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Abstract 

 
Urban growth policies that promote residential intensification and higher density development 

have been widely embraced in the development strategies of many new world cities. However, 

there seems to be increasing uncertainty among policymakers, practitioners and the private 

sector around whether land-use plan tools and means can enable the realisation of expected 

outcomes. The conformance between plans and intended plan outcomes is at the heart of the 

urban planning process. Effective planning requires the plans to deliver the plan tools, means 

and actions to achieve the desired outcomes. Furthermore, in cities where neoliberal economic 

conditions prevail, the actualisation of residential intensification is largely concerned with 

planning activities for which market responses and actions play significant roles in shaping the 

outcomes. Understanding these challenges and their relationship to land use planning and 

regulations requires empirical investigation and evidence to facilitate land use plans in 

achieving the intended intensification goals, and further to facilitate market actions towards 

intensified developments on to the ground.  

The research objectives of this thesis are to explore the plan tools of the statutory land use plan 

(the Auckland Unitary Plan, the AUP) (1) to externally translate the higher-order spatial plan 

(the strategic plan, the Auckland Plan 2012, the AP 2012) visions and policies and internally 

align with the lower-order objectives and policies; (2) to achieve intended policy outcomes 

related to intensification; and (3) to facilitate market actors’ actions in delivering residential 

intensification. The AUP replaced the former Regional Policy Statement (RPS), four regional 

plans and seven district plans, by setting out rules and standards to provide a legal framework 

for achieving the aim of a compact city and residential intensification. Specifically, the research 

investigates the plan instruments and methods (including rules) of two versions of the AUP 

(the Notified Version 2013 [the NV]; and the Auckland Council Decisions Version 2016 [the 

DV], which followed public consultation and hearings) to realise intended intensification goals 

through (1) content evaluation of the AUP’s internal alignment, and external alignment with 

higher-order strategic visions of the spatial plan (the Auckland Plan 2012, the AP 2012); (2) 

case study modelling and analysis of plan methods for realising plan goals for intensification; 

and (3) in-depth interviews with 23 market actors and planning professionals (including 

developers and planning professionals for the chosen case studies) on plan applications, and 

the influences of the AUP in facilitating market activity toward intensified developments. 
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The findings reveal that the planning practices and tools of the AUP are unlikely to fully adhere 

to the intended plan outcomes and follow the conceptual framework and assumptions 

underpinning the New Zealand planning system. Counter to the intended intensification 

outcomes, the NV shows reductions in capacity for half of the selected case studies when 

compared to the legacy district plans (LDPs). The planning process employed in the AUP 

seems to show an improvement in intensification capacity in its DV, as well as greater internal 

alignment. However, although the two versions of the AUP are partly aligned with visions in 

the spatial plan (strategic plan), the DV further diverges from the long-term strategic visions 

of the AP 2012, which may indicate that the community’s aspirations differ from those of the 

local council.  

Furthermore, the interview findings demonstrate that the market stakeholders may not fully 

understand the policy framework or may not even read or look at the policy outcomes, which 

is likely to undermine the effectiveness of the plan approach to facilitate attention and actions 

toward the expected policy outcomes. The thesis also highlights the divergent perceptions of 

the public and private sectors on plan approach, regulations, and framework in promoting 

higher density housing typologies. The findings reveal the disconnections between the rational-

comprehensive model and planning practice, between the plan capacity to enable 

intensification and the desired plan outcomes, and also between market actors’ and planners’ 

experience of the policy framework, approach and tools for facilitating the achievement of plan 

goals. This research concludes with implications and recommendations for future urban land 

use planning theory, framework, practice and education that addresses the gap between a plan’s 

intended outcomes and planning practices. 
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Chapter 1. Introduction 

Urban growth management strategies and policies in many cities in New Zealand, Australia, 

parts of Europe, and the Pacific Northwest have been developed to promote intensification and 

increase the proportion of medium to higher density housing. This thesis investigates how well 

a regulative land use plan targeted for residential intensification realises its intended outcomes 

through plan tools and market actors’ activities. This is investigated in Auckland, New Zealand 

through critically reviewing its statutory land use plan (the Auckland Unitary Plan, the AUP) 

with regard to its capacity to achieve the stated outcomes for intensification using case studies 

and interviews with key market actors and planning professionals to understand their 

experiences and perspectives in practice. This chapter introduces the research topic and 

questions explored in the thesis, and also provides an overview of urban growth challenges and 

strategies in the Auckland region. The chapter concludes with an outline of the structure of the 

thesis.  

1.1. Research Background and Research Topic  

Over the last two to three decades, despite structural differences in their governmental and 

institutional arrangements, a great number of new world cities like Vancouver, Portland, and 

Seattle in North America, and Auckland, Sydney, Melbourne and Brisbane in New Zealand 

and Australia, have embraced anti-sprawl growth models in their urban planning policies 

(Bunce, 2004; Haarhoff et al., 2012; Janssen-Jansen, 2013). This is primarily because 

intensification is frequently linked by researchers and policy makers to enhanced sustainability 

with claims that it can have positive returns in terms of protecting open space, reducing land 

and energy consumption, and reuse of existing infrastructure, while accommodating population 

and economic growth (Duany et al., 2001; Talen, 2008; van Stigt, Driessen & Spit, 2013). 

Many regions and districts have responded by developing various urban growth management 

plans that outline goals and strategies to enhance intensification and increase the proportion of 

higher density developments (Woodcock, Dovey & Davison, 2012). 

Notwithstanding, it is acknowledged that intensification is not without criticisms of its concepts 

and claimed benefits (for example, Davison, 1995; Minnery, 1992). Intensification, for 

example, has been linked to overcrowding, depletion of open space, and the rise of regional 

housing costs (Neuman, 2005; Quastel, Moos & Lynch, 2012). However, this thesis does not 
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intend to add to the rich debate on the benefits and disadvantages of intensification. Instead, 

the research focus is the delivery of expected intensification outcomes in cities where plans (or 

decisions) have been made to promote residential intensification.  

Effective land use planning requires clear observable links between statutory organisations 

(e.g., the state and local government) and other stakeholders’ values, goals, objectives and 

activities (Berke et al., 2006; Oliveira & Pinho, 2010). As stated above, the heart of the urban 

planning process is the relationship and “conformity between the land use plan and the desired 

plan outcomes” (Laurian et al., 2010). While it is assumed that the plan will deliver the means, 

tools and facilitate actions to achieve the intended outcomes (Berke et al., 2006; Haarhoff et 

al., 2012; Laurian et al., 2004); relatively less attention has been paid to whether plan goals and 

ambitions are achieved (Laurian et al., 2010). Local land-use plans thus need to focus on 

intended outcomes, that is, the changes that local authority is seeking through their facilitated 

activities (Oliveira & Pinho, 2009; 2010). 

