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SUBMISSION TO THE AUCKLAND COUNCIL: FUTURE DEVELOPMENT STRATEGY  
 
SUBMISSION BY NGĀTI TAMAOHO  
 
1 AUGUST 2023  
 
1. IntroducƟon 
 
This is a submission by NgāƟ Tamaoho to the DraŌ Future Development Strategy (FDS) of Auckland Council. 
This submission in parƟcular relates to the Te Auaunga Precinct land (currently called Wairaka Precinct) at 
Carrington Road, Point Chevalier/Mt Albert.  
 
NgāƟ Tamaoho is working collaboraƟvely, as part of Waiohua-Tāmaki rōpū, with the Crown over land 
development within part of the Te Auaunga Precinct (currently called the Wairaka Precinct). This land was 
originally part of the Hospital Board lands for the Oakley Hospital. It has progressively owned by Unitec and 
more recently the Crown.  It is part of the Land for Housing programme at which three rōpū, including 
NgāƟ Tamaoho, will develop a porƟon of this property.  
 
2. General comments about the draŌ FDS  
 
The DraŌ FDS has been prepared by the Council under the NaƟonal Policy Statement on Urban 
Development and is intended to propose a strategy to provide for and manage Auckland’s growth over the 
next 30 years.  It represents a significant change in the current “balanced growth” strategy. The draŌ FDS:  
a) DisproporƟonately focuses the next 30 years’ growth for Auckland being provided for within the 

exisƟng urban area.  
b) SubstanƟally defers the Ɵming for the release of greenfield land for urban development. In some 

cases this currently idenƟfied Future Urban zoned land is set down for ‘further invesƟgaƟon’ or in 
some cases removed from future greenfield development.  

c) IdenƟfies the significant constraints that Council is operaƟng under in terms of infrastructure.  
d) Acknowledges that the targeted approach to exisƟng urban areas will mean that large scale 

substanƟal infrastructure and service upgrades and investment will be required.  
e) Seeks to prioriƟse funding to idenƟfied significant growth areas, and around key subregional nodes.  
 
The Council expresses a view that the exisƟng urban area already represents significant infrastructure 
provision, and that it is more efficient to focus investment within these exisƟng areas. The Council relies on 
a substanƟal upliŌ in residenƟal yield across the exisƟng metropolitan area. However the idenƟfied areas 
for growth and associated infrastructure investment are quite limited. If the Council is to place such 
reliance on brownfield development then infrastructure investment must support this growth.  
 
NgāƟ Tamaoho oppose the DraŌ FDS in its current form. The exisƟng balanced strategy which has been in 
place since 2011 is much preferred.  
 
This submission focuses on the Te Auaunga Precinct and the Carrington Road area.  
 
3. The Opportunity for the Te Auaunga Precinct land to make a significant ContribuƟon to Auckland’s 

Growth  
 
The Te Auaunga Precinct land at approximately 40 ha of vacant or underdeveloped land available for 
housing, represents the single biggest block of brownfield land on the Auckland isthmus. It should be a key 
part of the Council’s Urban ConsolidaƟon growth strategy.  
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The DraŌ FDS signals that growth should be focused around town centres and along major public transport 
corridors. The Te Auaunga Precinct land is ideally located in terms of these characterisƟcs.  
 It is within easy walking distance of either the Point Chevalier or Mt Albert town centres.  
 It is on the outer link bus service.  
 It is in easy walking distance for the major public transport corridors along Great North Road and the 

Mt Albert rail staƟon.  
 It is relaƟvely close to the city centre and with good connecƟons to the CBD.  
 
The Te Auaunga Precinct is subject to a plan change request currently being processed by the Council (in 
pre-noƟficaƟon stage). That plan change will provide for between 4,000 and 4,500 dwellings within the 
Precinct. This compares to the 3,500 dwellings provided for within the current Precinct provisions 
(including student accommodaƟon).  
 
At 4,000-4,500 dwellings, Te Auaunga will make a meaningful contribuƟon to the Council’s growth strategy. 
Even if the plan change is not successful, and development is constrained to the current zoning, this would 
sƟll make a contribuƟon to growth. That would however represent a material underdevelopment of the 
land. 
 
The final FDS should recognise the importance of this land and the significant opportunity it offers in terms 
of providing for Auckland growth on a locaƟon which meets the key criteria for growth nodes.  
 
