‘Infrastructure to support development capacity’. This includes a 

table that is specified to “show the likely bulk/significant development infrastructure and additional 

infrastructure required to support or service the development capacity”. The following paragraph then 

states that “The projects identified have been either committed and funded or signalled”, with a 

subsequent note that the tables “are not exhaustive”. This indicates that there has been inadequate 

consideration given to the specific infrastructure projects that need to be delivered to enable sufficient 

development capacity, including whether any additional infrastructure projects are required to be 

funded. 

When read as a whole, the draft FDS appears to take the approach that, as there is (allegedly) abundant 

development capacity across the Auckland region, uptake of this development will align with 

committed infrastructure projects, resulting in sufficient development capacity being easily achieved. 

This effectively results in decisions that have been made by infrastructure providers separate to 

Auckland Council (Auckland Transport and Watercare, for example) directing decisions on urban form. 

This is a far-from-ideal method of strategically planning for growth. 

Instead, the draft FDS should identify the preferred locations for urban growth, identify what 

development infrastructure is necessary to make that development capacity infrastructure-ready and 

then use that analysis to determine funding priorities for development infrastructure. This may include 

bringing forward the timeframe for a project, identifying the need for funding for an additional project 

or delaying funding of a project that has limited benefits of enabling sufficient development capacity. 

This approach is consistent with clause 3.17 of the NPS-UD where local authorities are ‘strongly 

encouraged’ to use the FDS to inform long-term plans, infrastructure strategies and regional land 

transport plans. Decisions on urban form should not be beholden to decisions made by infrastructure 

providers. 

Decisions on the extent of Future Urban Zones made during the Proposed Auckland Unitary Plan 

process is a good example of where decisions on urban growth and urban form were made in a holistic 

manner, rather than being dictated by infrastructure funding decisions. It is therefore disappointing to 

see that the draft FDS intends to relitigate the suitability of those areas for urban growth, partly on the 

basis of there being no commitment to delivering development infrastructure to those areas. 

To address this matter, NGPL seeks that the draft FDS specifically identify the extent to which the 

‘committed’ infrastructure projects support development capacity, by identifying the areas benefitted 

and the increase in sufficient development capacity that is directly enabled by the infrastructure (i.e. 

the extent of plan-enabled, feasible and reasonably expected to be realised development capacity that 

is only made infrastructure-ready as a result of the investment). These results should then be used as 

a method to prioritise development infrastructure, to then inform funding decisions.  
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1.7 Infrastructure Funding 

The FDS appears to be taking the stance that the budget envelope for infrastructure is fixed and that, 

once committed projects are accounted for, there is minimal funding available to provide for any 

additional development infrastructure. 

While setting a limited budget for development infrastructure may be politically advantageous, the 

NPS-UD requires an FDS to identify what development infrastructure is required to provide for sufficient 

development capacity and then the decision on how that is to be funded is to be determined. A FDS is 

not expected to only identify development infrastructure that fits within existing budgets. 

Once a FDS has identified what development infrastructure is necessary to provide for sufficient 

development capacity, the long-term plan should then determine how that infrastructure will be 

funded. Auckland Council has multiple mechanisms available to it, including targeted rates, special 

levies (under the Infrastructure Funding and Financing Act 2020), development contributions and 

general taxation. 

1.8 The Impact of Uncertainty 

As it reads, the draft FDS has been prepared under a cloud of ‘uncertainty’. The second paragraph of 

the executive summary and most paragraphs in section 1.1 refer to it being ‘a time of uncertainty’, 

setting this scene early in the document. 

This theme of uncertainty and constant change is carried through the document, including the following 

statements: 

▪ “There are ongoing changes to the workforce, economy, interest rates, inflation, and project 

viability. There is also ongoing behaviour change such as increases in working from home and 

online retail and a greater awareness of the environmental impacts our lifestyles have.” (page 

12) 

▪ “There is significant uncertainty in forecasting the location and timing of required 

infrastructure to support growth that will occur over the next thirty years.” (page 13) 

▪ “The future is uncertain. There will be many changes in the global and local political, 

environmental, social, economic and cultural landscapes that will influence how we grow and 

will impact on the success of Tāmaki Makaurau.” (page 25) 

▪ “The feasibility of plan enabled development also changes over time, as preferences change, 

new amenities are created, and accessibility though transport investment improves.” (pages 

29 to 30) 

▪ “Most growth is expected in sectors that prefer to locate in commercial areas. However, the 

exact nature of economic changes and related business land needs are uncertain.” (page 46) 

▪ “There is particular uncertainty around the timing and delivery of medium and long-term 

projects due to the constrained financial environment and current planning underway.” 

(Appendix page 10) 

#8621



31 July 2023 
Submission on the Draft Future Development Strategy 2023 

 

 

   
September 2021 T08-07 v2 Page | 9 

It is accepted that change is inevitable and that this change is often uncertain. However, on review of 

the provisions of the NPS-UD that the draft FDS is prepared under, it is considered that a FDS need not 

concern itself with predicting the future but rather focus on the facts of what is currently known and 

reasonably expected. This could be extrapolated across the next 30 years, including to determine the 

expected demand for housing and business development capacity. 

Instead, the FDS does not provide a clear calculation of sufficient development capacity, simply 

referring to “much of” the available development capacity being commercially feasible and stating that 

infrastructure-readiness will simply occur ‘as is necessary’. 

It is accepted that the FDS will not be perfect and will need to be amended to address on-going 

uncertainty – but this is what the review requirements under clause 3.16 of the NPS-UD are designed 

to address. 

2. Site-Specific Submission 

This submission specifically relates to the site located at 50 Pukekohe East Road, Pukekohe, which is 

henceforth referred to as ‘the NGPL land’. 

The NPGL land was identified in the Future Urban Land Supply (‘FULSS’) as part of the “Pukekohe” area, 

to be development ready between 2023 and 2027. Under the draft FDS, the NPGL land has been 

identified as part of the “Pukekohe East” area, which is not planned to support development prior to 

2035+. 

 
Figure 1: Location and Extent of the Pukekohe East Area (Outlined in Red) the NGPL Land (Outlined in 

Solid Light Blue) and Land Subject to Plan Change 74 (Brown and Outlined in Dashed Blue) 
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The Pukekohe East future urban area is shown on Figure 1, above. This area primarily consists of Future 

Urban zoned land, although part of this in the north-western corner has recently been lived zoned as a 

result of Plan Change 76 being made operative earlier this month, and decisions on Plan Change 74 

made in March this year will soon see most of the southern part of the Pukekohe East future urban 

area live zoned as well. It is also noted that a private plan change request has been made for the live 

zoning of the NGPL land (although not by NGPL). These private plan changes are all consistent with the 

development timeframe for this area specified in the FULSS.  

These private plan change requests demonstrate that it is commercially feasible to provide for housing 

within Pukekohe East and indicate that this is reasonably expected to be realised. However, both Plan 

Changes 74 and 76 included infrastructure triggers that mean that this development capacity will not 

be infrastructure-ready. 

The draft FDS does not provide any details regarding the quantity of development capacity that is 

anticipated within the Pukekohe East future urban area and the extent to which infrastructure 

investment will allow for that development capacity to be realised. 

The draft FDS (on Appendix Page 28) identifies Pukekohe Arterials, Mill Road (Bombay) Upgrade and 

Papakura to Pukekohe Rail Electrification as key infrastructure projects to support development at 

Pukekohe East. The latter of these is a Decade One project that is expected to be completed by 2025 

(before any development at Pukekohe East is expected to be completed). The draft FDS does not 

identify a timeframe for the other listed projects. In addition, none of these infrastructure projects are 

directly identified as infrastructure triggers for development under Plan Changes 74 and 76. 

Therefore, the draft FDS does not provide any clear rationale for delaying the timeframe for 

development of the Pukekohe East future urban area from 2023-2027 (as per the FULSS) to 2035+. 

NPGL considers that a timeframe of 2025+ would be more appropriate given that: 

▪ This aligns with expectations of development timeframes previously shared under the FULSS. 

▪ Decisions Plan Changes 74 and 76 have already determined the appropriateness for land in 

this future urban area to be subject to a live zone now (in 2023).  

▪ Decisions on Plan Changes 74 and 76 have identified that the arterial road transport projects 

identified on Appendix Page 28 of the draft FDS are not necessary in order to commence 

urban development. 

▪ Although it is accepted that arterial road transport projects identified on Appendix Page 28 of 

the draft FDS may be necessary to support full development of the Pukekohe East future 

urban area, full development is likely to take at least a decade, meaning that the delivery of 

these projects does not need to align with live zoning of the land. 

Regardless of whether the timeframe is brought forward or retained as 2035+, the draft FDS should 

identify all development infrastructure that is necessary to support realisation of the development 

capacity within the Pukekohe East future urban area. This should then be identified as short or medium 

term priorities, with funding to be provided as necessary through the 2024 Long Term Plan (with the 

funding mechanisms to achieve this determined when preparing that LTP). 
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3. Relief Sought 

As outlined in the sections above, NGPL requests the following relief: 

▪ That Auckland Council releases an updated FDS or Housing and Business Development 

Capacity Assessment that includes significantly greater detail as to how sufficient 

development capacity for housing can be provided, including an assessment of how the 

development capacity is reasonably expected to be realised and how the decisions in the draft 

FDS (such as to remove or significantly delay roll out of future urban areas) does not prevent 

sufficient development capacity from being achieved in the short term, medium term and 

long term. 

▪ That Auckland Council undertakes a full assessment of all infrastructure needs for various 

development areas – both brownfield and greenfield – to meet demand for housing that is 

otherwise reasonably expected to be realised. Where the lack of infrastructure is the only 

obstacle to realising development capacity in that area, the FDS should identify the provision 

of that infrastructure as a priority. 

▪ That the FDS does not recommend removal of any future urban areas, or investigations into 

doing so. 

▪ That the FDS does not ignore the evidence-based decision making through the Proposed 

Auckland Unitary Plan process that determined existing Future Urban Zoned areas were 

appropriate for urban growth. 

▪ That the FDS be amended to delete “Private plan changes severely undermine coordination” 

as a key consideration (on page 39) and alter the assessment, conclusions and 

recommendations subsequently made in the draft FDS as necessary, on the basis that private 

plan change requests are the only reason that there has been any implementation of the 

FULSS to date. 

▪ That the offsetting principle in the draft FDS be amended as follows, with offsetting of 

development capacity required as part of plan changes and Long Term Plans that directly 

impact achievement of sufficient development capacity: 

The approach will be that, where plan enabled development capacity is 

reduced or constrained in a manner that results in it no longer being plan-

enabled, infrastructure-ready or commercially feasible, over time the 

forgone capacity will be concurrently offset by creating additional at least 

equivalent capacity (including in terms of number, typology and general 

location) that is plan-enabled, infrastructure-ready or commercially 

feasible in good locations elsewhere, so that overall capacity is broadly 

maintained. 

▪ That the FDS specifically identifies the extent to which the ‘committed’ infrastructure projects 

support development capacity to inform prioritisation of these projects (including in relation 

other infrastructure projects not identified in the draft FDS). This will ensure that existing and 

planned infrastructure decisions do not determine the form and timing of urban growth in 

Auckland. 
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• That the identification of infrastructure projects that are necessary to enable sufficient

development capacity in the FDS is not influenced by existing budgets, noting that there are 

a variety of alternative funding opportunities that are being underutilised by Council,
including targeted rates and special levies under Infrastructure Funding and Financing Act

2020.

• That the FDS be prepared on the basis of extrapolating known, existing data rather than

avoiding providing detail on the basis of expected uncertainty. The mandated review process

allows for necessary amendments to be made where actual outcomes do not match those

anticipated by the FDS.

• That the Pukekohe East future urban area be identified as short or medium term development

capacity (2025+, to be consistent with the FULSS and Plan Change 74 and 76 decisions).

• That the draft FDS identifies Pukekohe Arterials and Mill Road (Bombay) Upgrade arterial road

transport projects as priorities to support medium to long term development capacity in the
Pukekohe East future urban area (and other future urban areas).

Signature: -�----------------------
-- -Associate, Civil Plan Consultants Ltd 

on behalf of Next Generation Properties Limited 

Date: 31 July 2023 
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1. Introduction

This report provides a review of whether the Draft Future Development Strategy 2023 ('draft FDS') 

released by Auckland Council on 6 June 2023 has sufficiently met the requirements under the National 

Policy Statement for Urban Development 2020 ('NPS-UD') related to demonstrating that at least 

sufficient development capacity for housing can be provided in the Auckland Region. 

2. Requirements for Providing Sufficient Development Capacity

Clause 3.13 of the NPS-UD specifies the purpose and content of an FDS. This includes: 

• Under clause 3.13(1)(a)(ii), that an FDS must set out how a local authority intends to provide
at least sufficient development capacity, as required by clauses 3.2 and 3.3, over the next 30 

years to meet expected demand.

• Under clause 3.13(2)(a), that every FDS must spatially identify the broad locations in which

development capacity will be provided over the long term, in both existing and future urban

areas, to meet the requirements of clauses 3.2 and 3.3.

These provisions clearly identify a link between the contents of an FDS and the requirements under 

clauses 3.2 and 3.3 of the NPS-UD. Those clauses relate to providing sufficient development capacity 

for housing and business land, respectively. The following assessment relates only to development 

capacity for housing, although there will be some correlation with the development capacity for 

business land requirements of the NPS-UD. 
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Clause 3.2 of the NPS-UD identifies a number of requirements to be met in order to demonstrate that 

sufficient development capacity for housing is being provided. This includes: 

▪ That the following types of demand be considered: 

▪ Demand both within existing urban areas and for new urban areas (clause 3.2(1)(a)); 

and 

▪ Demand for both standalone dwellings and attached dwellings (clause 3.2(1)(b)). 

▪ That sufficiency be demonstrated for the short term, medium term and long term (clause 

3.2(1)(c)). 

▪ The following tests to determine the development capacity of land: 

▪ That the capacity is plan-enabled (clause 3.2(2)(a)); and 

▪ That the capacity is infrastructure-ready (clause 3.2(2)(b)); and 

▪ That the capacity is feasible (part of clause 3.2(2)(c)); and 

▪ That the capacity is reasonably expected to be realised (part of clause 3.2(2)(c)). 

▪ That a competitiveness margin be applied above expected demand (clause 3.2(2)(d). 

The below assessment will be limited as to whether the capacity indicated by the draft FDS meets each 

of the tests listed under clause 3.2(2) of the NPS-UD in relation to each of the terms specified in clause 

3.2(1)(c) of the NPS-UD. 

While the draft FDS addresses a few of these matters, the level of detail in analysis provided, including 

with the supporting analysis reports and referenced documents, is considered to be lacking (as covered 

in the subsequent sections). In addition, the draft FDS is seemingly silent on a number of these matters. 

3. Plan-enabled Capacity 

Clause 3.4(1) of the NPS-UD identifies how development capacity for housing is plan-enabled in relation 

to the short term, medium term and long term. The term ‘zoned’ (used in that clause) is then defined 

in clause 3.4(2). For the short and medium term, this consists of permitted, controlled or restricted 

discretionary activities within an operative and proposed plan, respectively. 