Promoting development in line with intensification strategies and visions requires that the land 

use plan aligns plan objectives and policies to conform with strategic visions and goals (Beattie, 

2013); and articulates plan instruments to enable the realisation of the intended outcomes 

(Berke, Song, & Stevens, 2009). Therefore, the key question at the core of this research is: 

How well does the land use plan translate the strategic visions associated with residential 

intensification, and further achieve the intended policy outcomes? 

Plan evaluation, defined as the “systematic assessment of plans, planning processes, and 

outcomes compared with explicit standards or indicators” (Laurian et al., 2010, p. 741), can 

facilitate understandings of planners, stakeholders and communities on the plan impacts and 

outcomes, and establish whether (or not), and how effectively, the plans, policies or processes 

have realised their intended goals or purposes (Guyadeen & Seasons, 2016). It can also inform 

plan makers about how previous plans, policies, and regulations have influenced urban 

developments and benefited communities, and provide guidance and suggest future plan 

directions (Albrechts, 2004). Plans should provide factual bases, objectives and policies, and 

measures and procedures that are necessary to translate the plan vision into desired 

developments (Berke et al., 2006). 

An emerging body of research has given rise to further advancement in the area of plan outcome 

evaluation (Guyadeen & Seasons, 2016). For example, Laurian et al. (2010) and Oliveira and 

Pinho (2010) developed evaluation methodologies for measuring plan outcomes and the 
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success of planning, respectively. Beattie (2013) compared the actual developments of 

landscape and ecological protection with the intended outcomes of district plans in Auckland.  

However, there is currently an under-use of plan (outcome) evaluation in planning practice 

(Guyadeen, 2018; Laurian et al., 2010), and a lack consensus with regard to evaluation methods 

for measuring the realisation of intended plan outcomes (Guyadeen & Seasons, 2016; Seasons, 

2003). Most previous studies on plan outcomes, particularly in New Zealand, are ex-post 

evaluations focusing mainly on development outputs (Beattie, 2013; Haarhoff et al., 2012; 

Laurian et al., 2010). Typically, ex-post evaluations are carried out after the plan is 

implemented (or substantively implemented) to detect whether the development results have 

achieved its stated goals (Gerus & van Wee, 2006; Oliveira & Pinho, 2011). Evaluation and 

measurement toward the intended outcomes, particular during the on-going phase, are often 

overlooked. Nevertheless, they are essential to discern whether developments are consonant 

with declared plan goals and policies so that an expected outcome can be achieved (Guyadeen 

& Seasons, 2016; Laurian et al., 2004, 2010; Stevens, 2013). 

Moreover, it is increasingly recognised that “…plans and planning mechanisms on their own 

are not sufficient to ensure the delivery of the policy aims and quality outcomes anticipated” 

(Haarhoff et al., 2012, p.10). The quality and strength of the adopted plans do not necessarily 

correlate with the delivery of their content (Brody & Highfield, 2005). The movement towards 

the achievement of intensification is a complex process, and it requires actions by both public 

and private sectors (Boon, 2010; Randolph, 2006; Searle, 2010).  

The factors affecting the realisation of intensification outcomes include, but are not limited to, 

market response, planning regulations, financial systems, technological tools and community 

engagement – their integration and the interactions between them (Janssen-Jansen, 2013; 

Woodcock et al., 2010). The majority of studies focus on stakeholders’ knowledge and 

perspectives on plan efficacy for achieving the intended goals, in particular professional 

planners’ insights on plan elements, as well as the supporting factors, or barriers to, realising 

plan goals (e.g., Göçmen & LaGro, 2016; Guyadeen, 2018; Laurian et al., 2010). For example, 

Laurian et al. (2010) involved local experts in identifying processes that impact on plan 

outcomes in New Zealand, arguing that plan evaluations often rely on the expertise of planning 

agencies. Beattie (2013) interviewed 18 district plan policy-planners to gather their insights on 

the reasons for the disconnect between plan methods and intended outcomes for enhancing 

landscapes and ecological protection. In a recent Canadian study focusing on the plan elements 
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that bring a plan to fruition, Guyadeen (2018) gathered the views of planning professionals on 

the characteristics of plan quality and the influence of these various features in official plans. 

However, the market stakeholders’ deliberations and understandings, in particular in the New 

Zealand context, have not engaged in academic research as much as on plan quality and 

implementation (Berke et al., 2006; Laurian et al., 2010), with an emphasis on the views and 

knowledge of planning professionals on planning process (Beattie, 2013).  

However, in cities “where neoliberal economic conditions prevail, achieving these [plan] aims 

is largely dependent on market-driven development actions requiring the appropriate urban 

planning responses to ensure these outcomes” (Beattie & Haarhoff, 2018, p. 12). Developers 

“are often portrayed as impresarios” (Adams, Croudace & Tiesdell, 2012, p. 2582) who take 

the central role in housing provision by “bringing together capital, labour, and rights in land” 

(Adams et al., p. 2582). Nevertheless, comparatively few empirical studies, particularly in the 

New Zealand context, have focused on the influence and impact of plan tools, features, and 

approaches on facilitating market responses and activities to achieve intended intensification 

outcomes. 

Managing the process of intensification involves balancing the multiple and often conflicting 

interests of established and prospective property market actors, while simultaneously engaging 

in the pursuit of plan outcomes (Brody, 2003; Ruming, Houston & Amati, 2012). Planning has 

been criticised as ineffective in systematically analysing the land and property market (Jones, 

2014), and insufficiently formulated to be capable of considering a more diverse set of 

motivations for providing multi-form dwellings (Ferrari, Laughlin & Watkins, 2011). Property 

developers frequently claim they are hindered by plan rules or zoning codes that force them to 

invest in and develop conventional low-density projects, and that a combination of factors 

pushes prices for housing intensification products beyond acceptable market levels (Brunner 

& Hammah, 2013). Even when planning appears to be fruitful in shaping urban growth 

strategies and policies, it is an essentially different mission to stem market forces, and further 

– delivering intensification presents quite different challenges (Jones, 2014). 

Local plans not only regulate the housing market, but also steer and stimulate it (Jones, 2014). 