4. Infrastructure  

 
This land is uniquely placed to achieve a high-density development well serviced by infrastructure.  
 
Transport  
 
The land significantly benefits from:  
a) The Waterview Tunnel and connecƟons to the North-Western Motorway have substanƟally reduced 

traffic volumes in Carrington Road.  
b) The southern porƟon of the precinct is within the walkable catchment of the Mt Albert Rail StaƟon. 

The central porƟon is in the walkabout catchment of the Link bus services on Carrington Road, or the 
high volume bus services along Great North Road accessed by the new pedestrian bridge. The 
northern porƟon of the precinct is within easy walkable catchment of the public transport services 
along Carrington Road (Link service) and the high volume bus services through the Point Chevalier 
shops.  

c) The addiƟonal yield of the plan change will mean upgrades are needed in the Carrington Road 
corridor between Mt Albert and Point Chevalier. This has been funded by the Crown to the value of 
$113.2 million. This will provide dedicated bus lanes, cycleways and vehicle lanes through this 
corridor. This will give material improvement in the network connecƟons.  

d) The high standard cycleways within the development will link to the north-western cycleway, and 
the Mt Albert cycleway. It also connects to the Waterview Strait.  

 
Wastewater  
 
The site benefits from the construcƟon of the new central interceptor. The current interceptor connecƟng 
West Auckland through to Orakei runs through the site. The central interceptor will take significant 
wastewater volume out of this area. That will resolve all but extreme overflows within the combined 
system, and introduce significant capacity. The central interceptor is physically in construcƟon.  
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Potable water 
 
Potable water is available to the block, but does need an upgrade at Sutherland Road. This is already an 
idenƟfied project within the Watercare Asset Management Plan. With this upgrade already in the budget, 
there is good potable water supply to the block.  
 
 
Stormwater  
 
All stormwater maƩers can be resolved within the broader site. The land benefits from adjoining Oakley 
Creek and the Waitematā Harbour. The Council’s preference is to move stormwater through the precinct 
as quickly as possible so that in Ɵmes of peak rain events, stormwater from the land has entered and exited 
Oakley Creek before the more flood prone waters from upstream arrive and risk impacƟng flooding to the 
south.  Regardless, this land being close to the mouth of Oakley Creek means that flooding risk is minimal.  
 
None of the stormwater from the land enters the exisƟng Council piped network. All the infrastructure will 
be upgraded as part of the development.  
 
Overall  
This means Te Auaunga Precinct is uniquely placed to address infrastructure to achieve the Council’s urban 
consolidaƟon strategies.  
 
5. Request  
 
a) The Waiohua-Tāmaki rōpū requests that the Te Auaunga Precinct lands should be idenƟfied as a key 

growth node within any FDS.  
b) That the required infrastructure funds (noƟng these are largely funded from the Crown but also the 

exisƟng Watercare Sutherland potable water supply upgrade) be idenƟfied within any FDS.  
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Submission to Auckland Council on the 

Draft Future Development Strategy (FDS) 

My name is 

Address 

Date 

Emai 

Phon 

As Auckland res1ue11L, vw11e1 u1 ruLUre ur ud11 Lu11eu 1d11u 111 1-\t.Jckland (delete one) I make the 

following submission in response to an invitation to comment on the Auckland Council Draft Future 

Development Strategy 2023 (FDS). 

I strongly oppose the Council's approach to the FDS which focusses almost all of Auckland's growth 

in existing areas of Auckland for the following reasons: 

1. Brownfields feasible residential capacity of 2.3m houses is highly over estimated with much

of the plan enabled capacity economically unfeasible, and not able to be developed due to

limited infrastructure, private restrictive covenants (preventing further subdivision or

development), high value existing dwellings, high construction costs (especially for

apartments), and lack of market demand for the product.

2. The use of brownfields demolition and redevelopment as the predominant source of land

supply is a highly risky strategy that does not provide a resilient supply and limits housing

choice by type and location.

3. Infrastructure is already at capacity in brownfield areas including schools, early childhood

centres, recreation reserves, hospitals, medical centres, roading, storm water, water,

wastewater, and other services and cannot continue to be utilised for 30 years of projected

population growth. Costs to upgrade this have not been compared with the same costs

complained about in greenfield areas. This will be a budget blow out just like the CRL.