The majority of urban zones under the AUP provide no limit on the number of dwellings that can be 

provided as a permitted, controlled or restricted discretionary activity. In such zones, establishing any 

number of dwellings is a restricted discretionary activity and infringement to building standards (which 

would otherwise control density) is a restricted discretionary activity. Therefore, the plan-enabled 

development capacity for housing in the short term (and subsequently in the medium and long terms 

as well) is theoretically unlimited. It is however noted that in some locations, such as the Single House 

zone, plan-enabled development capacity remains limited by plan provisions. 
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In comparison, the draft FDS states that the estimated total plan-enabled dwelling capacity in Auckland 

is 2,345,500. A detailed methodology as to how this figure has been determined is not provided in the 

draft FDS or other material referenced by the draft FDS (including the PC78 section 32 reports). The 

draft FDS does not identify whether this figure relates to the short term, medium term or long term. 

Therefore, the approach taken by the draft FDS to determine plan-enabled development capacity for 

housing is not considered to be consistent with the requirements of the NPS-UD. 

4. Infrastructure-Ready Capacity 

Clause 3.4(3) of the NPS-UD identifies how development capacity for housing is infrastructure-ready in 

relation to the short term, medium term and long term. The term ‘development capacity’ is defined in 

clause 1.4(1). In summary: 

▪ Short term infrastructure-ready capacity is where there is adequate existing network 

infrastructure for water supply, wastewater disposal and stormwater management and 

sufficient existing land transport infrastructure to support the development of the land, 

without any further infrastructure works or upgrades being necessary. 

▪ Medium term infrastructure-ready capacity also includes where the above-mentioned 

infrastructure necessary to enable development is funded in a long term plan. 

▪ Long term infrastructure-ready capacity also includes where the above-mentioned 

infrastructure necessary to enable development is identified in an Infrastructure Strategy. 

Given the definition of ‘development capacity’ under the NPS-UD, this single test of ‘infrastructure-

ready’ actually consists of four separate assessments, each related to the four types of infrastructure 

(water supply, wastewater disposal, stormwater management and land transport). 

The draft FDS uses the term ‘infrastructure-ready’ a total of two times, both within the same paragraph 

on page 29. These mentions specify that not all plan-enabled and feasible capacity needs to be 

infrastructure-ready, but that as much capacity as possible should be. While both of these are accurate 

statements, no further information is provided as to the estimated development capacity that is and 

will be infrastructure-ready, and the locations of these. Appendix 3 of the FDS lists various infrastructure 

projects planned within the next three decades, but it does not directly link any of these projects to 

quantified increases in development capacity as a result of their delivery. 

Therefore, the approach taken by the draft FDS to determine infrastructure-ready development 

capacity for housing is not considered to be consistent with the requirements of the NPS-UD. 

In order to determine infrastructure-ready development capacity, it would have been expected that 

the FDS identify the capacity of infrastructure networks (wastewater, water supply, stormwater and 

roading) on a catchment basis, in order to identify what additional capacity is available without any 

upgrades and as a result of planned upgrades. 
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The Housing Development Capacity Assessment (‘HCA’) prepared by Auckland Council in 2021 included 

an assessment of the water supply and wastewater networks across Auckland and identified that that, 

of the net-plan enabled capacity identified in that document, only 57% was serviced in the short term, 

77% in the medium term and 99% in the long term. However, more specific data, including the 

geographical distribution of this, was not provided. That HDCA also stated that it did not consider land 

transport capacity at all. This is despite the capacity of the roading network and the availability (and 

reliability) of public transport and active transport infrastructure in Auckland often struggling to cater 

for existing development, let alone additional development capacity. 

Taking the above into account, significantly more information and assessment should have been 

undertaken by Auckland Council in order to determine in infrastructure-ready development capacity 

for housing in the short term, medium and long term. This should have necessitated assessments of 

the capacity of each of the four infrastructure types and then overlap those layers to carry forward the 

lowest development capacity. This exercise would also be crucial to identify any significant ‘gaps’ in 

infrastructure servicing that could be resolved through reallocating funding in the Long Term Plan (i.e. 

allowing for an increase in medium term development capacity).  

5. Feasible Capacity 

‘Feasible’ is defined in clause 1.4(1) of the NPS-UD to mean commercially viable to a developer based 

on the current relationship between costs and revenue, with reasonable adjustments enabled for the 

long term. Clause 3.26 specifies that any reasonable method can be used to determine this, but that 

the method, inputs and assumptions used must be outlined and justified. 

The draft FDS states, on page 29, “much of this [plan] enabled capacity is or will be commercially 

feasible”, without providing any further quantification. However, the overall evidence report for the 

draft FDS specifies that these conclusions result from the 2021 Housing Capacity Assessment (‘HCA’) 

that was prepared in accordance with the requirements in Subpart 5 of the NPS-UD. That HCA identified 

the method, inputs and assumptions used, being a feasibility model. 

The HCA identified that, on an Auckland-wide basis, 840,000 dwellings would be commercially feasible 

in the short term. This is only 36% of the 2,345,500 dwellings that the draft FDS specifies “much of” 

would be commercially feasible. There is also no clarity as to which geographic areas this feasible 

development capacity occurs within. 

Therefore, the draft FDS is considered to not comply with the requirements of the NPS-UD on the basis 

that it: 

▪ Does not directly quantify the extent to which development capacity is commercially feasible; 

▪ Does not sufficiently justify its conclusion that “much of” the stated 2,345,500 dwelling plan 

enabled capacity is commercially feasible; and 

▪ Does not specify in what areas of the region commercially feasible development capacity 

would be provided. 
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6. Capacity That is Reasonably Expected to be Realised

On review of the draft FDS, Auckland Council appears to have ignored the relevance of whether 

development capacity is “reasonably expected to be realised”. That term does not appear in any part of 

the draft FDS, with the closest references being the sentence “Ongoing take-up of these opportunities 

is reasonable expected wherever they are provided” on page 30, without any justification. 

It is assumed that Auckland Council has treated commercially feasible development capacity to be the 

same as development capacity that is reasonably expected to be realised. However, despite being part 

of the same clauses (e.g. clause 3.2(2)(c) and clause 3.22), these are presented by the NPS-UD as 

separate and very different tests. In this regard, it is noted that each of the example methods in clause 

3.26(2) outline a two-step process as demonstrated below: 

▪ Clause 3.26(2)(a): The method asks for the following to be estimated separately:

▪ “the number of feasible dwellings (using a feasibility model)”; and

▪ “the number of dwellings that can reasonably be expected to be realised (using

building consents data on the number of sites and extent of allowed capacity that has

been previously developed)”.

▪ Clause 3.26(2)(b): The method specified the following steps:

▪ “estimate the number of feasible dwellings or sites”; and then

▪ “assess the proportion of these that can reasonably be expected to be developed”

▪ Clause 3.26(2)(c): The method refers to integrating information from past trends and future

landowner/developer intensions into a feasibility model, inferring that the feasibility model

would first be created first.

The feasibility model included in the HDCA prepared by Auckland Council in 2021 does not appear to 

have integrated information about past development trends and future landowner and developer 

intentions into the feasibility model. 

Therefore, a second step needs to be taken in the draft FDS to estimate the extent to which 

development capacity is reasonably expected to be realised. This is considered to be a key aspect of 

determining whether sufficient development capacity is provided. 

Without specifically considering the extent to which development capacity is reasonably expected to 

be realised, the draft FDS appears to be inferring that it is reasonably expected that almost or over two 

million additional dwellings would be constructed in Auckland within the next 30 years, requiring 

redevelopment of almost all sites and near-maximisation of development potential (relying 

predominantly on apartment typologies). This is considered to be highly fanciful. 
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Auckland Council could have undertaken a review of resource consent and building consent data in 

relation to each existing the AUP zones to demonstrate the extent of uptake of intensification and urban 

expansion across existing zones and in different localities, including the rate of uptake (to allow 

alignment with the short term, medium term and long term timeframes) and the extent to which the 

actual number of dwellings delivered compared to the maximum feasible development capacity. This 

would be consistent with the example methods in clause 3.26(2). 

In addition, regard would need to be given to the extent to which: 

▪ Existing developed properties are unlikely to be redeveloped due to owners’ preferences or 

non-RMA legal restrictions, such as private covenants on property titles. 

▪ The extent to which developers choose to provide a lower number of dwellings than the 

maximum capacity available – such as constructing two storey terraced houses are 

constructed in the THAB zone. 

▪ The extent to which developable land is owned by known developers who have a proven 

record of realising development capacity when this is achievable.  

On this last point, Auckland Council could have directly consulted with owners and developers of large-

scale brownfield sites and live zoned greenfield sites to understand their development aspirations and 

timeframes, to have a solid estimate of what development capacity is reasonably expected to be 

realised in those areas across the short term, medium term and long term. Development of larger 

greenfield sites often occurs many years and potentially decades after the land is first live zoned and 

so it should not be assumed that all available development capacity will be realised in the short term. 

It is recognised that the overall evidence report for the draft FDS identifies that a survey was sent to 

“property developers on the council’s database”. CivilPlan has asked a number of its property developer 

clients whether they received such a survey, including developers with significant land holdings in live 

zoned greenfield areas, and found none that were aware of such a survey being conducted by Council. 

In this regard, it is considered that Council has not satisfactorily undertaken consultation with the 

development sector prior to preparation of the FDS, as is required by clause 3.15(1)(f) of the NPS-UD. 

The final FDS should therefore be updated to ensure that thorough consideration has been given as to 

whether development capacity is reasonably expected to be realised, including consideration of: 

▪ The likely uptake of development capacity where this is plan-enabled, feasible and 

infrastructure-ready by giving regard to historic trends, including within the short term, 

medium term and long term – both in terms of whether any development of a site is likely to 

occur and the extent to which development maximises (or otherwise) available capacity. 

▪ The planned rollout of development for large-scale brownfield and greenfield properties by 

established property developers. 
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6.1 Case Study – Pakuranga THAB 

To illustrate a more appropriate approach to determining what would be “reasonably expected to be 

realised”, development patterns in an area zoned Terrace Housing and Apartment Buildings near 

Pakuranga Town Centre have been considered further. This area has been chosen as it is known to 

exhibit a relatively high uptake of development opportunities in recent years, due to opportunities 

under the AUP and its close proximity to a variety of community, commercial and transport facilities. 

The sites included in this area are shown in Figure 1, below. 

 

Figure 1: Pakuranga THAB Case Study Area 

While this case study assessment relates only to a small area, it is expected that Auckland Council would 

have sufficient information in their database in order to undertake a similar assessment at scale, 

including considering different attributes such as across different zones and within brownfield and 

greenfield settings. 

All sites within this case study area have been listed in Table 2, attached, and have been categorised as 

follows: 

▪ Sites containing dwellings built prior to 2000 (using the Record of Title date as a proxy). 

▪ Sites containing dwellings built between 2000 and 2020. It is assumed that none of these sites 

would be redeveloped in the next thirty years based on the assumptions of a 50-year 

timeframe for buildings (meaning it is unlikely that they would be demolished) and a general 

inability to provide for infill development (due to the historic building and lot patterns). 

▪ Sites containing dwellings built between June 2020 and June 2023. In this case, there are a 

total of nine developments, each of which related to a single site and dwelling. 
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The maximum number of dwellings for each of these sites has been calculated using the following 

assumptions: 

• A floor area per storey of 50% of the net site area.

• A building height of four storeys.

• A floor area per dwelling of 120 m2
• 

• All results for each site rounded down.

It is considered that these assumptions are roughly similar to those used by Council to determine 'plan­

enabled capacity'. For sites with Record of Titles between 2020 and 2023, maximum capacity has been 

determined in relation to the sites as they were in June 2020 sites (the sum of the resultant allotments 

and any access lot). 

Using this method, it has determined that the above sites (as of 1 June 2020) had a theoretical 

maximum capacity of 1,158 dwellings. It has then also determined that at that date there were a total 

of 118 dwellings on those sites, resulting in a net capacity of 1,040. 

However, the 30 sites which contain dwellings built between 2000 and 2020 contributed a gross 

capacity of 190 dwellings and a net capacity of 160 dwellings. Due to the age of the existing dwellings 

on these sites, it is considered to be unlikely that any of this capacity would be realised within the next 

30 years. Reasonably available development capacity then drops to 880 dwellings. 

Similarly, regard needs to be given to the extent to which development does not maximise available 

capacity. To determine this, Table 1, below, details the number of actual dwellings provided in 

comparison to the maximum capacity (as per the assumptions above) for each of the developments 

that have been completed between June 2020 and June 2023. This indicates that only 49.17% of net 

development capacity (59 of 120 dwellings) was realised, with the rest unrealised. 

Table 1: Actual Development Compared to Maximum Capacity 

Development 

28 Reeves Road and 

25-37 Lewis Road

3A to 3F Ayr Road 

1-7/11 Lewis Road

1/8 to 8/8 Reeves Road 

1-7/12 Ayr Road

1-8/10 Ayr Road

1-8/2 Ayr Road

1-8/5 Ayr Road

1-8/14 Ayr Road

Total 

Template Issue Date: 21/09/2020 

Number of Dwellings 

. .. 

Maximum Capacity 

15 

13 

15 

14 

14 

14 

15 

14 

129 

Version: 1.1 

9 

6 

7 

7 

6 

6 

7 

6 

61 
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The assessment of those nine developments between June 2020 and 2023 has also indicated that 

within a three-year period (equivalent to the short term), only 6. 7% of the reasonably available capacity 

has been realised (59 of 880). 

Assuming that a constant uptake of development capacity occurs in the future, a net increase of 20 

dwellings per year within this case study area can be confirmed. However, a net increase in the number 

of dwellings would coincide with an increase in capacity that would be unrealised within the next 30 

years, at the ratio of 59:61, matching the findings above. This would mean that for every net increase 

of 20 dwellings, there would be an increase in unrealised capacity of either 20 or 21 dwellings. 

Table 3, attached, has extrapolated this data and shows that: 

• Approximately half {52%) of gross development capacity would be unrealised within the next

30 years due to recent and future development not maximising the development capacity of

each site.

• Reasonably available capacity would reduce rapidly in the short term and medium term -

halving by 2031, before being exhausted by 2041, leaving no reasonably available capacity for

a period of at least 12 years.

This is illustrated on Chart 1, below. 

Chart 1: Reasonably Realised Dwellings Within the Pakuranga THAB Case Study Area 

100% 

90% 

80% 
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■ Constructed Dwellings ■ Unrealised Capacity Within 30 Years ■ Reasonable Available Capacity

This all indicates that the draft FDS's position that "much of' the plan-enabled capacity will be realised 

within the next 30 years is likely to be inaccurate. This is likely to be less than half, with most of the 

stated capacity being 'locked up' due to existing recent development patterns or development capacity 

not being maximised when redevelopment occurs. 

Auckland Council should be required to review this matter and undertake its own analysis of recent 

development up-take in order to estimate the development capacity that is reasonably expected to be 

realised. 

Template Issue Date: 21/09/2020 Version: 1.1 Page I 9 
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7. Conclusion 

Determining that sufficient development capacity has been provided in accordance with clause 3.2 of 

the NPS-UD should have required Auckland Council to identify restrictions under each of the following 

layers (distributed pro-rata when determined on a catchment basis) and then identify the maximum 

development capacity enabled for each site or neighbourhood that is unrestricted by each layer. This 

would need to be undertaken three times, in accordance with the short term, medium term and long 

term. 

▪ For ‘plan-enabled’ capacity, any restrictions related to zoning –noting that most zones provide 

for unlimited dwellings as a restricted discretionary activity. 

▪ For ‘infrastructure-ready’ capacity: 

▪ Any restrictions to providing for water supply – such as the maximum capacity of 

bulk pipelines. 

▪ Any restrictions to providing for wastewater disposal in each catchment – such as 

the maximum capacity of a pump station. 