Planning can directly impact the development market and indirectly impact the investment 

market and plan users through shaping, regulating and stimulating markets (Tiesdell & 

Allmendinger, 2005). Despite these conflicting roles, the planning system is “increasingly 

expected to support economic grow by facilitating major urban development” (Gurran & 
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Ruming, 2016, p. 262). Land use plans thus need to consider how best to guide and facilitate 

the activities of market actors to assure desired plan outcomes are addressed and also foster 

market actions towards intensified developments. In particular, further empirical studies can 

contribute to determining the impacts of land-use plan tools and means on market actors’ and 

planners’ practices for developing medium to higher density housing. 

Employing a comprehensive empirical approach, this research sets out to further contribute to 

understandings of the efficacy of statutory land use plans for delivering desired intensification 

outcomes from three aspects. The first aspect concerns the translation of visions and policies 

in the spatial plan to the land use plan, with the aims to explore: ‘(1) How well do the land use 

plan objective and policies align with the spatial plan visions and policies, and are further 

aligned with by the lower-level objectives and policies?’. The second aspect examines plan 

capacity in achieving intended outcomes, giving rise to the question: ‘(2) How well does the 

land use plan perform in achieving intended policy outcomes?’ The third aspect is the complex 

market processes that require plans to be better drafted to facilitate market actions to achieve 

intended plan outcomes on to the ground (Adams et al., 2012). In response, this research 

speculates on: ‘(3) How well land use plan facilitates market actors’ actions towards plan 

outcomes in practice?’  

As New Zealand’s largest city and fastest-growing region (Statistics New Zealand, 2017), 

Auckland has largely been characterised by low-density development. However, Auckland has 

recently adopted intensification as the regional growth strategy for the next three decades, 

making it the ideal setting for this research. Moreover, it has a mandated land use plan – the 

statutory Auckland Unitary Plan (the AUP), which is intended to realise intensification in, and 

around transit nodes and town centres. These factors contributed towards the selection of the 

Auckland urban region for the analysis. The next section introduces the context of urban growth 

management strategies and the issues surrounding intensification and higher density housing 

developments in the Auckland context. 

1.2. Overview of Urban Growth Strategies in Auckland  

Auckland is the principal commercial centre of the country (see Figure 1.1 for an illustration 

of Auckland’s location). It has a diverse economic base, and is facing significant growth 

pressure. The current population of 1.66 million is projected to increase to 2.5 million by 2040 

(Auckland Council, 2018a). As is typical of new world cities, over the last century the region 
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has been characterised by low-density sprawl development, which now covers almost 500,000 

hectares and comprises 208 suburbs.  

Historically, developments have predominantly been made up of single-family, “detached 

dwellings built on relatively large sites” (Dixon & Dupuis, 2003, p. 353). Population growth 

has primarily been in the form of outward expansion, accompanied by “the formation of new 

suburbs of detached houses” (Dixon & Dupuis, 2003, p. 353). This outward expansion has been 

supported by state-funded motorway development, limited public transport provision, and 

financial support for easily-developed, low-cost housing on peripheral greenfield sites (Dupuis 

& Dixon, 2002; Fookes, 2000; Parker, 2015). The practice of ‘zoning’ is another element that 

has contributed to the creation of single-use developments and spatial separation of the home 

from other daily activities.  

 

Figure 1.1 Map showing Auckland’s location  

Over time, a range of city growth options have been considered. Since the 1950s, intensifying 

urban development to take advantage of infrastructure and transport had become a part of 

regional consolidation strategies. Higher density housing typologies such as attached units, 

multi-storey terraced housing, and medium-rise apartments began appearing in the 1960s. 

Nevertheless, there has been strong opposition, partly as a result of poorly-designed infill 

housing. In response to a growing awareness of the issues caused by expansive growth, the 
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Regional Planning Scheme produced in 1974 considered a wide range of growth options with 

a focus on developing a compact form (Auckland Regional Council, 2010). Later, the 1988 

Regional Development Strategy outlined strategic directions for development, setting out 

limits to contain urban sprawl and requirements for sequencing future urban expansion areas 

(Auckland Regional Council, 2010). When the continued trend of expansive growth began to 

further impact on infrastructure, environment and communities, the Regional Growth Forum 

was set up in 1996 to better manage growth.  

With the aim of creating more sustainable urban growth, the Regional Growth Forum, in its 

1999 Auckland Regional Growth Strategy, adopted intensification as a critical strategy 

(Auckland Regional Council, 1999). The Forum supported urban intensification and advocated 

medium- to higher-density housing development focused on a defined metropolitan area, where 

70 percent of new housing were to be built. The intended outcome was to have 25 to 30 percent 

of the population living in medium density housing (Dixon & Dupuis, 2003), located around 

the identified town centres and transport nodes. This was to be achieved by integrating land 

use and transport development in identified growth areas.  

However, there has been some resistance to medium-density housing from the residents of 

Auckland, due to fears relating to the prospect of a different form of living and the potential 

rapidity of change (Dupuis & Dixon, 2002; Haarhoff et al., 2012). These concerns also relate 

to problems with medium-density housing due to technical issues including poor construction 

materials, poor design and weather-tightness, and questions around over loading existing 

infrastructure (Hoque, 2001; Rae & Dixon, 2001). Moreover, planning processes, procedures 

and zoning regulations have also been identified as potential barriers for intensive residential 

developments (Haarhoff et al., 2012). Despite infill housing accommodating some population 

growth in city-fringe suburbs since the 1980s, most housing in the latter part of the 20th century 

has been continuously provided by the expansion of new suburbs with stand-alone houses 

(Dunstall, 1981; Dupuis & Dixon, 2002). 

Earlier urban growth strategies have not been particularly effective in giving effect to 

intensification in Auckland, and it appeared to be facing difficulties to achieve its anticipated 

development results. As a percentage of total dwellings, the number of attached dwellings 

increased by only one percent between 2006 to 2013 (Statistics New Zealand, 2015). Up until 

2013, only 23 percent of dwellings were attached typologies. Thus, they continued to constitute 
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a relatively small proportion of Auckland’s housing stock, with detached dwellings 

representing 70 percent of total dwellings (Statistics New Zealand, 2015).  