4. Intensification is already taking place in outlying areas of Auckland no closer to the CBD and

employment hubs than many current Future Urban locations. Increased density will

generate traffic adding further congestion.

5. The FDS ignores the unsatisfied demand for employment zoned land especially land for large

footprint buildings. No business capacity study has been published yet no new business sites

can be created in brownfields areas. As a result, the price of such land will continue to

skyrocket while the FDS completely misses an opportunity to create sustainable residential

communities close to new employment areas.

6. The FDS presumes there is no opportunity in ANY FUZ area where development could occur.

This shotgun approach wastes expenditure already incurred on infrastructure upgrades.

These assets will not be fully utilised if the greenfield land which they service is left

undeveloped.
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Myland Partners (NZ) Limited 
Level 1 – Suite 2, 63 Ponsonby Road, Ponsonby,  Auckland, 1010 

 
SUBMISSION TO AUCKLAND COUNCIL’S DRAFT FUTURE DEVELOPMENT STRATEGY: 

This submission is in response to the provisions of the FDS including highlighting issues that Auckland 

Council has asked for specific feedback on via the Have Your Say webpage 

(https://akhaveyoursay.aucklandcouncil.govt.nz/future-development-strategy/survey tools/help-us-

shape-auckland-s-future-growth ). 

 Submitter Details  

This feedback is provided on behalf of Myland Partners (NZ) Limited 

 Address for Service  

Name: Myland Partners  

Attention: Director John Cilliers 

Email Address: john@mylandpartners.com 

 

 

Introduction and Executive Summary 

Auckland Future Development Strategy (FDS) 2023-2053 

We welcome this opportunity to provide feedback on the future direction and development strategy 

for Tāmaki Makaurau especially to ensure we will have the capacity for a well-functioning urban 

built environment and the supporting infrastructure. 

Tāmaki Makaurau continues to grow, and recent immigration statistics only help to reinforce the 

unmet housing need that the region has and thus the importance of the FDS to support future urban 

areas and associated infrastructure from transport and wastewater networks to community 

amenities and facilities. 

The FDS must encourage an aspirational vision for Auckland as a world class city of quality urban 

communities that match or exceed international benchmarks – this will drive a long-term growth 
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Myland Partners (NZ) Limited 
Level 1 – Suite 2, 63 Ponsonby Road, Ponsonby,  Auckland, 1010 

strategy that attracts the best innovation, talent, and design into our built environment as opposed 

to the alternative approach of minimising costs which only leads to cheap and short-term outcomes.

Myland Partners continues to provide a range of urban developments including more affordable 

housing, many of which have only been made possible through the provision of greenfield 

developments. Thus, we only support a FDS that includes the supply of more affordable housing as 

part of the region’s overall development capacity if a minimum rate of growth to meet Auckland’s 

population growth also is inclusive of this through some greenfield development. 

We are disappointed however that rather than be ambitious, Auckland Councils approach is 

restrictive and self-limiting by an overly cautious adherence to a ‘financially constrained 

environment’. This negative rationale is being used as an excuse to defer the uptake of development 

capacity (much of which is only achievable through greenfield development) which has only created 

uncertainty and confusion in the building and construction sector. Unfortunately, this approach is far 

from ideal given this is a once in every 6-year opportunity to review the FDS and create an exciting 

future pathway.  

It is much more desirable that the planning for the FDS should be underpinned by an exciting 

development vision for building Auckland’s future urban communities as resilient, vibrant, and 

prosperous. At the same time, growth of our built environment (including greenfield development) 

will also ensure in parallel that natural ecosystems are protected and enhanced with alternative 

transport networks (both public and private) playing a part in the reduction of emissions.  

We wish therefore to focus most of our submission on the first part of FDS which proposes reducing 

or eliminating greenfield’s development which we believe is fundamentally flawed and will not 

deliver the rates of future growth that Auckland’s communities will demand. 

 
What do you think of our approach to focus most of Auckland's growth in existing urban 
areas? 
 
In terms of the National Policy Statement – Urban Development 2020 (NPS-UD) we believe that 

Council’s attempt to reduce greenfield developments and pull back on future demographic growth is 

a knee jerk reaction to the recent austerity and financial constraints as well as reverting to the 

preference for piecemeal approach to intensification / infill developments which is a narrow, short-

term solution. It is devoid of a holistic approach to infrastructure and so Auckland will continue to 

lack amenities that support urban development and ensure the growth of the city is “future 

proofed”. 