▪ Any restrictions to providing for stormwater disposal in each catchment – although 

given this relates to impervious areas rather than the number of dwellings, it is 

expected that this would not be a critical constraint. 

▪ Any restrictions related to the capacity of the transport network, such as identifying 

capacity issues with key intersections if additional dwellings are enabled in certain 

areas. 

▪ For ‘feasible’ capacity, the results from Council’s feasibility model (for each area). 

▪ For ‘reasonably expected to be realised’ capacity, the number of dwellings indicated to be 

delivered by developers of large brownfield and greenfield sites within the relevant 

timeframes or an assumed realisation based on historic trends (similar to the Pakuranga THAB 

area case study above). 

While Auckland Council appears to have considered most these matters to various degrees (but not to 

the extent anticipated), the draft FDS and its supporting material does not provide any confidence to 

the submitter that all of the above considerations have been appropriately made as required by the 

NPS-UD. 

By failing to do so, the conclusions reached in the draft FDS regarding (and resulting from) the 

availability of sufficient development capacity are considered to be insufficiently justified and should 

not be relied upon. 
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Table 2: 

Sites within the Pakuranga THAB Case Study Area 

Pre-2000 Titles 

1 1 1 Ayr Road Pakuranga Auckland 2010 

2 2 4 Ayr Road Pakuranga Auckland 2010 
3 3 6 Ayr Road Pakuranga Auckland 2010 
4 4 6A Ayr Road Pakuranga Auckland 2010 

5 5 7 Ayr Road Pakuranga Auckland 2010 
6 6 8 Ayr Road Pakuranga Auckland 2010 

-------- --------

9 Avr Road Pakuran.ila 2010 ---------------------------------------
7 7 1/9 Ayr Road Pakuranga Auckland 2010 ____________________ 

-------- --------

8 8 2/9 Ayr Road Pakuranga Auckland 2010 

9 9 11 Avr Road Pakuranga Auckland 2010 

-------- --------

13 Ayr Road Pakuranga 2010 --------------------------------------
10 10 1/13 Ayr Road Pakuranga Auckland 2010 ___________________ 

-------- --------

11 11 2/13 Avr Road Pakuranga Auckland 2010 

-------- --------

15 Ayr Road Pakuranga 2010 --------------------------------------
12 12 1/15 Ayr Road Pakuranga Auckland 2010 ___________________ 

-------- --------

13 13 2/15 Ayr Road Pakuranga Auckland 2010 

-------- --------

17 Ayr Road Pakuranga 2010 -- ----- --------------------- ----- -----
14 14 1/17 Ayr Road Pakuranga Auckland 2010 ___________________ 

--------

15 15 178 Ayr Road Pakuranga Auckland 2010 
16 16 16 Ayr Road Pakuranga Auckland 2010 

17 17 18 Ayr Road Pakuranga Auckland 2010 

-------- --------

19 Ayr Road Pakuranga 2010 -- ----- ----- ----- - ---- - ----- ----- -----
18 18 1/19 Ayr Road Pakuranga Auckland 2010 ___________________ 

-------- --------

19 19 2/19 Ayr Road Pakuranga Auckland 2010 
20 20 20 Ayr Road Pakuranga Auckland 2010 
21 21 21 Ayr Road Pakuranga Auckland 2010 
22 22 22 Ayr Road Pakuranga Auckland 2010 
23 23 23 Ayr Road Pakuranga Auckland 2010 
24 24 1 Bennett Road Pakuranga Auckland 2010 

-------- --------

3 Bennett Road Pakuranga 2010 ----------------------------------
25 25 3 Bennett Road Pakuranga Auckland 2010 __________________ 

-------- --------

26 26 3A Bennett Road Pakuranga Auckland 2010 
27 27 5 Bennett Road Pakuranga Auckland 2010 

-------- --------

6 Bennett Road Pakuranga 2010 ----------------------------------
28 28 1/6 Bennett Road PakuranJ:a Auckland 2010 _______________ 

-------- --------

29 29 2/6 Bennett Road Pakuranga Auckland 2010 
30 30 8 Bennett Road Pakuranga Auckland 2010 

31 31 1 lewis Road Pakuranga Heights Auckland 2010 
32 32 3 lewis Road Pakuranga Heights Auckland 2010 
33 33 5 lewis Road Pakuranga Heights Auckland 2010 
34 34 9 lewis Road Pakuranga Heights Auckland 2010 
35 35 7 lewis Road Pakuranga Heights Auckland 2010 
36 36 15 lewis Road Pakuranga Heights Auckland 2010 

-------- --------

183 Pakuranga Road Pakuranga 2010 _____________________________ 
37 37 1/183 Pakuranga Road Pakuranga Auckland 2010 __________ 

-------- --------

38 38 3/183 Pakuran.ila Road Pakuranga Auckland 2010 __________ 
-------- --------

39 39 4/183 Pakuranga Road Pakuranga Auckland 2010 __________ 
-------- --------

40 40 185 Pakuranga Road Pakuranga Auckland 2010 
41 41 187 Pakuranga Road Pakuranga Auckland 2010 
42 42 187 A Pakuranga Road Pakuranga Auckland 2010 

-------- --------

189 Pakuranga Road Pakuranga 2010 _____________________________ 

43 43 1/189 Pakuranga Road Pakuranga Auckland 2010 __________ 
-------- --------

44 44 2/189 Pakuranga Road Pakuranga Auckland 2010 __________ 
-------- --------

45 45 3/189 Pakuranga Road Pakuranga Auckland 2010 
46 46 195 Pakuranga Road Pakuranga Auckland 2010 
47 47 197 Pakuranga Road Pakuranga Auckland 2010 
48 48 199 Pakuranga Road Pakuranga Auckland 2010 
49 49 207 Pakuranga Road Pakuranga Auckland 2010 

-------- --------

209 Pakuranga Road Pakuranga 2010 _____________________________ 
so so 1/209 Pakuran.ila Road Pakuranga Auckland 2010 __________ 

-------- --------

51 51 2/209 Pakuranga Road Pakuranga Auckland 2010 

NA1176/44 

NA20/1057 
NA19C/1021 
NA19C/1022 

NA1171/96 
NA1324/53 

--------------

NA750/292 _ 
NA790/44 
NA1171/94 

--------------

NA70C/707 _ 
NA72B/591 

--------------

NA86C/662 _ 
NA89B/984 

--------------

NA57C/851 _ 
NA57C/852 
NA1191/61 

NA1333/96 

--------------

NA70C/307 _ 
NA88A/793 
NA1198/57 
NA26A/1320 
NA1171/93 
NA1832/4 
NA1331/67 

--------------

NA70C/564 _ 
NA74B/189 
NA14B/416 

--------------

NA63N117 _ 
NA63N118 
NA1186/36 

NA1170/15 
NA26N196 
NA1176/48 
NA1315/72 
NA1186/38 
NA1317/68 

--------------

NA630/964 
NA122N389 
NA122N390 
32786 

NA128B/922 
NA128B/923 

--------------

NA25N40 __ 
NA25N41 ___ 
NA56N611 
NA1093/264 
NA1083/84 

NA1087/49 
NA1138/122 

--------------

NA790/932_ 
NA81C/821 

Freehold Pre-2000 916 m2 15 dwellings 

Freehold Pre-2000 883 m2 14 dwellings 
Freehold Pre-2000 1,378 m2 22 dwellings 
Freehold Pre-2000 1,184 m2 19 dwellings 
Freehold Pre-2000 913 m2 15 dwellings 
Freehold Pre-2000 883 m2 14 dwellings 

913 m2 _lSdwellin� 
------------- ------------- --------------

Cross-lease Pre-2000 
------------- ------------- -------------- --------------

Cross-lease Pre-2000 
Freehold Pre-2000 916 m2 15 dwellin..s 

916 m2 _15 dwellings 
------------- ------------- --------------

Cross-lease Pre-2000 
------------- ------------- -------------- --------------

Cross-lease Pre-2000 
918 m2 _15 dwellings 

------------- ------------- --------------

Cross-lease Pre-2000 
------------- ------------- -------------- --------------

Cross-lease Pre-2000 
918 m2 _15 dwellings 

------------- ------------- --------------

Cross-lease Pre-2000 
------------- ------------- -------------- --------------

Cross-lease Pre-2000 
Freehold Pre-2000 883 m2 14 dwellings 

Freehold Pre-2000 883 m2 14 dwellings 
921 m2 _ 15 dwellings 

------------- ------------- --------------

Cross-lease Pre-2000 
------------- ------------- -------------- --------------

Cross-lease Pre-2000 
Freehold Pre-2000 883 m2 14 dwellings 
Freehold Pre-2000 923 m2 15 dwellings 
Freehold Pre-2000 893 m2 14 dwellings 
Freehold Pre-2000 923 m2 15 dwellings 
Freehold Pre-2000 878 m2 14 dwellings 

------------- -------------

____ 1,492 m2 24 dwellings 
Cross-lease Pre-2000 
------------- ------------- -------------- --------------

Cross-lease Pre-2000 
Freehold Pre-2000 1,012 m2 16 dwellings 

------------- -------------

____ 1,439 m2 23 dwellings 

Cross-lease Pre-2000 
------------- ------------- -------------- --------------

Cross-lease Pre-2000 
Freehold Pre-2000 1,472 m2 24 dwellings 
Freehold Pre-2000 1,340 m2 22 dwellings 
Freehold Pre-2000 827 m2 13 dwellings 
Freehold Pre-2000 827 m2 13 dwellings 
Freehold Pre-2000 827 m2 13 dwellings 
Freehold Pre-2000 827 m2 13 dwellings 
Freehold Pre-2000 827 m2 13 dwellings 

------------- -------------

____ 1,846 m2 30 dwellings 
Cross-lease Pre-2000 
------------- ------------- -------------- --------------

Cross-lease Pre-2000 
------------- ------------- -------------- --------------

Cross-lease Pre-2000 
------------- ------------- -------------- --------------

Cross-lease Pre-2000** 
Freehold Pre-2000 429 m2 7 dwellings 
Freehold Pre-2000 330 m2 5 dwellings 

961 m2 _16 dwellings 
------------- ------------- --------------

Cross-lease Pre-2000 
------------- ------------- -------------- --------------

Cross-lease Pre-2000 
------------- ------------- -------------- --------------

Cross-lease Pre-2000 
Freehold Pre-2000 923 m2 15 dwellings 
Freehold Pre-2000 923 m2 15 dwellings 

Freehold Pre-2000 923 m2 15 dwellin..s 
Freehold Pre-2000 923 m2 15 dwellings 

954 m2 _ 15 dwellings 
------------- ------------- --------------

Cross-lease Pre-2000 
------------- ------------- -------------- --------------

Cross-lease Pre-2000 
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Dwelling Coun
l 

2020 I 2023 
Site Address 

52 52 6 Reeves Road Pakuranga Heights Auckland 2010 
53 53 10 Reeves Road Pakuranga Heights Auckland 2010 

-------- --------

12 Reeves Road Pakuranga Heights 2010 _________________________ 
54 54 1/12 Reeves Road Pakuranga Heights Auckland 2010 _______ 

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

SS SS 2/12 Reeves Road Pakuranga Heights Auckland 2010 

-------- --------

14 Reeves Road Pakuranga Heights 2010 _________________________ 
56 56 1/14 Reeves Road Pakuranga He!ff_hts Auckland 2010 _______ 

-------- --------

57 57 14A Reeves Road Pakuranga Heights Auckland 2010 

-------- --------

16 Reeves Road Pakuranga Heights 2010 _________________________ 
58 58 1/16 Reeves Road Pakuranga He!ff_hts Auckland 2010 _______ 

-------- --------

59 59 2/16 Reeves Road Pakuranga Heights Auckland 2010 
60 60 18 Reeves Road Pakuranga Heights Auckland 2010 

-------- --------

20 Reeves Road Pakuranjla Heights 2010 _________________________ 
61 61 1/20 Reeves Road Pakuranga Heights Auckland 2010 _______ 

-------- --------

62 62 2/20 Reeves Road Pakuranga Heights Auckland 2010 

-------- --------

22 Reeves Road Pakuran$a Heights 2010 _________________________ 
63 63 1/22 Reeves Road Pakuranga Heights Auckland 2010 _______ 

-------- --------

64 64 2/22 Reeves Road Pakuranga Heights Auckland 2010 
65 65 24A Reeves Road Pakuranga Heights Auckland 2010 
66 66 248 Reeves Road Pakuranga Heights Auckland 2010 
67 67 24C Reeves Road Pakuranga Heights Auckland 2010 
68 68 24D Reeves Road Pakuranga Heights Auckland 2010 
69 69 26 Reeves Road Pakuranga Heights Auckland 2010 
70 70 29 Reeves Road Pakuranga Heights Auckland 2010 
71 71 31 Reeves Road PAKURANGA HEIGHTS 2010 
72 72 31A Reeves Road PAKURANGA HEIGHTS 2010 

-------- --------

33 Reeves Road Pakuranga Heights 2010 _________________________ 
71 71 1/33 Reeves Road Pakuranga Heights Auckland 2010 _______ 

-------- --------

72 72 2/33 Reeves Road Pakuranga Heights Auckland 2010 

-------- --------

35 Reeves Road Pakuran$a Heights 2010 _________________________ 
73 73 1/35 Reeves Road Pakuranga Heights Auckland 2010 _______ 

-------- --------

74 74 2/35 Reeves Road Pakuranga Heights Auckland 2010 

-------- --------

37 Reeves Road Pakuran$a Heights 2010 _________________________ 
75 75 1/37 Reeves Road Pakuranga Heights Auckland 2010 _______ 

-------- --------

76 76 2/37 Reeves Road Pakuranga Heights Auckland 2010 
77 77 39 Reeves Road Pakuranga Heights Auckland 2010 

-------- --------

41 Reeves Road Pakuranga Heights 2010 _________________________ 
78 78 1/41 Reeves Road Pakuranga Hecghts Auckland 2010 _______ 

-------- --------

79 79 418 Reeves Road Pakuranga Heights Auckland 2010 

I ldent1f1er I 
NA28N1036 
NA1325/47 

--------------

NA618/118 _ 
NA618/119 

--------------

NA76N160 _ 
NA86N108 

--------------

NA64C/573 _ 
NA64C/574 
NA1570/33 

--------------

NA84C/738 _ 
NA87C/864 

--------------

NA57D/205 _ 
NA618/1138 
NA129C/912 
NA129C/913 
NA133N899 
NA133N900 
NA120C/63 
NA13C/872 

896095 
896096 

--------------

NA798/948 _ 
NA798/949 

--------------

NA62D/451 _ 
NA62D/452 

--------------

NA908/269 _ 
NA908/270 
NA128/1366 

--------------

NA56D/329 _ 
NA56D/330 

Title I Site Area I
Maximum 

Type I Age Capacity* 
Freehold Pre-2000 928 m2 15 dwellings 
Freehold Pre-2000 928 m2 15 dwellings 

928 m2 _ 15 dwellings 
------------- ------------- --------------

Cross-lease Pre-2000 
.......................... .......................... ............................ ............................ 