Since 2013, the proportion of attached dwellings consented in Auckland has risen from 24 

percent to 46 percent in 2017/18 (see Figure 1.2, Auckland Council, 2018b), reflecting the 

growing number of attached housing typologies among the new housing stock in recent years 

(Haarhoff, 2019). However, the detached dwelling is still the predominant residential typology 

(Auckland Council, 2018b). The housing supply in Auckland has not kept pace with household 

growth (Austin, Gurran & Whitehead, 2014). According to the Auckland Council (2018c), 

based on the current “rates of population growth and household occupancy as of 2018, 

Auckland will likely require another 320,000 dwellings to be built by 2050” (about 540,000 

total dwellings in 2018) (p. 94). Thus, delivering the aims of urban growth strategies and 

achieving intended residential intensification outcomes, as well as facilitating market responses 

to higher density housing, are vital to meeting future population growth and housing demand.  

 

Figure 1.2 Consented dwellings by dwelling type (2012 – 2018) (Auckland Council, 2018b). 

1.3. Auckland Governance Reform and the Development of the Auckland 

Unitary Plan 

In 2007 the Government appointed a Royal Commission to explore the potential for long-term 

sustainable development for Auckland (Salmon, Bazley & Shand, 2009). The Royal 

Commission’s recommendations included “replacing the eight existing councils with one 

unitary, Auckland Council and establishing one integrated planning framework with one spatial 

plan and one district plan” (Imran & Pearce, 2015, p.19). This spatial plan (strategic plan) was 

to provide strategic direction and create the basis for integrated and aligned decision making 

and planning functions (Beattie, 2011).  
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With the aspiration of achieving a ‘quality compact city’, the resulting Auckland Plan 2012 

(the AP 2012) is the first-ever spatial plan for the entire urban region. The AP 2012 established 

a 30-year vision to better “align … internal operations, actions and investments” of Council 

(Auckland Council, 2012). The plan proposes that 60–70 percent of new dwellings be located 

within existing urban areas, and 30–40 percent in new greenfield and existing rural areas and 

coastal settlements (Auckland Council, 2012; Duguid & Chan, 2013).  

The delivery mechanisms of the AP 2012 include the Auckland Unitary Plan (the AUP) as the 

major tool for implementing the directions of the AP 2012, and provide land-use zoning to 

integrate and prioritise spatial development. The AUP is intended to have regard to the AP 

2012. The AUP is made up of a Regional Policy Statement1, Regional Plan2 (including a 

Regional Coastal Plan) and District Plans (Auckland Council, 2013). Its developed objectives, 

policies and methods (including rules) set goals and provisions to realise quality, sustainable 

and compact development for Auckland (Auckland Council, 2013).  

The AUP sets out to provide guidance for developments and serves as the primary document 

for meeting the obligations of the unitary authority for finding a balance between fostering 

positive natural environment effects and protecting community health and wellbeing. The 

underlying concept of the plan is ‘quality compact’ development, with the aim of providing 

intensification for areas identified as town centres and transit nodes. It projects that up to 70 

percent of future growth will be accommodated within the existing metropolitan area, through 

a combination of infill within city boundaries, limited peripheral development, and higher 

density housing developments (Auckland Council, 2013). 

The AUP has gone through a number of variations in the plan-making process. The draft 

Unitary Plan was released in March 2013, followed by 11 weeks of informal feedback through 

to May 2013. The idea of the informal feedback period was to encourage community 

engagement to assist in improving the Proposed Auckland Unitary Plan. The AUP was then 

notified (the Notified Version, the NV) on 30 September, 2013. An Independent Hearing Panel 

                                                
1 According to RMA section 59, “the purpose of a regional policy statement is to achieve the purpose of the Act 
by providing an overview of the resource management issues of the region and policies and methods to achieve 
integrated management of the natural and physical resources of the whole region” (ss59, RMA). 
2 According to RMA section 67, “the purpose of the preparation, implementation, and administration of regional 
plans is to assist a regional council to carry out any of its functions in order to achieve the purpose of this Act” 
(ss67, RMA) (available at 
http://legislation.govt.nz/act/public/1991/0069/latest/DLM233630.html?search=sw_096be8ed818b62e9_regiona
l+policy+statement_25_se&p=1 ) 
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(the Panel) was appointed to hear, consider submissions, and make recommendations on the 

AUP. The Panel held 249 days of hearings across 60 topics. On July 22, 2016, the Auckland 

Council received the Panel’s recommendations on the Plan. The Council decisions and its 

decisions version (the DV) were subsequently notified on 19 August, 2016. On 8 November 

2016, the Council released its annotated DV to show the parts that were under appeal and the 

parts that could be ‘treated as operative’ (Auckland Council, 2016; Liu et al., 2018). Further 

AUP provisions were updated on 15 March, 2019.  

1.4. Research Objectives and Overview of Research Methodology 

This thesis aims to contribute empirical insights into the land use planning to, externally, 

translate expected policy outcomes in the spatial plan and, internally, to its lower-level 

objectives and policies; achieve the stated policy outcomes; and facilitate market actors’ 

activities, in the delivery of residential intensification and higher density housing. Using 

Auckland as the research setting, the key research objectives of this thesis, therefore, are as 

follows: 

• Analyse the translation of intensification visions and policies of the land use plan, 

including (1) the external alignment with the spatial plan (strategic plan) visions and 

policies, and (2) the internal alignment within the land use plan between the higher-

level with the lower-level objectives and policies;  

• Evaluate the efficacy of the plan methods in delivering the intended intensification 

outcomes, including (1) enabling residential intensification than the legacy plans, and 

(2) achieving the stated policy outcomes in the plan;  

• Explore the market actors and planning professionals’ understandings, perspectives and 

practices on how well the land use plan realise the stated policy outcomes to facilitate 

intensification 

In seeking a better understanding of the research objectives, the research questions and sub-

questions derived from these objectives are as follows: 

(1) How well does the AUP Regional Policy Statement (RPS) align with intensification visions 

of the AP 2012, and are given effect by lower-level objectives and policies? 
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• How well do the AUP RPS objectives and policies have regard to the visions and 

policies of the AP 2012 associated with residential intensification? 

• How well do the AUP district- and zone-specific objectives and policies align with the 

RPS objectives and policies? 

(2) How well do the land use plan methods achieve the expected intensification outcomes? 

• How well do the land use plan methods enable residential intensification compared to 

the Legacy District Plans? 

• How well do the land use plan methods achieve the plan objectives and policies 

associated with intensification? 

(3) From the perspective and experience of developers and planning professionals, how well 

does the land use plan deliver the stated policy outcomes to facilitate intensification? 