Auckland Councils (Council) suggestion to severely limit greenfield developments and restrict the 

current urban form and growth pattern as the status quo seems illogical and a knee-jerk political 

response based on short-term thinking. We would like to understand what information and analysis 

was used by Council to arrive at this decision? It seems to run contrary to data the building and 

housing industry is seeing and so can only be based on a very subjective interpretation by Council of 

its own biases toward infill developments, financial constraints, and capacity (or lack of) 
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Myland Partners (NZ) Limited 
Level 1 – Suite 2, 63 Ponsonby Road, Ponsonby,  Auckland, 1010 

infrastructure delivery. Not surprisingly infrastructure delivery (and its ability to support urban 

development) for the Auckland region is consistently late or delayed and so never in a position to 

confidently support long-term growth.  We believe Council’s inability and lack of confidence in 

addressing Auckland’s infrastructure deficit is being used as an excuse to restrict Greenfields 

development. 

In our view Council’s premise in the FDS to cancel or limit the Future Urban Zones in the Unitary Plan 

and end greenfields development is fundamentally wrong as it is based on a false premise that 

intensification is a better solution for growth.  Apart from the fact that intensification is not 

supported or desirable for all residential homeowners, the real issue that makes this premise 

incorrect is that Council’s proposed intensification is not supported by infrastructure.  Council 

proposal is an attempt to shoehorn an idea of intensification that ignores the choice that most 

homeowners value in where they live, the price point that is affordable for their individual budget, 

and the type of dwelling they want to call home.   

Moreover, most of the resource in growing Auckland (and Aotearoa) through the delivery of quality 

healthy homes has always been made possible by property development companies, group home 

builders, construction companies and the many small tradespeople that make up our building sector. 

The demand and growth of new housing under the Unitary Plan to meet the increase in Auckland’s 

population has been delivered through the capacity, risk and investment of property developers and 

builders, not Council.  The reality is that this will never change and is consistent with the delivery of 

residential housing throughout New Zealand.  

It is property developers and builders who will deliver and create prosperous and vibrant 

communities, critical infrastructure and technology and other mechanisms to reduce greenhouse gas 

emission. Importantly we should not forget the significant proportion of infrastructure, ecosystem 

enhancement and emissions reduction planning that has been paid for by property developers and 

construction companies via development contributions (DC) and infrastructure growth charges (IGC) 

amounting to hundreds of millions of dollars each year. New roads, parks and other community 

amenities are often only made possible by property developers and construction companies (in 

addition to ratepayers’ contributions) paying the costs for these services and networks. 

Council should instead be looking at more ambitious and innovative financial instruments it can use 

in addition to the funds provided by DCs, IGCs and ratepayers to support long-term infrastructure 

strategy that creates future growth for a vibrant and liveable region.  Only a proportion of greenfield 

development can meet Auckland’s need for supply of ‘more affordable housing’ and so if the FDS 

prevents this then Auckland’s housing crisis will only get worse.  

 

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

We don’t agree that this myopic focus on limiting development to local centres is feasible. This again 

is based on an incorrect and false premise that for the FDS to succeed it needs intensification as the 

way to reduce the dependency and kilometres travelled by cars. This is not supported by valid data 

and is more an echo of green policy agendas which will only serve to restrict the demand for urban 

expansion. The consequences of this false assumption underpinning intensification would be a 

stagnation of growth and a vast series of unforeseen consequences. Rather there is a cogent need 

for greenfield development that is innovative and inclusive of transport network alternatives which 

provide homeowners with multi-modal choices to get about other than using private cars. 
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Myland Partners (NZ) Limited 
Level 1 – Suite 2, 63 Ponsonby Road, Ponsonby,  Auckland, 1010 

Council’s proposal also ignores the fact that the infrastructure currently supporting local centres and 

communities is already well past its use by date and in some cases in need of constant repair – for 

example the 7,000km of pipes that form Auckland’s water and wastewater network.  The recent 

sinkhole on College Hill in Auckland’s Ponsonby was caused by a leaking wastewater pipe that was 

over 100 years old. To try and manage growth by a focus on intensification in these local centres 

across Auckland will simply overwhelm already exhausted infrastructure and not achieve the best 

outcomes for future communities in a liveable city. 

Yours sincerely 
 

Director 
Myland Partners 
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