Cross-lease Pre-2000 
928 m2 _ 15 dwellings 

------------- ------------- --------------

Cross-lease Pre-2000 
------------- ------------- -------------- --------------

Cross-lease Pre-2000 
928 m2 _ 15 dwellings 

------------- ------------- --------------

Cross-lease Pre-2000 
------------- ------------- -------------- --------------

Cross-lease Pre-2000 
Freehold Pre-2000 928 m2 15 dwellings 

928 m2 _ 15 dwellings 
------------- ------------- --------------

Cross-lease Pre-2000 
------------- ------------- -------------- --------------

Cross-lease Pre-2000 
928 m2 _ 15 dwellings 

------------- ------------- --------------

Cross-lease Pre-2000 
------------- ------------- -------------- --------------

Cross-lease Pre-2000 
Freehold Pre-2000 293 m2 4 dwellings 
Freehold Pre-2000 210 m2 3 dwellings 
Freehold Pre-2000 275 m2 4 dwellings 
Freehold Pre-2000 324 m2 5 dwellings 
Freehold Pre-2000 594 m2 9 dwellings 
Freehold Pre-2000 931 m2 15 dwellings 
Freehold Pre-2000** 466m2 7 dwellings 
Freehold Pre-2000** 404m2 6 dwellings 

870 m2 _14 dwellings
------------- ------------- --------------

Cross-lease Pre-2000 
------------- ------------- -------------- --------------

Cross-lease Pre-2000 
870 m2 

_14 dwellings 
------------- ------------- --------------

Cross-lease Pre-2000 
------------- ------------- -------------- --------------

Cross-lease Pre-2000 
870 m2 

_14 dwellings
------------- ------------- --------------

Cross-lease Pre-2000 
------------- ------------- -------------- --------------

Cross-lease Pre-2000 
Freehold Pre-2000 949 m2 15 dwellings 

789 m2 _ 13 dwellings 
------------- ------------- --------------

Cross-lease Pre-2000 
------------- ------------- -------------- --------------

Cross-lease Pre-2000 
Total Dwellmgs on Pre-2000 Titles: --.m 

T. IM C ,f P 2000 Ti I lllllllllmil 
•.....ml 

2000-2020 Titles 
80 80 25 Ayr Road Pakuranga Auckland 2010 57086 Freehold 18/12/2002 431 m2 7 dwellings 
81 81 25A Ayr Road Pakuranga Auckland 2010 57087 Freehold 18/12/2002 400m2 6 dwellings 
82 82 201 Pakuranga Road Pakuranga Auckland 2010 401752 Freehold 27/03/2008 523 m2 8 dwellings 
83 83 191 Pakuranga Road Pakuranga Auckland 2010 425498 Freehold 14/07/2009 596 m2 9 dwellings 
84 84 193A Pakuranga Road Pakuranga Auckland 2010 425499 Freehold 14/07/2009 428 m2 7 dwellings 
85 85 193 Pakuranga Road Pakuranga Auckland 2010 425565 Freehold 14/07/2009 469m2 7 dwellings 
86 86 191A Pakuranga Road Pakuranga Auckland 2010 425566 Freehold 14/07/2009 439 m2 7 dwellings 
87 87 203 Pakuranga Road Pakuranga Auckland 2010 489993 Freehold 17/09/2009 538 m2 8 dwellings 
88 88 205A Pakuranga Road Pakuranga Auckland 2010 500390 Freehold 14/10/2009 373 m2 6 dwellings 
89 89 4 Reeves Road Pakuranga Heights Auckland 2010 490431 Freehold 27/10/2010 520 m2 8 dwellings 
90 90 4A Reeves Road Pakuranga Heights Auckland 2010 490432 Freehold 27/10/2010 408m2 6 dwellings 
91 91 205 Pakuranga Road Pakuranga Auckland 2010 534906 Freehold 6/10/2010 275 m2 4 dwellings 
92 92 2058 Pakuranga Road Pakuranga Auckland 2010 576040 Freehold 17/05/2012 292 m2 4 dwellings 
93 93 205C Pakuranga Road Pakuranga Auckland 2010 576041 Freehold 17/05/2012 417 m2 6 dwellings 
94 94 205D Pakuranga Road Pakuranga Auckland 2010 576042 Freehold 17/05/2012 389 m2 6 dwellings 
95 95 24 Ayr Road Pakuranga Auckland 2010 583142 Freehold 17/09/2012 416 m2 6 dwellings 
96 96 26 Ayr Road Pakuranga Auckland 1706 583143 Freehold 17/09/2012 401m2 6 dwellings 
97 97 13 lewis Road Pakuranga Heights Auckland 2010 614175 Freehold 9/04/2014 421 m2 7 dwellings 
98 98 13A lewis Road Pakuranga Heights Auckland 2010 614176 Freehold 9/04/2014 405m2 6 dwellin..s 
99 99 27 Ayr Road Pakuranga Auckland 2010 654744 Freehold 4/02/2016 519 m2 8 dwellings 

100 100 21 lewis Road Pakuranga Heights Auckland 2010 654743 Freehold 4/02/2016 238 m2 3 dwellings 
101 101 23 lewis Road Pakuranga Heights Auckland 2010 654742 Freehold 4/02/2016 303 m2 5 dwellin..s 
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Dwelling Coun
l 

2020 I 2023 
Site Address 

102 102 7 Bennett Road Pakuranga Auckland 2010 
103 103 7A Bennett Road Pakuranga Auckland 2010 
104 104 4A Bennett Road PAKURANGA 2010 
105 105 4B Bennett Road PAKURANGA 2010 
106 106 4C Bennett Road PAKURANGA 2010 
107 107 2A Bennett Road PAKURANGA 2010 
108 108 2B Bennett Road PAKURANGA 2010 
109 109 2C Bennett Road PAKURANGA 2010 

I ldent1f1er I 
728814 
728815 
810292 
810293 
810294 
810297 
810296 
810295 

Title I Site Area I
Maximum 

Type I Age Capacity* 
Freehold 18/05/2016 507 m2 8 dwellings 
Freehold 18/05/2016 496 m2 8 dwellings 
Freehold 16/05/2018 374 m2 6 dwellings 
Freehold 16/05/2018 367 m2 6 dwellings 
Freehold 16/05/2018 401m2 6 dwellings 
Freehold 16/05/2018 389 m2 6 dwellings 
Freehold 16/05/2018 352 m2 5 dwellin..s 
Freehold 16/05/2018 354 m2 5 dwellings 

Total Dwellings on 2000-2020 Titles: ...m 

• 
•....:ml 

2020-2023 Development Sites 

110 28 Reeves Road and 25-37 Lewis Road 
-------- -------- -------------------------------------------------------------------- -------------- -------------

110 28 Reeves Road PAKURANGA HEIGHTS 2010 933948 Freehold 
111 
112 
113 

37 Lewis Road PAKURANGA HEIGHTS 2010 
35 Lewis Road PAKURANGA HEIGHTS 2010 
33 Lewis Road PAKURANGA HEIGHTS 2010 

933949 Freehold 
933950 Freehold 
933951 Freehold 

114 31 Lewis Road PAKURANGA HEIGHTS 2010 933952 Freehold 
-------- -------- -------------------------------------------------------------------- -------------- -------------

115 29 Lewis Road PAKURANGA HEIGHTS 2010 933953 Freehold 
116 
117 

27 Lewis Road PAKURANGA HEIGHTS 2010 
25 Lewis Road PAKURANGA HEIGHTS 2010 

933954 Freehold 
933955 Freehold 

______ 959 m2 _15 dwellings 

_ 30/07/2020 -------------- --------------
-30/07/2020 -------------- --------------
-30/07/2020 -------------- --------------

-30/07/2020 -------------- --------------
-30/07/2020 -------------- --------------

-30/07/2020 -------------- --------------
-30/07/2020 -------------- --------------
30/07/2020 

____ !}_],_ ________ 3A to 3F Ayr Road ------------------------------------------------- ______________ _____________ _____________ _ _____ 911 m2 

_15 dwellings 

________ ___ 118 ______ 3A Ayr Road PAKURANGA 2010 _____________________________ -------��?-��? F!_�:�-�I�---- _ 27/04/2021 ______________ ______________ 
________ ____ !}� ______ 3B Ayr Road PAKURANGA 2010 _____________________________ ------��?��9 F!_����li ___ _
________ ____ !?_� ______ 3C Ayr Road PAKURANGA 2010 _____________________________ -------��?��} F!_����li ____ 
________ ___ 121 ______ 30 Ayr Road PAKURANGA 2010 _____________________________ ______ 962332 Freehold ___ _ 
________ ___ 122 ______ 3E Ayr Road PAKURANGA 2010 _____________________________ ______ 962333 Freehold ___ _ 

123 3F Ayr Road PAKURANGA 2010 962334 Freehold 
____ 112 ________ 1/11 to 7 /11 Lewis Road ------------------------------------------ ______________ _ ___________ _ 
________ ___ 124 ______ 1/11 Lewis Road PAKURANGA HEIGHTS 2010 _______________ -------��?l!} l:_i:_���-�li ____ 
________ ____ !?_� ______ 2/11 Lewis Road PAKURANGA HEIGHTS 2010 _______________ -------��?l!? l:_i:_�:�-�li ____ 

_ 27/04/2021 -------------- --------------
-27/04/2021 -------------- --------------

-27/04/2021 -------------- --------------

-27/04/2021 -------------- --------------
27 /04/2021 

_____________ _ _____ 822 m2 

_ 
13 dwellinKs 

-- 9/06/2021 -------------- --------------
-- 9/06/2021 -------------- --------------

________ ____ !?,�. ______ 3/11 Lewis Road PAKURANGA HEIGHTS 2010 _______________ -------��?l!� l:_i:_���-�li____ __ 9/06/2021 ______________ _____________ _ 
________ ____ !?.?.. ______ 4/11 Lewis Road PAKURANGA HEIGHTS 2010 _______________ -------��?l!� l:_i:_���-�li ____ __ 9/06/2021 ______________ _____________ _ 
________ ____ !?� ______ 5/11 Lewis Road PAKURANGA HEIGHTS 2010 _______________ -------��?l!? l:_i:_�:�-�li____ __ 9/06/2021 ______________ _____________ _ 
________ ____ !?� ______ 6/11 Lewis Road PAKURANGA HEIGHTS 2010 _______________ -------��?l!? l:_i:_���-�li____ __ 9/06/2021 ______________ _____________ _ 

130 7/lllewis Road PAKURANGA HEIGHTS 2010 986217 Freehold 9/06/2021 
____ 113 ________ 1/8 to 8/8 Reeves Road ------------------------------------------- ______________ _____________ _____________ _ _____ 924 m2 

_ 
15 dwellin� 

________ ___ 131 ______ 1/8 Reeves Road PAKURANGA HEIGHTS 2010 ______________ -------��-��? F!_���-�li____ _ 20/06/2021 ______________ ______________ 
________ ____ !�l ______ 2/8 Reeves Road PAKURANGA HEIGHTS 2010 ______________ -------��-��� F!_�:�-�I�---- _ 20/06/2021 ______________ ______________ 
________ ____ !�� ______ 3/8 Reeves Road PAKURANGA HEIGHTS 2010 ______________ -------��-��� F!_���-�li____ _ 20/06/2021 ______________ ______________ 
________ ____ !�i ______ 4/8 Reeves Road PAKURANGA HEIGHTS 2010 ______________ -------��-��? F!_���-�li____ _ 20/06/2021 ______________ _____________ _
________ ____ !�� ______ 5/8 Reeves Road PAKURANGA HEIGHTS 2010 ______________ -------��-��? F!_�:�-�I�---- _ 20/06/2021 ______________ _____________ _ 
________ ____ !�� ______ 6/8 Reeves Road PAKURANGA HEIGHTS 2010 ______________ -------��-��? F!_���-�li____ _ 20/06/2021 ______________ ______________ 
________ ____ !�.?.. ______ 7 /8 Reeves Road PAKURANGA HEIGHTS 2010 ______________ -------��-��� F!_���-�li____ _ 20/06/2021 ______________ ______________ 

138 8/8 Reeves Road PAKURANGA HEIGHTS 2010 960589 Freehold 20/06/2021 
____ 114 ________ 1/12 to 7 /12 Ayr Road--------------------------------------------- ______________ _____________ _____________ _ _____ 881 m2 

_ 

14 dwellings 
________ ___ 139 ______ 1/12 Ayr Road PAKURANGA 2010 ___________________________ ______ 964087 Freehold____ _ 18/07/2021 ______________ ______________ 
________ ____ !�£ ______ 2/12 Ayr Road PAKURANGA 2010 ___________________________ ------���� F!_�:�-�li____ _ 18/07/2021 ______________ _____________ _ 
________ ___ 141 ______ 3/12 Ayr Road PAKURANGA 2010 ___________________________ ______ 964089 Freehold____ _ 18/07/2021 ______________ _____________ _ 
________ ___ 142 ______ 4/12 Ayr Road PAKURANGA 2010 ___________________________ ______ 964090 Freehold____ _ 18/07/2021 ______________ _____________ _ 
________ ___ 143 ______ 5/12 Ayr Road PAKURANGA 2010 ___________________________ ______ 964091 Freehold____ _ 18/07/2021 ______________ ______________ 
________ ___ 144 ______ 6/12 Ayr Road PAKURANGA 2010 ___________________________ ______ 964092 Freehold____ _ 18/07/2021 ______________ _____________ _ 

145 7 /12 Ayr Road PAKURANGA 2010 964093 Freehold 18/07/2021 
____ 115 ________ 1/10 to 8/10 Ayr Road_____________________________________________ ______________ _____________ _____________ _ _____ 882 m2 

_ 
14 dwellinKs 

________ ___ 146 ______ 1/10 Ayr Road PAKURANGA 2010 ___________________________ _____ 1001496 Freehold____ _ 14/10/2021 ______________ ______________ 
________ ____ !�!.. ______ 2/10 Ayr Road PAKURANGA 2010 ___________________________ _____ }.QQ}i�! F!_�:�-�li____ _ 14/10/2021 ______________ _____________ _ 
________ ___ 148 ______ 3/10 Ayr Road PAKURANGA 2010 ___________________________ _____ 1001498 Freehold____ _ 14/10/2021 ______________ _____________ _ 
________ ___ 149 ______ 4/10 Ayr Road PAKURANGA 2010 ___________________________ _____ 1001499 Freehold____ _ 14/10/2021 ______________ ______________ 
________ ___ 150 ______ 5/10 Ayr Road PAKURANGA 2010 ___________________________ _____ }£<!}��9 F!_�:�-�li____ _ 14/10/2021 ______________ _____________ _ 
________ ___ 151 ______ 6/10 Ayr Road PAKURANGA 2010 ___________________________ _____ 1001501 Freehold____ _ 14/10/2021 ______________ ______________ 
________ ___ 152 ______ 7 /10 Ayr Road PAKURANGA 2010 ___________________________ _____ 1001502 Freehold____ _ 14/10/2021 ______________ ______________ 

153 8/10 Avr Road PAKURANGA 2010 1001503 Freehold 14/10/2021 
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Dwelling Coun� I Title I . I Maximum
2020 I 2023 I Site Address

ldent1f1er I Type I Age 
Site Area 

Capacity* 

____ !}_� ________ 1/2 to 8/2 Ayr Road ----------------------------------------------- _____________ _ ______ 880 m2 

_14 dwellings 

________ ____ !?i.._. __ 1�/2_A_y_r Road PAKURANGA 2010 ____________________________ _____ }_Q���� F!_�:!1_�I_!! ___ _ 
________ ____ !??.. 2/2 Ayr Road PAKURANGA 2010 ____________________________ _____ }_Q���9 F!_�:!1_�I_!! ___ _ 
________ ____ !?.t ___ 3�/2_A-'yr Road PAKURANGA 2010 ---------------------------- _____ }_Q���} F!_�:!:'_�I_!! ___ _ 