Based on the planning theory underpinning the planning framework in New Zealand, this 

research employs integrative research methodology combining policy mapping, content 

evaluation, case study modelling and analysis, and in-depth qualitative interviews with 23 

market actors (developers and planning consultants) and planning professionals (including 

policy planner representatives, permit processing officials) (Figure 1.3). This research also 

explores whether plan efficacy for enabling intensification (as established through both the 

case study and interviews results) has been enhanced through the plan-making process by 

looking at the two versions of the AUP – the NV and the DV (the latter followed the public 

consultation and hearings by a panel of independent experts).  

This research critically analyses policy documents, case studies, and modelling of selected case 

study sites designated for intensified developments. The modelling and analysis results for the 

selected case studies enables the research to consider the effects and potential barriers of the 

plans to realising intensified developments. Six case studies across the Auckland region 

(medium- to higher-density housing developments) are examined, and the perceptions of 

planners and developers involved in these case studies are gathered to explore plan influences 

on their development outcomes (Figure 1.3). 

This thesis offers practical experience for stakeholders concerned with planning, evaluating 

and monitoring plans, engaging with market actors, and influencing and delivering housing. 

The research intends to further our understanding of the delivery of intensification goals 
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through the convergence between the case study modelling, plan evaluation, and the market 

actors and planning professionals’ perceptions and experience. It looks at plan tools and 

methods (including development rules) in relation to achieving stated plan outcomes and 

property actors’ practical experiences in seeking to realise denser developments.  

 

Q1: How well does the AUP Regional Policy 
Statement (RPS) align with intensification 
visions of the AP 2012, and are given effect by 
lower-level objectives and policies?  

How well do the land use plan 
methods enable residential 
intensification compared to the 
Legacy District Plans? 

How well do the AUP RPS 
objectives and policies have regard to 
the visions and policies of the AP 
2012 associated with residential 
intensification? 

Externally: link 
to the strategic 
visions 

  

Analysis of the 
case studies 

Q3: From the perspective and 
experience of developers and 
planning professionals, how well 
does the land use plan deliver the 
stated policy outcomes to facilitate 

Qualitative interview  

Developers 
  

Planning 
Consultants 

Policy 
planners 

  
Processing 
officials 

How well? perceived 
barriers and suggested 
improvements 

How well?  

Q2: How well do the land use 
plan methods achieve the 
expected intensification 
outcomes? 

How well does the land use plan (the AUP) in achieving 
the expected intensification outcomes?   

How well do the land use 
plan methods achieve the 
plan objectives and 
policies associated with 
intensification? Compare with the Legacy 

District Plans (superseded 
by the AUP) 

How well do the AUP district- 
and zone-specific objectives 
and policies align with the 
RPS objectives and policies?  

Internal alignment: 
between the RPS 
plan objectives and 
policies with the 
lower-level 
objectives and 
policies 

  
Policy mapping and content 
analysis  

Recommendations 

Figure 1.3 Research design and process 
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It intends to discern the strengths and weaknesses of the plan tools, rules, and approach in 

practice, and extend understanding of plan influences by exploring how planning professionals 

and key market actors interpret and utilise the plan approach, framework and policy outcomes. 

This further helps in identifying potential improvements to enhance land use planning 

practices. The analysis also reveals divergent views on appropriate planning regulations, plan 

approach and policy framework by developers, local council planners, and planning 

consultants. The thesis focuses on the statutory plan (the AUP) in Auckland, while the research 

methods, framework, policy implications and recommendations can be extended to other cities 

with similar planning model and are also seeking to achieve intensified residential 

developments.  

1.5. Thesis Structure  

Chapter 1 provides an introduction to contextualise the challenges of urban growth 

management strategies in constraining urban sprawl and delivering residential intensification. 

The key background context, and the research topic, research methods and content of the thesis 

are introduced.  

Chapter 2 presents a literature review of the delivery of residential intensification outcomes 

and plan goals and principles for residential intensification. It also reviews the relevant research 

on the rational comprehensive plan-making model, and plan implementation towards achieving 

intended outcomes. The theory and approaches to plan evaluation are also presented. It then 

provides a review of market responses and interactions with plans and planning seeking to 

implement residential intensification.  

In Chapter 3, urban governance, plan frameworks, planning system, and development permits 

process in New Zealand are described. The strategies and aims of the AP 2012 are discussed, 

and the development, structure and content of the AUP outlined.  

Chapter 4 describes the research methodology employed in the study for investigating the 

alignment of the AUP with the strategic vision outlined in the AP 2012, and how well the plan 

methods give effect to the intended policy outcomes laid out in the AUP. The selection process 

for the suburbs and case study developments is explained. Additionally, the interview 

approach, and the coding and analysis process for the semi-structured qualitative interviews 

are described.  



14 
 

Chapters 5 to 7 present the main body of findings drawn from the data and analysis results. 

Chapter 5 discusses whether the content of the land use plan (the AUP) has aligned with 

strategic vision and regional objectives and policies associated with residential intensification. 

It aims to examine whether the strategic vision of the spatial plans and regional objectives and 

policies are translated into the land use plan. Chapter 6 addresses the question of whether the 

plan methods and tools enable the achievement of the intended policy outcomes based on the 

selected case study developments. Chapter 7 scrutinises the interview results on developers and 

planners’ understandings of the plan framework, approach and intended outcomes. It also looks 

at market responsiveness to the AUP’s intention to promote medium- to higher-density housing 

developments, as well as the market actors’ perspectives on whether the plan policies and 

methods give effect to the desired policy outcomes.  

Finally, Chapter 8 and Chapter 9 present the discussion of the key findings of this study, the 

conclusions, implications for planning theory and practice, and outline the contributions and 

possible areas for future research.  

1.6. Scope of the Research 

This research examines statutory planning at the local government level in Auckland, New 

Zealand, in terms of achieving stated plan outcomes for residential intensification. The thesis 

looks at the Regional Policy Statement (RPS) and Statutory District Plan, and the alignment 

between the RPS and the Spatial Plan (the Auckland Plan 2012). However, other urban 

planning instruments outside the RMA process are not considered. One example is the Long 

Term Plan3, which specifies funding and financial management policies as outlined in the Local 

Government (Auckland Council) Act 2009. Further, the impacts of the Central Government’s 

National Policy Statement (NPS) 4  or National Environmental Standards (NES) 5  are not 

examined in the analysis. Nevertheless, some of the thesis findings may reflect on and have 

implications for the Long Term Plan and National Policy Statement. In addition, because the 

AUP essentially became operative (i.e., most of its provisions became operative) in 2016 before 

the 2017 RMA amendment took effect, the impacts of these amendments are not considered in 

this thesis.   

                                                
3 10-year budget, setting out the activities, services and investments for the next 10 years  
4 According to the RMA section 52(2), NPSs state objectives and policies for matters of national significance.  
5 According to the RMA section 43, NES are regulations that prescribe standards can be applied regionally or 
nationally.  
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Chapter 2. Literature Review    

2.1. Introduction  

This literature review first examines earlier research on the rational comprehensive model, and 

its underlying plan assumptions and principles in the New Zealand context. It then looks at 

existing studies on theories and approaches for plan evaluations, and the features of 

development standards supporting the achievement of intensification outcomes. Next, it 

considers the roles of planning and market actors and interplay between them on the realisation 

of intended plan goals, followed by a review of studies on the perceptions and experience of 

market actors involved in the development of higher density housing. Lastly, it looks at the 

influence of plans on their activities toward intensified residential development. 

2.2. Rational Comprehensive Plan-Making Model and Underlying 

Assumptions 

2.2.1 Rational Comprehensive Model  

Planning after the Second World War was significantly influenced by the concept of rationality. 

The rational, comprehensive theory that developed as one of the major strands of thought in 

planning theory at that time has since dominated planning processes (Camhis, 1978; Friedmann 

& Hudson, 1974). It seeks to compel a new social order through design and control of the built 

environment and advocates the systematic assessment of plan alternatives before selecting a 

solution approach (Alexander, 2016; Baer, 1997). The process starts with identifying the 

problem, and establishing and evaluating planning criteria (Stuart, 1969). Alternatives are then 

generated, assessed, and the optimal option selected, after which measures and procedures to 

implement the solution are identified, followed by monitoring the process and evaluating the 

outcomes (Hostovsky, 2006). Accordingly, rational decision making assumes a consistent set 

of ends: it is ‘functional’ rather than ‘substantive’ (Banfield, 1959, p. 365).  

This planning model presumes that plan goals and objectives are translated into policies and 

instruments to address specific challenges or issues and generate the outcomes expected 

(Laurian et al., 2010). Plans are regarded as the blueprints by which the proposed developments 

adhere to the plan objectives and policies (Berke et al., 2006; Soria & Valenzuela, 2013). This 

approach correlates with conformance-based evaluations, which assume close alignment 
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between the plan objectives, development proposals and outcomes (Brody, Carrasco, & 

Highfield, 2006; Laurian et al. 2004a, 2006b). The success of the plan is assessed by the extent 

of conformance between the plan visions and the implementation of measures and plan 

procedures (Alexander, 2006; Oliveira & Pinho, 2010). The design of conformance-based 

evaluation approaches is thus based on judging whether and to what extent the plan 

instruments, proposals and development outcomes match the plan goals (Berke et al., 2006).  

The rational comprehensive approach has been criticised in the literature for several reasons. 

First, some scholars have raised questions about whether it is effective in influencing decisions 

(e.g. Black, 1990). Second, the conception of rational choice relies on decision-makers 

considering all possible alternatives and consequences to ensure that the best solution is 

selected and implemented (Shrivastava, & Grant, 1985), which is unrealistic from a 

knowledge-capacity perspective (Banfield, 1973). Third, the rational comprehensive approach 

has been questioned because it requires agreement on very complicated problems (Lindblom, 

1979). Some researchers have acknowledged that it is technically challenging to adequately 

define planning issues and identify “direct causal linkages between plan goals and outcomes 

and in quantifying goals in measurable terms” (Guyadeen & Seasons, 2016). However, it is not 

the intention of this research to add to the debate on the benefits and disadvantages of the 

rational-comprehensive model. Rather, it aims to explore the effectiveness of land-use plan 

tools under the rational-comprehensive model for realising intended plan outcomes.  

2.2.2 Plan Making and Implementation Model in New Zealand and Assumptions for Plan 

Alignment  

While the rational-comprehensive model remains controversial in the literature, the current 

planning system in New Zealand which has developed under the Resource Management Act 

(RMA)6 and the Local Government Act (LGA)7 is underpinned by a conformance-based, 

rational plan-making and implementation model (Beattie, 2013; Ericksen et al., 2003; Laurian 

et al., 2004, 2010). These acts follow the requirements and assumptions of the rational decision-

making model by providing a sequenced and structured approach to decision making that aids 

in ensuring discipline and consistency through the whole process (Beattie, 2013; Ericksen et 

al., 2003). Further, the existing research on plan-making, implementation and evaluation in 

                                                
6 Resource Management Act (RMA) is the main piece of legislation in New Zealand that sets out how to manage 
the environment. 
7 Local Government Act (LGA) states “the purpose of local government, provides a framework and powers for 
local authorities to decide which activities they undertake and the manner in which they will undertake them.” 
(available at http://www.legislation.govt.nz/act/public/2002/0084/latest/versions.aspx)  
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New Zealand mainly employs a conformance-based approach that is concerned with the 

coherence between the development outputs and the goals of plans (Beattie, 2012; Berke et al., 

2006; Laurian et al., 2004). 

The hierarchy of plans and policy statements under the RMA 1991 mandates that objectives 

and policies at a higher-level are given effect by lower-level objectives and policies (Beattie, 

2013). Further, the theory and planning framework underpinning the RMA are given effect as 

rational plan-making, implementation and decision-making governance model that translates 

into a cascade approach for aligning issues, objectives, policies, plan methods (including rules), 

and the anticipated outputs. This enables local authorities to initiate, establish, implement, and 

review the issues, objectives, policies, and plan methods for mitigating the impacts of land use 

and development on the environment (Beattie, 2013). It also requires that the AUP is internally 

aligned to ensure that the envisaged outcomes are realised. As such, the following assumptions 

are made:  

• the land use plan should align with higher-level plans and achieve internal alignment  

• the land use plan should enable the intended plan outcomes to be achieved.  

Delivering intensification requires shifting “prevailing development patterns in ways that are 

enduring. This means ensuring that plans, incentives and controls are properly aligned and 

mutually supportive” (Turok, 2011, p. 473). Alignment within and between plans facilitates 

plan certainty and users’ acquaintance with the plan, and reduces the probability of different 

interpretations and unintended consequences, whilst misaligned policies are a major cause of 

policy conflict and difficulties in achieving stable agreements (Brehmer, 1974). Further, a lack 

of alignment between plans and policies makes it difficult for plan stakeholders and users to 

understand the existing policies.  