_ 11/05/2022 

_ 11/05/2022 

_ 11/05/2022 

________ ____ !?.!...._. __ 4�/2_A_y_r Road PAKURANGA 2010 ____________________________ _____ }_Q���? F!_�:!1_�I_!!____ _ 11/05/2022 

________ ____ !?�.._. __ 5_/2_A�yr Road PAKURANGA 2010 ____________________________ _____ }_Q���� F!_�:!1_�I_!!____ _ 11/05/2022 
________ ____ !?J..f----'6/_2_A_._r. Road PAKURANGA 2010 ____________________________ _____ }_Q��� F!_�:!1_�I_!!____ _ 11/05/2022 
________ ____ !�.._. __ 7�/2_A_y_r Road PAKURANGA 2010 ____________________________ _____ }_Q���? F!_�:!1_�I_!!____ _ 11/05/2022 

161 8/2 Ayr Road PAKURANGA 2010 1028546 Freehold 11/05/2022 

____ !}.?.. ________ 1/5 to 8/5 A r Road ----------------------------------------------- ______________ _ ___________ _ ______ 910 m2 _ 15 dwellin� 

________ ____ !?I 1/5 Ayr Road PAKURANGA 2010 ____________________________ _____ }.Q�?.§.�? F!_�:!1_�I_!! ___ _ 
________ ____ !??.. 2/5 Ayr Road PAKURANGA 2010 ____________________________ _____ }.Q�?.t�� F!_�:!1_�I_!! ___ _ 

_ 10/03/2023 

_ 10/03/2023 

_ 10/03/2023 

_ 10/03/2023 

_ 10/03/2023 

________ ____ !?.!.. 6/5 Ayr Road PAKURANGA 2010 ____________________________ _____ }.Q�?.§.�� F!_�:!1_�I_!!____ _ 10/03/2023 

________ ____ !?� 7 /5 Ayr Road PAKU RANG A 2010 ____________________________ _____ }.Q�?.§.�� F!_�:!1_�I_!!____ _ 10/03/2023 
169 8/5 Ayr Road PAKURANGA 2010 1065645 Freehold 10/03/2023 

____ 118 ________ 1/14 to 8/14 Ayr Road_____________________________________________ ______________ _____________ _ ___________ _ ______ 881 m2 _ 14 dwellings 

________ ____ !?Q 8/14 Ayr Road PAKURANGA 2010 ___________________________ _____ 1011015 Freehold____ _ 10/05/2023 
171 
172 

173 
174 
175 
176 
177 

7 /14 A r Road PAKURANGA 2010 ___________________________ _____ }.Q!}Q!? F!_�:�-�I_!! ___ _ 
6/14 Ayr Road PAKURANGA 2010 ___________________________ _____ }.Q!}Q!? F!_�:�-�I_!! ___ _ 
5/14 Ayr Road PAKURANGA 2010 ___________________________ _____ }.Q!}Q!? F!_�:�-�I_!! ____ 
4/14 A r Road PAKURANGA 2010 ___________________________ _____ }.Q!}Q!� F!_�:�-�I_!! ___ _ 
3/14 Ayr Road PAKURANGA 2010 ___________________________ _____ }.Q!}Q�9 F!_�:�-�I_!! ___ _ 
2/14 Ayr Road PAKURANGA 2010 ___________________________ _____ }.Q!}Q�} F!_�:�-�I_!! ___ _ 
1/14 Ayr Road PAKURANGA 2010 1011022 Freehold 

_ 10/05/2023 

_ 10/05/2023 

_ 10/05/2023 

_ 10/05/2023 

_ 10/05/2023 
_ 10/05/2023 

I I 

Total Max Capacity of 2020-2023 Development Sites: 

Total Net Capacity of 2020-2023 Development Sites: 

Realised Gross Ca aci o 2020-2023 Develo ment Sites: 

Realised Net Capacity of 2020-2023 Development Sites: 

Unrealised Ca aci o 2020-2023 Develo ment Sites: 

All Sites 
Total Max Capacity of all Sites: 

• Maximum capacity calculation: Site area times SO"Ai building coverage times 4 storeys, all divided by 120 m' area per dwelling, rounded down to nearest whole number
s x50% x4

120 

•• While these sites have Records of Titles that were issued after 2000, these Titles created sites around existing dwellings constructed prior to 2000 

129 
120 

68 
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Table 3: 

Extrapolation of Capacity Over Time within the Pakuranga THAB Case Study Area 

Year 

2020 

2021 

2022 

2023 

2024 

2025 

2026 

2027 

2028 

2029 

2030 

2031 

2032 

2033 

2034 

2035 

2036 

2037 

2038 

2039 

2040 

2041 

2042 

2043 

2044 

2045 

2046 

2047 

2048 

2049 

2050 

2051 

2052 

2053 

100% 

800/4 

700/4 

600/4 

500/4 

400/4 

300/4 

200/4 

100/4 

0% 

Additional 

I To,al Owellmgs I
Cumulative 

I
Reasonably I Addl"ooal I Unrealised Unrealised Available 

Dwellings {Net) 
Capacity Capacity Capacity 

118 {10%} 160 {14%} 880 (76%) 

20 20 138 (12%} 180 {16%} 840 (73%) 

20 21 158 (14%} 201 {17%} 799 {69%) 

20 20 178 {15%} 221 {19%} 759 {66%} 

20 21 198 (17%} 242 {21%} 718 {62%) 

20 20 218 {19%} 262 {23%} 678 (59%) 

20 21 238 {21%} 283 {24%} 637 (55%} 

20 20 258 {22%} 303 {26%} 597 (52%) 

20 21 278 (24%} 324 {28%} 556 (48%) 

20 20 298 {26%} 344 {30%} 516 (45%) 

20 21 318 (27%} 365 {32%} 475 (41%) 

20 20 338 {29%} 385 {33%} 435 {38%) 

20 21 358 {31%} 406 (35%} 394 {34%) 

20 20 378 {33%} 426 (37%} 354 {31%} 

20 21 398 {34%} 447 {39%} 313 {27%) 

20 20 418 {36%} 467 (40%} 273 {24%) 

20 21 438 {38%} 488 (42%} 232 {20%) 

20 20 458 {40%} 508 (44%} 192 {17%) 

20 21 478 (41%} 529 (46%} 151 {13%) 

20 20 498 {43%} 549 (47%} 111 (10%) 

20 21 518 (45%} 570 (49%} 70 {6%) 

20 20 538 (46%} 590 {51%} 30 (3%) 

15 15 553 (48%) 605 {52%} 0 (0%) 

0 0 553 (48%} 605 {52%} 0 (0%) 

0 0 553 (48%) 605 {52%} 0 (0%) 

0 0 553 {48%} 605 (52%} 0 (0%) 

0 0 553 {48%} 605 (52%} 0 {0%) 

0 0 553 {48%} 605 (52%} 0 (0%) 

0 0 553 {48%} 605 (52%} 0 {0%) 

0 0 553 {48%} 605 (52%} 0 (0%) 

0 0 553 {48%} 605 (52%} 0 {0%) 

0 0 553 {48%} 605 (52%} 0 (0%) 

0 0 553 {48%} 605 (52%} 0 {0%) 

0 0 553 (48%) 605 (52%} 0 (0%} 

Reasonably Realised Dwellings at Pakuranga THAB 

■Total Dwellings ■ Cumulative Unrealised capacity ■ Reasonably Available Capacity 
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Future Development Plan 2023 #8622 
 
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? 

Please refer to the attachment 

 



SUBMISSION
TELEPHONE 0800 327 646 I WEBSITE WWW.FEDFARM.ORG.NZ   

To:         Auckland Council  
Via email: futuredevelopmentstrategy@aucklandcouncil.govt.nz 

Date: 31 July 2023 

Submission on: Draft Future Development Strategy 

Submission by: Auckland Federated Farmers of New Zealand 

Address for service: 

1. INTRODUCTION
1.1 Auckland Federated Farmers appreciates this opportunity to submit on Auckland Council’s 

(AC or Council) Draft Future Development Strategy 2023 (FDS).  

1.2 We acknowledge any submissions from individual members of Federated Farmers. 

1.3 Federated Farmers does not wish to speak to its submission. 

1.4 The Auckland province of Federated Farmers has approximately 425 active members, who 

are also your rural ratepayers.  

1.5 Federated Farmers is conscious that there may be significant ‘consultation fatigue’ out in the 

community, following the annual plan consultation process and 18 months’ worth of 

significant central government proposals.  
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1.6 Our members do not want their busy silence to be misconstrued as disinterest in the proposed 

changes. Given the challenging regulatory and economic environment we are currently in, 

we acknowledge this may result in a low response rate from the farming community to the 

consultation process. 

1.7 Our members are interested in the sustainable and equitable development of the Auckland 

Region. We believe a well-balanced FDS is one that provides for the needs and concerns of 

the agriculture sector in recognition of its significant contribution to the Auckland economy. 

1.8 Federated Farmers has an interest in the FDS to ensure that it: 

a. Protects highly productive soils from inappropriate use or development as directed

by the National Policy Statement for Highly Productive Land (NPS-HPL) for regional

and national food security.

b. Prevents further urban encroachment on and fragmentation of productive land.

c. Protects farmland from reverse sensitivity effects of urban development to ensure

routine work on farms can continue unimpeded.

d. Ensures public infrastructure can cope with further urban development pressures.

e. Recover costs of any new infrastructure fairly and equitably based on who uses and

benefits from those services, and;

f. Accommodates growth with higher density housing to create vibrant towns and lower

carbon and physical footprints.

1.9 Our submission provides general comments and focuses on key aspects of the FDS including 

infrastructure, use and development of natural resources, transport, and reverse sensitivity, 

from the perspective of our farming members.  

2. GENERAL COMMENTS
2.1 Given recent weather events, climate change, COVID-19 and a changing legislative context, 

Federated Farmers congratulates Council on producing a comprehensive FDS for 

consultation. 

2.2 We understand that Council is anticipating significant population growth over the next 30 

years of around 520,000 people, and that this will require around 200,000 additional homes. 

Council’s FDS is therefore an important tool to direct growth while balancing economic and 

environmental considerations.  

2.3 Federated Farmers generally supports the spatial framework proposed in the FDS, 

particularly the principles for a “quality compact growth” approach. Federated Farmers 

supports identifying spatial priorities to focus investments on a limited number of locations to 

achieve the greatest benefits of intensification. This approach should ensure that future 
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growth in new areas is in the right place at the right time, while prioritising growth in existing 

urban areas. 

2.4 Federated Farmers is aware that Local Authorities must have regard to the FDS when 

preparing or changing a regional policy statement, a regional plan, or a district plan. Council 

is also strongly encouraged to use the FDS to inform Auckland’s Long-Term Plan (particularly 

its infrastructure strategy) and Regional Land Transport Plans. As such, it is important to 

make sure the FDS is fit for purpose.  

2.5 We generally support the future urban areas proposed for removal (either partially or entirely). 

The reason for many of these areas being removed is because of the significant hazard 

constraints including flood plains. It is a sensible to remove these areas from future urban 

development to reduce the risk to life, and to avoid loss of infrastructure. 

3. RURAL AREA CONSIDERATIONS
3.1 The overview document for the FDS highlights key considerations and ways forward for rural

areas. Federated Farmers supports these considerations, and thanks Council for 

acknowledging the value of the rural area as part of the FDS.  

3.2 In the past, development has resulted in re-zoning of rural land which has had a big impact 

on the operation and rateable value of rural land. Federated Farmers reminds Council of the 

importance of appropriate zoning and maintaining urban boundaries. Council should ensure 

that it has up to date data on rural settlements, environment, and productivity to inform the 

future approach to rural areas. We also encourage Council to consult with rural landowners 

in or near future urban areas as to potential transitional consequences of future development. 

3.3 In terms of the ways forward, while we support limiting rural residential growth to protect the 

natural and productive environments (by focusing growth mainly on the nodes of Warkworth 

and Pukekohe), it is also important to acknowledge that some small-scale housing (i.e., 

dwellings on farms) and rural settlements (that support rural production and processing) is 

required in rural areas. This provides accommodation for those that work in the rural sector 

(and ensures proximity to these workplaces).  

Recommendations: 

• Council appropriately zones rural land.

• Council ensure it is informed by up to date data on rural areas, environment, and

productivity to inform the future approach to existing rural areas.

• Ensure that landowners in or near future urban areas are consulted as to potential

transitional consequences.
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• Council provide for some small-scale housing and rural settlements to support operation

of primary production businesses.

4. INFRASTRUCTURE
4.1 Federated Farmers supports intensification to increase housing availability as it reduces

emissions, protects productive land from fragmentation, and prevents urban sprawl. 

4.2 Federated Farmers is aware that intensification, if not managed correctly, can have serious 

economic and environmental consequences. We are aware that intensification can limit 

housing choices, may not fit with the market attitude, and may put pressure on existing 

resources and infrastructure.  

4.3 Federated Farmers is also mindful that while urban intensification needs to happen, 

infrastructure such as the three waters and management of overland flow paths needs to 

keep pace with this development. Intensification requires parallel improvement of basic urban 

infrastructure to avoid environmental degradation and redress to sprawling cities.  

4.4 Federated Farmers supports investment to accommodate intensification however 

investments should be financed based on who uses and benefits from those services.  

4.5 Federated Farmers supports the continued use and increase of development contributions. 

We support the use of a development contribution policy where the infrastructure costs of 

development are recovered by Council from those who are creating the need for that capital 

investment. This reduces the burden on ratepayers and achieves intergenerational equity.  

4.6 Federated Farmers would like to see in the Long-Term Plan (which will be reviewed in 2024) 

consideration of the FDS and how such a ‘user pays’ approach to urban intensification will 

be incorporated to ensure equity for ratepayers.  

Recommendations: 

• Infrastructure investments should be financed using a ‘user pays’ approach to reduce

burden on ratepayers and achieve intergenerational equity.

• Council considers such an approach when drafting their Long-Term Plan.

5. USE AND DEVELOPMENT OF NATURAL RESOURCES
5.1 It is well known (and evident for the wider Auckland region) that growing cities puts pressure

on natural resources. Federated Farmers wishes to reinforce (and it is no surprise) that 

natural resources are limited, and that intensification impacts the availability of these 

resources. Freshwater quality and quantity is of particular importance and interest to the 

farming community and wider food and fibre sector.  
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5.2 To ensure that rural production can continue and develop, resources that underpin the rural 

economy including water supply and quality need to be prioritised for food producers. Urban 

development puts pressure on water and aquifers jeopardizing water quality and recharge 

for agriculture and communities. Integrated water management, green infrastructure and 

smart urban planning can mitigate impacts on aquifers.  

5.3 Territorial Authorities are limited by resource consent they hold for resources such as water 

takes and discharges. Intensification could support future applications to, for example, 

increase water takes for municipal purposes, increase wastewater discharges etc. This could 

lessen water availability for food production affecting the operation of agricultural business 

and regional and national food security.  

5.4 Federated Farmers are concerned of the potential flow on effects of the availability of 

resources because of intensification. This is particularly concerning for highly productive land 

that relies on resources such as water to be operate to its full productive capacity. 

5.5 While we are yet to see the NPS-HPL implemented in regional planning documents, it is 

evident that the directive to protect highly productive land will set the scene for development 

moving forward. The absence of considered decision-making in regards to productive land in 

the past has resulted in uncoordinated urban expansion over, and fragmentation of, highly 

productive land when less productive land is both usually available and better suited for urban 

use. We are yet to see what the flow on effects of this has been. 