Plan alignment also has several dimensions, which include the consistent deployment of plan 

goals and the alignment with the plan itself (Meck, 1996; Norton, 2008). Brody et al. (2006) 

traced the implementation of state planning mandates within local plans through the 

measurement of the conformance between local plans and policy goals at higher levels. Soria 

and Valenzuela (2013) assessed the consonance between the objectives and proposals of 

municipal plans with the obligatory provisions in the metropolitan-level plan.  

In parallel with assessing the robustness of the relationship between higher-level and lower-

level plan goals, addressing alignment offers an opportunity to take a comprehensive look 
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across policy frameworks and reinforce their coherence (Bowman, 2006). Through coding the 

content of a plan to establish a high-level of internal alignment in one case and a low-level in 

another (Thomas & Bertolini, 2014), an examination of policy or plan documents can 

illuminate the degree of alignment in policies and plans as a criterion for quality (Alexander & 

Faludi, 1989).  

In the Auckland context, according to section 32 report8 for the Proposed Auckland Unitary 

Plan (Auckland Council, 2013), “the Auckland Plan is considered to be a document to which 

the AUP shall ‘have regard to’. In addition, as stated in the section 79 of the Local Government 

Act (2009), “the Auckland Plan must establish the platform for alignment of implementation 

plans, regulatory plans and funding programmes within Council itself”. Moreover, regional 

and district plans are required to ‘give effect to’ RPSs (section 67(3) and 75(3) of the RMA). 

The AUP, as a combined document of RPS, RP and DPs, should ensure its internal alignment 

between the lower-level (district-, zone-specific levels) objectives and policies with the RPS 

objectives and policies.  

2.3. Land Use Plan in Achieving the Expected Outcomes for Residential 

Intensification  

It has been increasingly recognised that the quality and strength of the adopted plans do not 

necessarily correlate with the success or otherwise of implementing the plan (Brody & 

Highfield, 2005). However, poor quality plans have been verified as likely to result in weak 

implementation (Laurian et al., 2004). A quality plan should explicitly identify the fact bases, 

issues and challenges faced, articulate strong objectives and policies that are targeted at the 

identified problems; and include clear measures and procedures for how the plan should be 

implemented, with specific tasks and a schedule outlining when these tasks are to be performed 

(Stevens, Lyles & Berke, 2014; Tang, Bright & Brody, 2009), including allocating appropriate 

resources (both human and financial). The plan should also indicate when the plan review and 

evaluation should be carried out, and detail assessment measures and procedures (Berke et al., 

2006; Brody, 2003; Tang et al., 2011). Failure to include, or insufficiently fulfil these 

assumptions make it challenging to determine whether or not a plan can yield the anticipated 

influences, and whether the outcomes are beneficial for the community (Stevens, 2013). 

                                                
8 Section 32 report requires to examine “the appropriateness of a policy statement, plan, plan change, regulation, 
or standard in achieving the purpose of the RMA, identify the benefits and costs, and risks of new policies and 
rules”. 
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Furthermore, the land use plan should promote and facilitate plan stakeholders and market 

actors’ responses and activities to deliver the expected residential development outcomes, 

which will be discussed later.   

As a generic term for the process of making the city more compact, intensification has been 

widely described as the processes and (or) strategies that encourage development at a higher 

density within a defined area (Burton, 2002; Lock, 1995). Residential intensification, which 

frequently refers to a change in residential density (Lin & Yang, 2006), is described as an 

increase in building, site or housing unit densities within targeted urban or suburban areas, 

making the urban form more densified in terms of more people and dwellings in the same area 

(Auckland Council, 2012; Minnery, 1992, p. 23).  

In the Auckland context, intensification is defined as an increase of density within the defined 

area (Auckland Council, 2012; 2013; Auckland Regional Council, 1998). For planning 

practice, the increase in density is measured as a percentage and applied to the estimated gross 

floor area (GFA) of predicted maximum development (Qian, Fan & Chan, 2016). More 

saleable GFA often means more profits for developers (Qian, Fan & Chan, 2016), and can act 

as measures to increase the motivation of developers. The GFA, as defined in the AUP, is the 

sum of the total floor area of all buildings on a site (Auckland Council, 2013), and is expected 

to increase in accordance with the goals of the AUP regarding intensification (Chan, Tang & 

Wong, 2002). Moreover, based on the AUP goals of increased building density and dwelling 

density, the number of units provided for in the AUP should increase, rather than decrease, to 

meet the plan goals to accommodate more population growth. This is an important indicator 

for assessing the intensification potential enabled by the plan toward future growth, as outlined 

in the DV of the AUP with regard to measuring progress towards residential intensification 

(Auckland Council, 2016). Residential intensification and an increase in the number of 

dwellings are expected to be better realised by the new land use plan (the AUP) compared to 

the legacy plans.  

Other factors are acknowledged as affecting the realisation of intended outcomes, for example, 

the organisational culture (Davies, 1999), political hurdles (Gunder & Hillier, 2009), and the 

difficulties faced by planners in finding the right indicators to measure achievements 

(Guyadeen, 2018). However, the focus of this research is examining the effects of land use 

rules (or development standards) on achieving the intended residential intensification goals.  
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Development rules specify minimum requirements for the types of developments that are 

permitted or forbidden in particular areas. Residential density is controlled by regulations 

establishing setbacks, lot size, coverage and frontage, and is also a function of street width, 

housing type, unit size and building height (Talen, 2013). Variations in these standards widely 

affect the way land use plans support or deter intensification, mainly through regulations such 

as use, density, and building coverage (Pendall, 1999; Talen, 2013). Specifically, in 

intensification development, lot sizes and setbacks are smaller, and lot coverage and building 

height are higher (if specified). Further, set rules such as “maximum units per acre, minimum 

lot size per unit, minimum street frontage per unit” (Talen, 2013, p. 182), front yard setbacks 

and side yards can reduce land-use efficiency and cause more land depletion (Talen & Knapp, 

2003). Generous setback rules guarantee weak intersections with increased land consumption 

(Talen, 2013). Overall, in intensive development, lot sizes, yards, and setbacks requirements 

are smaller, and the degree of building coverage is greater (Table 2.1).  