5.6 Federated Farmers would like to better understand how the FDS will link the requirements of 

the NPS-HPL in protecting the productive capacity of highly productive land. 

Recommendations: 

• Prioritise availability and quality of natural resources such as water and land for primary

production.

• Information for Federated Farmers to better understand how the FDS will link the

requirements of the NPS-HPL in protecting the productive capacity of highly productive

land.

6. TRANSPORT
6.1 Federated Farmers supports the logic that housing needs to be located close to shops and

public transport to reduce emissions. It will also mean less traffic congestion which is currently 

a significant cost for farmers and other businesses who rely on the roading network.  
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6.2 Federated Farmers agrees that it is efficient to focus development in existing urban areas 

that already have access to key infrastructure such as public transport, wastewater 

infrastructure and other services. This approach limits urban sprawl, lowers infrastructure 

costs, and reduces greenhouse gas emissions.  

 

6.3 Federated Farmers supports Council in their recognition of the remoteness of rural 

communities and the implications of this in terms of reducing emissions. We agree that rural 

issues need rural solutions to help rural communities adapt to reduced emissions. We 

encourage Council to keep in mind rural issues when making decisions to incentivise lower 

emissions.  

 

6.4 It is also important to highlight that rural transport and nodes are very different to urban nodes. 

Local roads are very important part of the roading network and are a lifeline for primary 

producers to get inputs to their businesses, and outputs (e.g., livestock, milk, crops, timber, 

etc.) to the processor. Rural nodes cover a much wider catchment and play a very different 

role in terms of providing resources to the rural population.  

 
6.5 Federated Farmers would like to see the implementation strategy for the FDS consider the 

importance of both rural transport and rural nodes and the vital link they provide for the wider 

rural community. Federated Farmers would like to see sufficient upgrades of rural nodes and 

roading network to address the cumulative effects of growth in or near rural areas.  

Recommendations:  

• Council engages with rural communities to develop practical solutions for rural 

communities to reduce emissions.  

• Implementation strategy to consider how rural transport and nodes will be managed 

within the FDS.  

• Sufficient upgrades of rural nodes and roading network to address the cumulative effects 

of growth in or near the rural areas.  
 

7. REVERSE SENSITIVITY  
7.1 While Federated Farmers supports limiting housing growth in rural areas, growth that does 

occur may be incompatible with existing land use activities, effects, and perceptions of the 

natural character of the rural area. 

 

7.2 This incompatibility in or near a rural area is a concern for Federated Farmers as existing 

land uses for primary production are vulnerable to complaint from newly established and 

more sensitive activities resulting in negative consequences for the existing land use. 
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7.3 Minimising the potential for reverse sensitivity effects is essential. This is affirmed in the NPS-

HPL. Council has the ability to restrict land use change in rural areas without appropriate 

controls and ensure that existing land used for primary production can continue to operate 

without restriction.  

7.4 Federated Farmers supports Council in their recognition that growth near or in rural areas is 

subject to reverse sensitivities and that this needs to be minimised so that rural production 

can continue and develop. Rural areas contribute significantly to the Auckland’s natural 

environment, character, economy and food supply and it is therefore important that existing 

land uses for primary production can operate to their full potential.  

Federated Farmers thanks Auckland Council for considering our submission. 

About Federated FarmersFederated Farmers is a not-for-profit primary sector policy and advocacy 
organisation that represents the majority of farming businesses in New Zealand.  Federated Farmers 

has a long and proud history of representing the interests of New Zealand’s farmers. 

The Federation aims to add value to its members’ farming businesses. Our key strategic 
outcomes include the need for New Zealand to provide an economic and social environment 
within which: 

• Our members may operate their business in a fair and flexible commercial
environment;

• Our members’ families and their staff have access to services essential to the
needs of the rural community; and

• Our members adopt responsible management and environmental practices.

This submission is representative of member views and reflect the fact that local government 
rating and spending policies impact on our member’s daily lives as farmers and members of 
local communities. 
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Future Development Plan 2023 #8623 
 
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? 

Please refer to the attachment 
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FEEDBACK ON CONSULTATION DRAFT AUCKLAND FUTURE DEVELOMPENT STRATEGY 2023-2053 (FDS) 

To Auckland City Council   

Name of submitter:  Golden Bay, a division of Fletcher Concrete & Infrastructure Ltd (GB) 

1 This feedback relates to the FDS, in particular: 

a. The Ports of Auckland being identified as a “transformation opportunity”.

2 GB could not gain an advantage in trade competition through this submission. 

3 The specific matters of the FDS that GB’s feedback relates to, and the reasons are set out in Appendix A 
below.  

7 GB seeks the reference to the Ports of Auckland being a “transformation opportunity” removed from the 
FDS. 

Signed for and on behalf of Golden Bay Cement, a division of Fletcher Concrete & Infrastructure Ltd by its 
Resource Management Consultants and authorised agents Resource Management Group Ltd 

_________________________ 

26 July 2023 

Address for service of submitter: 
Golden Bay, a division of Fletcher Concrete & Infrastructure Ltd 
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Appendix A 

INTRODUCTION 

1 GB welcomes the opportunity to provide feedback on Auckland City Council’s Draft Future 
Development Strategy 2023-2053 

2 The feedback is broadly organised as follows: 

 Summary of GB’s feedback;

 Statement of Interest and Background;

 General feedback;

 Summary of relief sought

 Conclusion

 Detailed relief sought (contained in Appendix B)

SUMMARY 

Draft Future Development Strategy 2023-2053 
3 GB generally supports the Council’s overall vision for Auckland, Tāmaki Makaurau growth over the 

next 30 years set out in the Draft Future Development Strategy (FDS). 

4 GB also supports that Auckland Council has acknowledged that the protection of existing and planned 
business zones land for business purposes is an ongoing challenge. 

5 However, GB’s key concern that the FDS identifies the Ports of Auckland as a “potential major 
transformation opportunity” which GB considers contradicts the intention to protect businesses that 
have a specific functional need to be located at the Port.   

6 GB seeks that reference to the Ports of Auckland as a “potential major transformation opportunity” 
be removed from the FDS.  

STATEMENT OF INTEREST AND BACKGROUND 

7 GB is New Zealand’s longest standing cement manufacturer. GB is committed to sustainable products 
and product transparency which is central to their strategy, vision and values. This includes how they 
operate, with their New Zealand made cement being independently assessed to demonstrate a 27% 
lower carbon emissions per tonne of cement than ISC 2020 Baseline. 

8 GB has multiple locations throughout New Zealand, with its Service Centre site being located at 
Eastport, adjacent to the Port of Auckland. Cement is delivered to the Eastport site by sea and is then 
discharged via pipeline at Bledisloe wharf, stored on-site before being subsequently distributed to 
customers by road transport. 

9 GB’s site and the surrounding area is located within the Business – City Centre Zone, the Port Precinct, 
the Coastal Hazards Overlay and the Auckland War Memorial Viewshaft Overlay. It is also located 
within a ‘walkable catchment’ area (refer Figure 1 below). 
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GENERAL FEEDBACK 

Key aims of the feedback 
10 Given the housing crisis in New Zealand, the continued supply of building materials is of 

utmost relevance and importance to GB.  As New Zealand’s longest standing cement 
manufacturer, the continued supply of cement products to the residential building industry 
is a crucial component of ensuring residential intensification can be delivered.  

 
11 The principal aim of this feedback is therefore to ensure the continued operation of the GB 

Auckland site and the subsequent continued supply of cement products to support 
residential intensification by establishing the most appropriate provisions to achieve that 
goal and assist the Council in implementing relevant direction from higher order statutory 
instruments – particularly the National Policy Statement on Urban Development 2020. 

 
12 Under Section 3.3 ‘Development Capacity’ of the FDS, it states: 

 
“The protection of existing and planned business zoned land for business purposes is 
also an ongoing challenge, particularly for industries with specific locational 
requirements, that are displaced or precluded by activities that are deemed sensitive, 
and have a much wider range of locational options and relocate. A potential 
relocation (in part or all) of the Ports of Auckland adds to this uncertainty (see 
Appendix 9: Information on Major projects).  The council’s current letter of 
expectation to the Ports of Auckland signals that planning should start in anticipation 
of a future relocation.”1 

 
13 GB supports the recognition that protecting business land is challenging.  

 
14 However, this message is somewhat diluted or conflicted by the FDS statement that “the 

amount of uncertainty means that the Ports of Auckland relocation has been registered as 
a potential major transformation opportunity”2.  GB considers this statement is potentially 
biased towards redevelopment of this area and should be removed from the document 
until such time that greater certainty of the Port’s future is known. 

 
15 The key concern for GB is that by identifying the Ports of Auckland as a ‘transformation 

opportunity’ is sending conflicting messaging regarding the priorities to protect business 
and industrial land.  It also potentially signals that there are urban growth opportunities for 
the area where there is still a high level of uncertainty.   

 
16 It is contradictory to earmark the Port as a “transformation opportunity” when the FDS also 

states that “Existing business land, particularly important industrial areas, needs to be 
safeguarded. Once lost to other uses, such as housing, it is difficult to replace.”3  It 
potentially undermines the need to protect industrial uses that have specific locational 
requirements at the existing Ports of Auckland, particularly from sensitive activities that see 
the identification of “transformation opportunity” as a signal for step change.   

 
17 GB considers it is premature to identify the Ports of Auckland as a “transformation 

opportunity” when it is immediately followed by “Future Development Strategies will 

                                                             
1 Auckland Draft FDS 2023-2053, Page 31 

2 Auckland Draft FDS 2023-2053, Page 52 

3 Auckland Draft FDS 2023-2053, Page 48 
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provide more detail on the potential regional land use and employment impacts as future 
decisions are made.”4 

 
18 GB seeks amendments to draft FDS to ensure that the messaging of the FDS does not 

conflict its overall intention to protect business and industrial land.   
 
19 The specific details of the amendments sought by GB are set out in Appendix B.  
 

SPECIFIC FEEBACK IN RELATION TO THE REGULATORY CONTEXT 

National Policy Statement on Urban Development  
20 The National Policy Statement on Urban Development (NPS UD) directs that local authority 

decisions on urban development are to be integrated with infrastructure planning 
decisions,5 and that planning decisions contribute to well-functioning urban environments.6 
 

21 As part of the NPS UD, Councils are required to prepare a FDS to promote integrated, long-
term strategic planning to help the Council set the high-level vision for accommodating 
urban growth over the long term and identify strategic priorities to inform other 
development-related decisions. It aims to:  
• achieve well-functioning urban environments 

• ensure there is sufficient development capacity  

• Integrate planning and infrastructure planning and funding 

22 A well-functioning urban environment is one which will: 

“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”7 

23 GB’s operation provides cement products for the building industry to ensure that people and 
communities can construct residential dwellings now and, in the future, and therefore their 
continued operation contributes to a well-functioning urban environment and subsequently 
assists in implementing Objective 1 of the NPS UD.  

 
SUMMARY OF RELIEF SOUGHT 

24 In summary, GB seeks that the FDS strengthens the protection of existing business zoned 
land for business purposes by removing the references to the Ports of Auckland being 
identified as a “transformation opportunity” by the following amendments: 

i. Insert additional wording to strengthen the protection of existing business land 
under section 3.3 Development Capacity as set out in Appendix B.  

ii. Amend Appendix 9: Information on Major Projects as set out in Appendix B. 

 

                                                             
4 Auckland Draft FDS 2023-2053, Page 52 

5 Objective 6 NPS UD 
6 Policy 1 NPS UD 
7 Objective 1 NPS UD 
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CONCLUSION 
 

29. For reasons set out in this feedback above, GB considers that amendments to FDS wording 
to strengthen the overall intention to protect existing business zoned land to ensure that 
the FDS contributes to a well-functioning urban environment and subsequently assists in 
implementing Objective 1 of the NPS UD. 
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FDS Section 

Section 3.3 Development 

Capacity 

Appendix 9: Information on 

Major Projects 
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APPENDIX B 

Draft Future Development Strategy 2023-2053- Detailed Relief 

Feedback Name: Golden Bay, a division of Fletcher Concrete & Infrastructure Ltd 

Specific Position Reason for Feedback Relief sought 

section/Page 

Last paragraph on Neutral GB considers that additional wording should be Insert the following words: 

page 31 inserted to strengthen the protection of existing 

business land. The protection of existing and planned business zoned 

land for business purposes is also an ongoing challenge, 

particularly for industries with specific locational 

requirements, that afo& might be displaced or precluded 

by activities that are deemed sensitive, and which have 

a much wider range of locational options and relocate. 

A potential relocation (in part or all) of the Ports of 

Auckland adds to this uncertainty (see Appendix 9: 

Information on Major projects). Until more certainty is 

known about the future of the Ports of Auckland
1 

business zoned land should be E!rotected to ensure 

businesses continue to be E!rovided for and not 

undermined by surrounding sensitive develoE!ment. 

Ports of Auckland, 

page 51-52 Amend the following 'Ports of Auckland' section as 

follows: 

Ports of Auckland 
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FDS Section Specific Position Reason for Feedback Relief sought 

section/Page 

The Ports of Auckland currently occupies 77 hectares of 

land on the city centre waterfront. 

Several studies have examined the future of the Ports 

of Auckland in its current location and the impacts of 

relocating some, or all, of the Port to elsewhere in the 

region or outside the Tamaki Makaurau region. 

The council's current letter of expectation to the Ports 

of Auckland signals that planning should start in 

anticipation of a future relocation. Eke Panuku has also 

started work to consider what such a move could mean 

for the city centre and the wider Tamaki Makaurau 

region. The potential transport implications of a 

relocation of the Ports of Auckland are currently also 

being analysed as part of the development of the joint 

council/central government Auckland Integrated 

Transport Plan. 

Therefore, the relocation of the Ports of Auckland, both 

in terms of the likely timing and its future location, is 

currently uncertain. Future decisions on the nature and 

timing of the relocation of the Ports of Auckland will 

impact on subsequent land use decisions. These 

decisions could have a significant impact on the city 

centre, its sub-regional nodes and the future supply of 

industrial land. Until such time that more certainty is 



FDS Section Specific Position Reason for Feedback Relief sought 

section/Page 

known1 industrial land should be continualll£ 

protected. 

The relocation of Ports of Auckland would also have 

significant infrastructure implications, especially for 

transport. It is too early in the current review processes 

to forecast these requirements with any certainty. 

11'1 teFl'l'l!I ei 19lel'll'lil'l!ll ieF thi!I i;;1:1h1Fe Qe,..ele191'1'1el'lt 

§tFete!ll�', the E11'1'1e1:11'1t ei 1:11'1eeFtE1il'lt'9' l'l'leEll'l!I that the 

12eFt& ei ,OiwsMaAEil FelesatieA l:!a& lileeA Fe!jli&teFeEil a& a

peteAtial FAiil�EIF baA&jEIFFAatiEIA ElfilfilEIRWAit•,•. Future

Development Strategies will provide more detail on the

potential regional land use and employment impacts as

future decisions are made.
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Future Development Plan 2023 #8625 
 
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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EXTREMELY URGENT – HEAR OUR VOICE!   IT TAKES A VILLAGE TO BUILD A COMMUNITY   30.6.2023  
OUR STORY TO DATE 
Waiuku Community Environmental Sports Hub Inc 50065228  
Aspirational Community Project LOA 21-155  
Resubmission of Application No.2600856520  
We thank you for your reply and giving your insightful feedback into our Aspirational Waiuku Community 
Environmental Sports Hub Inc submission West Franklin 10 year plan.  
Submitted on the 2 June 2021, declined 21 July 2021 – Resubmitted 15.03.22.  
Meeting with Auckland Sports and Recreation 15.9.22 
  
1. Funding  
2. We understand there is a deficit/shortfall in the funding and funds would need to be raised in conjunction with 
Central Government (Ministry of Education), Local Government (Waikato and Auckland Councils), and local 
Businesses and Community i.e. Doughnut Community by Oxford Professor Kate Raworth 
https://www.kateraworth.com/doughnut/  
a) Auckland and Waikato Councils both have an interest in the Waiuku Township. It would be cost effective to draw 
funding support in proportion to the population and ministry of education. (Ref. Map) 
b) We understand the hesitancy of councillors to agree due to financial circumstances for Councils. However, we 
need to live as normally as possible, planning in all circumstances. 
c) 12 presentations have been submitted to Franklin Council since 2018 and 1 to Auckland Council.  
3. Pre-Needs Assessment Done by Rose Ward 24+ months ago, awaiting completion, on 15.9.22 as discussed with 
Kieran Nevey – Kieran.nevey@aucklandcouncil.govt.nz  027 248 9271 - Rose’s replacement - and Martin Devoy – 
martin.devoy@aucklandcouncil.govt.nz 
Kim Reiche and Sue Markram, represented WCESH. Council were helpful suggesting we need to restart/regenerate 
the process as it appears the Council are unaware of the population Waiuku services, including North Waikato 
towns.  
4. Local Committee  
a) We have formed a committee (which has excellent advisory strengths) including:  
b) Incorporated Society Formed – No 50065228 (Renewed)  
5. Bank Account Opened  
6. Next Steps Urgent - Extremely Important  
a) Form a charitable trust i.e. allowing tax credits. Only able to achieve once land agreement is confirmed with 
Auckland Council – Darren.Cunningham@aucklandcouncil.govt.nz 09 301 0101 
b) Approaching local businesses For Financial support and quotations keeping the work local not only does it provide 
work for local businesses but offers employment opportunities, is more cost effective, and better for the 
environment not having to travel big distances, less wear and tear on the roading network and fewer motor vehicle 
incidents. 
c) Business Plan To complete a business plan including marketing and environmental considerations which was 
partially complete prior to submitting to councils. 
d) We have included Waiuku College in 2022 in this process. 
7. Some History of the Project Arranged by F.D.C. In 2004, the O’Hara land Lot no. P93210, 6.9346 Ha, was 
bequeathed to the Waiuku community especially for a pool and sports facilities, sold to Auckland Council for this 
Project. CV $610,000 and Council purchased at $120,000 (Leased by Mr Sands – land rental would exceed $120,000).  
8. Project Plans Previously Submitted Original project plans were submitted 15+ years ago. Greg Lowe, Auckland 
Parks, 027 270 2344 greg.lowe@aucklandcouncil.govt.nz has knowledge of this submission. Working with Waiuku 
Clubs, Residents, Waiuku College Principals (Tom Vanderlaan/Stuart Kelly), Waiuku Local Board – Councillors 
Sharlene Druyven (Town Manager), Matthew Murphy. 24 months ago, meetings were held between Rose Ward, 
Auckland Council Sports, Parks and Recreation, Jamie Archibald (CLM) that resulted in a “Pre-needs Assessment by 
Council”. There were errors in this pre-needs assessment including:  
a) Council Statistician advisors were incorrect with population figures showing 7,400! (the exact number of the 
Electoral Vote – only 30% voted, not including Waikato).  
b) The actual population figure being 24,000. This discrepancy between figures had been recognised by Rose Ward 
and had been discussed with Jamie Archibald of CLM, we are now on the cusp of 30,000 increasing 10% - 15% P.A. – 

(excluding Waikato on our boarders)  
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c) Population figures from Hugh Dickie, a well-respected Statistician collating together the number of 16,000 
patients at Waiuku Medical Centre, visitors to the supermarket etc. over 2000 signatures were presented to council.  
d) In 2020 3000 homes were passed by Council with a further 700 approved in February 2022 resulting in an increase 
in population of approximately 15,000 people, excluding numerous one-off properties + 75 Lots on Cornwall Rd 
submitted Sept 2022. 
9. Good Sporting Facilities and Community Spirit is very important:  
a) Council say Pools will be built with a population of 30,000.  
b) Schools 26 low decile schools in Waiuku and surrounding areas are currently having to have school swimming 
competitions in a 65-year-old cold shallow pool, 25 metres, 5 lanes and 1.2M deep, which is only open 4 months of 
the year (6 weeks is over the school holidays) limiting for swim comps which takes days. When it's open, only 2 lanes 
available. (holidays standing room only).  
c) Number of drownings continue to increase, teaching children to swim is more important than ever. Relying on 
back-of-truck swimming pools, we need to provide access to a fit-for-purpose pool facility to teach our children to 
swim, rehabilitation, etc. E.g. www.northernarena.co.nz  
d) Current pool has had major upgrades of pumps and repairs for numerous leaks, ongoing. The pool is the subject of 
regular increasing vandalism. Council have spent approximately $200,000.00 – Security cost outstanding - on the 
current pool in 2021/22 replacing 3 pumps, painting and sealing the pool and concreting around the perimeter of the 
pool which has been closed during (open) summer months 21/22. 
e) Mental Health Issues increased 10-fold in 20-22. Sports inclusive community projects are necessarily the best and 
most cost-effective healing process.   
f) Facilities for visiting sports teams – for 40 (20 male and 20 female) serving a dual purpose as Waiuku Family 
Support Overnight Emergency Housing.  
g) Matthew Murphy (ex-Council Representative), at a council meeting quoted Council needing $50 million for a new 
pool. We received a quotation from Northern Arena, Matthew Saunders for 4 pools at $12 Million (2019 - With 
inflation $15 million excluding the land prior to Covid) Nov 22 $20M doubling every 10 years. 
10. Actions Requested  
a) Please reopen Application Dated 2.6.21, Application No. 2600856520 or we can resubmit.  
b) Dialogue with both Councils, Auckland, Waikato, Ministry of Education, Ministry of Health.  
11. Website and Logo We entered a Competition advertised at New World and won $1,030.00 towards Marketing.  
12. Waiuku and Surrounding population Community meeting. Please can we use Waiuku Library Council Room or 
Town Hall as meeting premises at no cost. We would be grateful if Auckland Council could supply presentation dates.  
13. Submission will proceed when Council sits.  
a) If this new re-submission requires payment, please advise us and we will pay promptly. If you know of anyone or 
any other department which would be able to help us with this Aspirational Community Project, please forward this 
onto them.  
b) Kieran’s items 1-6 we will proceed with once we have Council’s Pre-Needs Assessment, confirmation of land 
usage.  
c) Councils could not find any information re Sports Hub! 
14. LOOKING FOR NEW COMMUNITY PEOPLE - TO MAKE A DIFFERENCE! 
15. We have kept all records, over the 4 years, if anyone would like to continue the cause. 
16. New World votes for September’s outcome, overwhelmingly was in our favour!  

 
We look forward to having your support of our Aspirational Community Project and look forward to further discussions.  

 
Yours Sincerely  
Sue Markram  
Serena Roper  
P.P. W.C.E.S.H Inc  
waiukupoolrec@gmail.com  
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Future Development Plan 2023 #8627 
 
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? 

Please refer the attachment 
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Future Development Plan 2023 #8628 
 
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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Plan Change – Ad Hoc & Rezoning Approach 

Rezoning approach –
Live zoned area (approx. 170 ha) and 
Future Urban (approx. 137 ha)

Application of ‘Beachlands South Precinct’ 
over plan change area.Ad Hoc Growth
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Three Waters Strategy
A Water Sensitive Approach

This Water Sensitive Approach delivers a  number of added 
benefits that also have a  home in other sections of this 
document.

The ‘living machine’ strategy that deals with sewage has  
become a learning and tourist attraction in places such 
as  the Earth Centre in the UK and in Halifax, Canada.

This approach also suggests an interdisciplinary  
employment opportunity; one that can support 
either a  Regional Park designation or a 
Community Land Trust.

There would be a need for local employment for all levels  of ability and 
knowledge from urban realm maintenance  (now including blue 
infrastructure and passive surveillance  convivial streets etc.), to 
technical staff. It could also offer  concierge and park ranger positions.

As already mentioned, educational opportunities founded  on related 
tourism, cultural oversight, study/teaching, and  R+D opportunities for 
specific university departments are  increasingly being established.

Other employment potential can be found in the food  sector where 
food growing and the promotion of healthy  eating can support 
community horticultural programmes.

These local employment opportunities can further 
deliver  a self-sufficient development and social 
cohesion,  empowering local communities, and 
giving volunteer  opportunities for the existing 
older and wealthier  population.

Linked to carbon sequestration and storage, 
human and  ecological health, features include:

• Introducing a circular system for urban water 
use

• Re-hydrating the landscape to bolster and extend  
native vegetation + facilitate carbon sequestration

• Keeping systems local and using nature-
based  solutions

• Capturing energy and water

• Creating a biophilic healthy setting for living and  
working with opportunities for local food growing
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Draft Illustration
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Future Development Plan 2023 #8629 
 
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 
Please see attached submission 

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 submissions 

 



Submission: The Future of Urban Development in Auckland 

Introduction 

Transport and housing are inextricably connected. Urban development is the design of both to work in 
each other’s favour.  However, since 2015 there have been plans, then more plans, then studies and 
more studies to come up with a light railway from the Mangere airport to Takapuna, underground from 
Mt Roskill to Takapuna. As it turns out, it is really a housing initiative by Kainga Ora masquerading as a 
transport project, usually a good idea, but in this case a very flawed project.  I have often been told that 
it is not about getting people to the airport, and that it is about connecting communities.  We know that 
is the goal. However, close scrutiny shows that this has not been thought out properly. What percentage 
of the workers at the Mangere Employment Hub (MEH) come from Mt Roskill or Sandringham? How 
many people from Mangere are wanting to travel to Mt Roskill or Sandringham? It cannot be many as 
there is no current bus from Onehunga up to Sandringham Rd, because there is no need. Not only does 
this project require a colossal amount of money, but it is also missing so much real need and so many 
opportunities to really connect Auckland together with efficient travel options, providing equitable 
transport and encouraging people out of their cars to reduce emissions, pollution and congestion. 

The Real Needs 

These are the real connections required.  60% of the MEH workers come from Papakura, Takanini and 
Manurewa. Most Mangere workers who don’t work at the MEH, go to Te Papapa, Penrose and Ellerslie 
with those from Mangere Bridge more likely to go to Newmarket and the CBD. Many students also want 
to go the AUT or the University of Auckland. Many more journeys take people to Auckland Hospital or to 
clinics in Remuera Rd in Newmarket. Some to Middlemore, mostly by bus, but the above connections 
would also enable train travel to Middlemore. 

In fifteen years, when the light rail project is expected to reach Takapuna, there will be almost the entire 
equivalent of Hamilton’s population north of Takapuna with little capacity to move these people 
efficiently around our city. The current light rail project is going to cost at least $45 billion with $15 
billion of that ear marked for housing infrastructure required for the intensified Kainga Ora housing 
above it and to justify the business case for the project. In short, this is a very limited benefit project for 
a very large sum of money. 
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Housing: Should it sprawl or intensify? 

Auckland is a very spread out city due to sprawling development over decades. Now it is getting 
ridiculous as Auckland is now sprawling across the most fertile ground in the world around Pukekohe 
and Paerata. A new debate has arisen in response and it is that we must now intensify our inner city 
developments and there are now calls to demolish our built heritage and character suburbs in favour of 
soulless high rise intensification mostly on behalf of Kainga Ora. City sprawl has no place in the current 
world where catastrophic climate change is rapidly looming, as it encourages too many vehicle 
kilometres travelled (VKT) by car. However, housing our most vulnerable populations in densely packed 
inner city estates is also a recipe for disaster, but there is another way.  

This other way is called ribbon development and could be something that could be designed and built 
from scratch, incorporating all of the necessities of healthy and environmentally friendly ways of living 
utilising, mostly active travel and public transport mostly in the form of rail. 

Connect the Big City 

Firstly, however, we need to create a properly linked up Auckland using rail primarily for the long 
journeys that the citizens of Auckland need to make, bearing in mind that Auckland currently stretches 
from Orewa in the north to Pukekohe in the south and from Henderson to Howick from east to west.  

In the east we support the development of light rail from Panmure to Manukau City via Botany, but do 
not see the need to disrupt the residents of Burswood with an unnecessary deviation there. We would 
also support the development of a light rail system from Drury to Panmure travelling on Mill Rd until it 
connects with AMETI route. 

However, heavy rail is the best way to move people across our already sprawled city and this needs to 
be developed comprehensively. To start, there is a need to build a heavy rail line from Wiri to Mangere 
to connect the south with the MEH, then from Mangere to Onehunga to connect Mangere with places 
of employment and learning between Onehunga and the CBD.  Soon KiwiRail will build the Avondale to 
Southdown (freight) Line (ASL), so a simple connection to the line to Wiri at Onehunga will effectively 
link Mt Roskill, plus all of the West Auckland suburbs with the south and the MEH. Add to this a surface 
light rail from Queen St to Dominion Rd to Richardson Rd to Maiora Rd to Sandringham Rd to New Nth 
Rd to Symonds St then back to Queen St with trains travelling in this figure eight circuit in both 
directions.  Add to that connections with the ASL to Wiri via Onehunga and Mangere at both Dominion 
and Maiora Rds.  

The North Shore needs a simple heavy rail development along the centre of the motorway from 
Esmonde Rd to Orewa. We believe that this will require some short tunnels under Constellation Dr., 
Albany and north of Otehu Valley toward Long Bay. The connection from Britomart should be a bridge 
from Fanshaw St to a point adjacent to where the current bridge reconnects to land. The bridge will 
need to be designed to take heavy rail, heavy road vehicles (trucks and buses) and active travellers 
(walking and cycling). The old bridge could be strengthened and used for cars and other light vehicles 
only. 
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We believe tunnelling will be too expensive and as tunnelling creates 2700 times the CO2 emissions of 
at grade and bridges just create 600 times the CO2 emissions, we believe that the bridge option is 
superior, but will need to be resilient to climate change challenges. The bridge will be shorter than the 
tunnels and built in a shorter time span, and available nearer the time it is needed.  

We believe that there will need to be a railway connection from Silverdale to Kaukapakapa, thus making 
a loop connecting the CBD, the North Shore and West Auckland. We also believe that having some trains 
from the south going directly through Britomart would give some relief to the CRL. We also believe that 
more relief could be made with a line going toward the Northwestern  Motorway and running along that 
to Waimauku to connect with the North Auckland Line there (this would be expensive to build in the CRL 
zone)   

An Enlightened Development from Scratch 

We see the area from Kumeu to Albany as being a perfect area for ribbon development. This author has 
submitted the following in a personal submission, but it fits well into this broader submission too. 

To plan and coordinate resources to build homes for people where they can live in relative harmony 
with nature and use a transport system that is part of a vastly connected up rapid rail system 
throughout the whole of Tamaki Makaurau to get people easily to where they work, learn, attend 
appointments and play 
Reading the report I can say that I agree with the following; 

4:2:2 [P39] 4. “However, future urban capacity must be used well. Rather than ad-hoc planning based on 
ownership boundaries, comprehensive and integrated planning is needed. Efficient use of future urban 
areas means higher density living and employment areas coordinated with appropriate infrastructure 
and environmental protection and improvements”.  

4:2:2 [P39] 3. “Vehicle kilometres travelled need to reduce Transport emissions account for 40% of 
emissions in Tāmaki Makaurau. Most transport emissions – 86% – come from road transport. Both the 
council and central government have set transport emissions reduction targets for 2030 and 2035 
respectively. Key to achieving these targets is to reduce the amount of vehicle kilometres travelled (VKT). 
Though public transport infrastructure is being planned for most future urban areas, the timing of when 
this infrastructure and associated services will be operational is unlikely to contribute to the 2030 and 
2035 emission targets”. 

However, the following statement is disappointing and lacking in true vision, although properties 
actually in the floodplain should be removed, but the entire area should not be abandoned and the 
higher ground could be developed well and VKT’s mitigated by superior alternatives.;  

Appendix [P30] “Future urban areas proposed for removal, either partially or entirely”: 
 “Kumeū-Huapai-Riverhead (in part) Kumeū-Huapai-Riverhead is recommended to be partially removed 
due to parts of the FUA not being suitable for development. The reasons for this partial removal are:  
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Significant hazard constraints, including approximately 30% of FUA covered by a 1% annual exceedance 
probability (1% AEP) flood plain.  
Portions of the Kumeū-Huapai Riverhead FUA proposed for removal are parcels entirely or mostly within 
this floodplain extent and have few appropriate land uses.  
Potential for higher VKT and CO2 emissions than other FUAs due to Kumeū-Huapai-Riverhead FUA being 
relatively distant from high quality existing or planned public transport, a wide range of jobs, education 
and other services compared to other FUAs” 

 For a well connected rapid rail system to work for Tamaki Makaurau, it needs to be developed north of 
Kumeu/Huapai to Kaukapakapa, then a new line built to Silverdale. The North Shore will also need a 
heavy rail system to connect Silverdale to Waitemata (Britomart). The current arguments seem to be 
sprawl versus densification, but there is a third way. It is called Ribbon Development and could work 
well in the Northwest. 

Sprawl or Densification has become the argument but ignores a far better way of dealing with 
population growth that most people would feel had a better balance with less of the trade offs. 

Sprawl: This is the most wasteful and expensive form of urban development there is. It usually covers 
over arable land and has no focal points to provide efficient public transport services, is the most 
expensive sort of development to build and to live in. It also requires a significant dependence on car 
travel leading to high VKTs. It should be avoided at all costs! 

Densification: This is the least natural way for humans to live. Although many can tolerate denser 
housing, most see it as no more than a means to an end and many of the more vulnerable members of 
society find it very depersonalising and this can lead to the myriad of social problems experienced in 
high rise and denser living in lower socio-economic areas abroad. So it will need to be done well. 
Planners need to also look at the special character of various very functional Auckland suburbs and not 
destroy communities where people currently enjoy living and which contribute to the history, heritage 
and character of Auckland City. There are many suburbs throughout the city that would prosper if 
rebuild and could tolerate a degree of densification as an improvement. 

Ribbon Development: Auckland is currently sprawling toward the south over some of the most fertile 
soils in the world. This is a tragedy! However, to the Northwest of Auckland there is an opportunity for 
Auckland to plan a modern development from scratch, and develop it around a railway spine that is easy 
to access by walking or cycling. This plan would require the development of the railway north from 
Huapai/Kumeu through to Kaukapakapa, then the building of a railway from Kaukapakapa to Silverdale 
to connect with another railway from Orewa to the Auckland CBD and a continuation of the ribbon 
development from Silverdale to Albany.  
Long and thin: This area is long and thin, so housing could be developed in such a way that no one is 
more than a 5 minute bike ride to a railway station. The area could also be developed so that no one is 
more than a 10 minute train journey to a supermarket.  
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Future Development Plan 2023 #8630 
 
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? 

Please refer to the attachment 

 



 
 
 
 

 
 
Te Hiku Region 1 (Auckland Office) 
2 Poynton Terrace, Newton 1010 
P O Box 68-444, Victoria Street West, 
Auckland 1141 
New Zealand 
  
Phone +64 9 354 5100 

 

   

 
18 July 2023 
 
 
To whom it may Concern 
Auckland Council 
 
 
 
Kia ora 
 
FIRE AND EMERGENCY NEW ZEALAND FEEDBACK | DRAFT AUCKLAND FUTURE DEVELOPMENT STRATEGY 
2023-2053 FOR TĀMAKI MAKAURAU 
 
Thank you for the opportunity to provide feedback on the draft Auckland Future Development Strategy 
(FDS) 2023-2053 for Tāmaki Makaurau. 
 
The primary objective of Fire and Emergency New Zealand (Fire and Emergency) is to reduce the incidence 
of unwanted fire and the associated risk to life and property. Fire and Emergency seeks to:  
 

• protect and preserve life  

• prevent or limit injury  

• prevent or limit damage to property and land, and  

• prevent or limit damage to the environment1.  
 
Fire and Emergency’s main functions are: 2 
 

• to promote fire safety, including providing guidance on the safe use of fire as a land management tool; 
and  

• to provide fire prevention, response, and suppression services; and  

• to stabilise or render safe incidents that involve hazardous substances; and  

• to provide for the safety of persons and property endangered by incidents involving hazardous 
substances; and  

• to rescue persons who are trapped as a result of transport accidents or other incidents; and  

• to provide urban search and rescue services.  
 
Fire and Emergency also has secondary functions to assist in matters to the extent that Fire and Emergency 
has the capability and capacity to do so and the capability to perform their main functions efficiently and 
effectively. These secondary functions3 are:  
 

• responding to medical emergencies; and  

• responding to maritime incidents; and  

• performing rescues, including high angle line rescues, rescues from collapsed buildings, rescues from 
confined spaces, rescues from unrespirable and explosive atmospheres, swift water rescues, and animal 
rescues; and  

• providing assistance at transport accidents (e.g., crash scene cordoning and traffic control); and  

 
1 Fire and Emergency New Zealand Act 2017 section 10(a)(b) 
2 Fire and Emergency New Zealand Act 2017 section 11(2) 
3 Fire and Emergency New Zealand Act 2017 section 12(3)   
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• responding to severe weather-related events, natural hazard events, and disasters; and  

• responding to incidents in which a substance other than a hazardous substance presents a risk to people, 
property, or the environment; and  

• promoting safe handling, labelling, signage, storage, and transportation of hazardous substances; and  

• responding to any other situation if Fire and Emergency has the capability to assist; and  

• any other function conferred on Fire and Emergency as an additional function by the Minister in 
accordance with section 112 of the Crown Entities Act 2004.  

 
Through a memorandum of understanding with St John, Fire and Emergency attends all life threatening and 
life critical events.  
 
With the wider mandate and changing nature of Fire and Emergency response, the volume of incidents that 
Fire and Emergency responds to has grown, as has the range of incident types. 
 
On average Fire and Emergency respond to 24,5444 incidents across Tāmaki Makaurau per year.  In 2022, 
Fire and Emergency responded to 26,6345 incidents in Tāmaki Makaurau, representing just over a third of all 
incidents across New Zealand. In addition to increasing need for services, Fire and Emergency also faces 
broad challenges, such as: 
 

• Increasing frequency and severity of extreme weather event associated with climate change.  This can 
include such things as storms, flooding, wind, or wildfire. 

• Increasing medical response which is likely to continue as the population ages.  

• Changing urban landscapes.  In the 2021/2022 year, 78% of consented dwellings in the existing urban 
area were more intensive housing types (apartments, townhouses etc.) which is 10% more than the 
previous year6 and under the draft FDS is likely to continue. This type of development can provide access 
difficulties which slows response for any emergency responder and can result faster fire spread, 
challenging firefighters to limit fire damage. 

• Changing land use management.  Changes in how traditional farmland is being used, the increase in 
small pine forestry, can increase exposure of wildfire between the urban rural interface. 

 
Territorial authorities have a role in ensuring that emergency service providers, such as Fire and Emergency, 
can continue to operate effectively and efficiently as areas grow and develop. This includes consideration 
and management of the actual and potential implications on emergency services when giving effect to the 
National Policy Statement on Urban Development 2020 (NPS-UD), and other regulatory requirements under 
the Resource Management Act or Local Government Act. 
 
This feedback seeks to enable Fire and Emergency to carry out its primary objective and functions under the 
Fire and Emergency New Zealand Act 2017 to provide protection of people, property and the environment in 
the event of an emergency.  
 
Fire and Emergency appreciates the engagement to date with Auckland Council on the FDS. This feedback 
further addresses the matters relating to activities required to be undertaken to enable effective emergency 
response and to provide for the health and safety of people and communities across Tāmaki Makaurau.  
 
Issues of particular interest and relevance to Fire and Emergency broadly include:  
 

• ensuring emergency services appliances and Fire and Emergency personnel can adequately access both 
built and natural environments across Tāmaki Makaurau in the event of an emergency, and  

• ensuring all development, including infill development, is adequately serviced by firefighting water 
supply, and 

 
4 Four-year rolling average 2017/18-2020/22 
5 Total incidents 1 January 2022 – 31 December 2022 
6 Auckland Plan 2050: Development Strategy – Monitoring Report, December 2020. https://www aucklandcouncil.govt.nz/plans-
projects-policies-reports-bylaws/our-plans-strategies/auckland-plan/about-the-auckland-plan/Documents/ap-ds-monitoring-report.pdf  
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• maintaining and developing Fire and Emergency’s property estate (e.g., fire stations) in strategic 
locations and at appropriate times to enable Fire and Emergency to continue to meet the demands and 
expectations of communities as they grow and change.  

 
Consideration of emergency response in areas of development 
 
Fire and Emergency consider it essential that development does not occur out of sequence with the delivery 
of key strategic infrastructure (network extensions or upgrades), and that development is not enabled 
where there is potential or known infrastructure capacity constraints in relation to transport and/or water 
services, in particular the water supply network. 
 
Fire and Emergency is supportive of the strategic intent to focus growth within existing urban areas, rather 
than the expansion into future urban areas and rural nodes (greenfields) across Tāmaki Makaurau, provided 
there is adequate capacity in the transport and water services networks to service the new development, 
and development is done in such a manner that it continues to provide for adequate access for emergency 
services. 
 
Transport infrastructure 
 
While a more compact urban form focused on walkability and intensification around public transport (and 
subsequent mode shift) can reduce congestion and subsequently emergency response times, intensification, 
and infill housing in Tāmaki Makaurau are challenging traditional access to properties for fire and other 
emergencies. This includes both vehicle access to the source as well as physical access by Fire and 
Emergency personnel to perform rescues and other duties, where obstructions and site layout inhibit the 
use of lifesaving appliances such as ladders, hoses, and stretchers. 
 
The road network is the primary mode of response for Fire and Emergency and other first responders. 
Impediments in attending a fire or other emergencies may risk the safety of people, property, and the 
environment and increase the risk of death or serious injury within our communities. This includes access in 
the event of fire, natural hazard, hazardous substances, medical event or a rescue or assist. It is imperative 
that emergency response requirements are considered, alongside freight, public transport and other modes 
when planning future development. 
 
Fire and Emergency requests that reference to access for emergency personnel to respond to an emergency 
be included as a principle associated with quality compact growth and existing and future urban areas. This 
will strengthen the spatial outcomes sought through the FDS, specifically development that achieves quality 
living environments and results in resilient built systems and communities.  
 
Adequate access for emergency response can be assured by aligning development standards to the Fire and 
Emergency’s Vehicle Access Guide which is part of its wider Designers Guide7. 
 
Water infrastructure 
 
It is critical for Fire and Emergency that water supply infrastructure is in place prior to any development 
commencing.  It is also crucial that that this water supply has adequate capacity and pressures available to 
service the future growth. Fire appliances carry a limited amount of water; therefore, it is necessary that 
adequate water capacity and pressure be available to Fire and Emergency to control or extinguish a fire. In 
the urban areas of Tāmaki Makaurau, water is sourced from the reticulated water supply network, however, 
where reticulation is not available or limited (i.e., trickle fed), alternative water sources will be required. This 
may be in the form of dedicated water tanks or ponds for firefighting. Adequate physical access to this water 
supply for new development (whether reticulated or non-reticulated) is also essential.  
 
Adequate capacity and pressure for each development can be determined through the New Zealand Fire 
Service Firefighting Water Supplies Code of Practice SNZ PAS 4509:20089. The Code of Practice is a non-

 
7 F5-02-GD-FFO-emergency-vehicle-access.pdf (fireandemergency.nz) 
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mandatory New Zealand Standard that sets out the minimum requirements for firefighting water and access 
in order for Fire and Emergency to operate effectively and efficiently in an emergency.  

Fire and Emergency supports the intent to align growth and land use with infrastructure provision and would 
like to see reference in the FDS that infrastructure provision include adequate water for firefighting. 

Development in areas that are resilient to natural hazards 

Fire and Emergency is supportive of restrictions to development where there is a risk from natural hazards, 
including wildfire, flooding, or coastal inundation. 

Climate change is likely to increase the frequency and severity of extreme weather events such as flooding, 
winds, and droughts. Across Aotearoa New Zealand, states of emergency are being declared with increasing 
frequency, close to three times more frequently in the last decade compared to the previous ten years. 30 
percent of those states of emergency were the result of extreme weather, with 48 percent the result of 
flooding8.  

Taking a hazard-based lens to development would align the approach of Auckland’s Civil Defence and 
Emergency Management Group Plan, its identification of hazards and vision of a resilient Auckland.   

Auckland Council as the Civil Defence and Emergency Management Group for Tāmaki Makaurau has a 
legislative responsibility in the identification, management and mitigation of risk associated with hazards. 
Fire and Emergency requests greater cross reference in the FDS with the Auckland Civil Defence and 
Emergency Management Group Plan to strengthen resilience to natural hazards as Tāmaki Makaurau grows. 

A network of services to support communities 

Fire and Emergency’s response time commitments to the government and community are key determinants 
for the location of new, or expansion of existing fire stations. Fire stations therefore need to be strategically 
located within and throughout communities to maximise their coverage and maintain appropriate response 
times and efficiently provide for the health and safety of people and communities.  

As existing and future urban areas develop and intensify, the ability to construct and operate fire stations in 
locations which will enable reasonable response times to fire and other emergencies is critical for the health, 
safety and wellbeing of people in the community. In this regard it is noted that Fire and Emergency is not a 
requiring authority under section 166 of the RMA and therefore does not have the ability to designate land 
for the purposes of fire stations. 

Auckland Council’s FDS and strategic spatial planning is therefore an important tool for Fire and Emergency 
to understand the direction of growth and changes to the urban environment including intended 
development patterns in Tāmaki Makaurau which will assist Fire and Emergency in understanding where we 
may need new emergency service facilities in the future.  

Fire and Emergency considers that spatial planning, structure planning and staging programmes to align with 
infrastructure upgrades will be essential to ensure that urban development does not occur out of sequence 
with the delivery of key strategic infrastructure and emergency services develop alongside them.   

Ongoing engagement as areas are assessed for development 

Fire and Emergency is supportive of the intent to re-assess specific areas that have been earmarked for 
growth and live zoned, particularly where future development would be constrained by natural hazards and 
risk putting people, property and infrastructure in areas that would increase the level of exposure to risk. It 
will be important that Fire and Emergency are involved in these discussions. Ongoing and more frequent 
engagement with Fire and Emergency  will assist Fire and Emergency in understanding where the FDS and 

8 Declared States of Emergency » National Emergency Management Agency (civildefence.govt.nz) 
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