Nevertheless, proscriptive standards take on meaning only when they are compared to other 

plan provisions or ideal standards (Talen & Knapp, 2003). Replacing seven District Plans and 

four Regional Plans, the AUP aims to deliver a compact city, and promote urban growth, 

intensification and higher residential density (Auckland Council, 2012; 2013; 2016). It is 

therefore expected that the AUP better contributes to the intended outcomes associated with 

intensification and higher residential density than would the Legacy District Plans (LDPs). This 

thesis aims to compare the AUP provisions with the superseded land use plans – the LDPs in 

Auckland. First, this is an appropriate way to empirically investigate the former and current 

policies and rules relating to intensification, since it is reasonable to expect that the plan 

methods (including development rules/standards) should align with plan goals to better provide 

for intensification than the legacy plans, and be consistent with the intensification principles. 

Second, analysis of their texts is a reasonably efficient and straightforward method for 

acquiring data from various plans (or different plan versions in the plan development process), 

and for enabling comparisons to be made with other cities or regions.  
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Table 2.1 Features of development standards for facilitating residential intensification  

Variables  Expected feature (compared with 
LDPs standards) 

The Gross Floor Area (GFA) of the plan-enabled envelope + 

The theoretical maximum unit number of the plan-enabled envelope + 

Maximum density + 

Maximum building coverage  + 

Minimum dwelling size – 

Maximum building height  + 

Minimum setbacks  – 

Minimum yards  – 

2.4. Plan Evaluation in Achieving Intended Outcomes   

2.4.1 Progress in Measuring Plan in Achieving Intended Outcomes 

Since the mid-1990s, increasing attention has been paid to evaluating the content and quality 

of plans, and more studies have considered the utilisation of plans and plan implementation 

(for example, Berke et al., 2006). Less attention has been paid to whether plan goals and 

policies are realised (Laurian et al., 2010). A relatively smaller number of studies have 

measured conformance between land use and the stated goals of plans. In a study comparing 

intended and actual land uses, Alterman and Hill (1978) empirically measured the 

implementation of a land use plan and the effects of various factors (e.g., greater flexibility in 

zoning, and other more specific policies) on the extent of implementation. Further, Talen and 

Anselin (1998) evaluated whether and to what degree the stated goals of equitable distribution 

and access to playgrounds were achieved in Colorado, and Knaap et al. (1998) compared the 

actual development of a light rail project with theory-based predictions for urban development 

patterns.  

Laurian et al. (2010) appeared to be the first to have proposed a comprehensive plan outcome 

evaluation (POE) methodology, and they tested the study method in New Zealand. The POE 

methodology (1) examines the coherence of plan components, (2) discusses whether or not the 

observable outcomes match the plan goals, and (3) uses expert knowledge to discern the 

influence of plan provisions on development results. Arguing that ex-post evaluations are rarely 

carried out in practice, the study focused on ex-post assessment and the observable 

development outputs (Laurian et al., 2010). 
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Beattie (2013) developed a method for mapping intended outcomes for the landscape and 

ecology elements of District Plans in Auckland and compared them with actual developments. 

The findings revealed that the majority of the selected sites did not achieve the intended policy 

outcomes. He further interviewed planning professionals about the reasons why the District 

Plans had not achieved their desired developments. 

Based on a conformance-based approach, Soria and Valenzuela (2013) proposed a method for 

evaluating metropolitan plans (MPE methodology), which can be applied in on-going and ex-

post evaluations. When the approach was applied in Spain, it revealed insufficient capacity in 

metropolitan plans and the weak alignment between metropolitan-level and local-level 

planning. 

These earlier studies have revealed the sophistication and complexity required to evaluate plan 

outcomes. Another challenge relates to a lack of consensus on evaluation methodologies. The 

existing studies on outcomes generally occur when the planning program is complete or 

substantially complete. However, assessments of the achievements of intended plan outcomes 

(objectives and goals) during plan implementation are also essential to discern whether plans 

correspond to goals and policies in order to achieve the preferred outcome (Guyadeen & 

Laurian et al., 2004; Seasons, 2016; Stevens, 2013). Establishing on-going and ex-post 

assessment approach and empirical investigation are necessary for plan review and monitoring 

to discover whether a plan’s visions and goals are translated to the land use plan and further 

direct, specific developments. 

2.4.2 Plan Evaluation Theory and Approach  

Most of the existing plan evaluations in New Zealand have been conducted as ex-post 

evaluations. A number of studies have variously investigated plan making and plan quality for 

district plans (Beattie, 2010; Ericksen et al., 2004; Haarhoff et al., 2012); ex-post plan outcomes 

(Laurian et al., 2010); and influential factors and their degree of influence on plan 

implementation from both conformance and performance perspectives (Berke et al., 2006; 

Laurian et al., 2004a, b).  

Planning theories for plan evaluation mainly centre on two approaches: conformance-based 

and performance-based approaches. Correlating with the rational-comprehensive model, the 

conformance-based approach “treats a plan or policy like a blueprint” (Barrett & Fudge, 1981; 

Laurian et al., 2004a; Talen, 1996). It assesses success or failure by examining the extent of 
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conformance between “the outcomes achieved in reality, plan intentions, and promotion of 

planning objectives” (Alexander, 2006). Because it assumes that plan objectives are translated 

into policies and methods, it focuses on how closely development proposals and decisions 

conform to the declared objectives and policies (Berke et al., 2006; Laurian et al., 2004a;b), 

and whether the plan goals and anticipated outcomes are realised. The conformance-based 

approach assumes observable linkages between plan purposes, measures, activities and 

outcomes, and requires explicitly defined objectives and logically developed and thoroughly 

implemented measures, methods and procedures (Laurian et al., 2010). Nevertheless, this 

approach has been challenged because of “the difficulties in adequately defining planning 

problems and quantifying goals in measurable terms” (Guyadeen & Seasons, 2016, p. 218). 

The communicative-action approach views the plan as providing guidance or a framework for 

decision making, and looks at the functionality and performance of plans, rather than the 

alignment between goals and outcomes (Baer, 1997). The ‘performance-based approach’ 

examines the output of the planning process – the plan itself to judge if the plan is indeed 

functioning as envisioned (Laurian et al., 2010). This approach focuses on how well the plan 

operates as a guide for the decision-making process (Baer, 1997), and whether its 

implementation enhances the expected outcomes (Laurian et al., 2004a). In performance-based 

evaluation, no matter whether the actual plan outcomes conform to the plan goals, the plan is 

regarded as ‘performed’ if it is used for decision making. This approach looks at whether 

stakeholders consult the plan, and whether it aids in clarifying alternatives and choices, and 

plays a part in decision situations (Faludi, 2000; Guyadeen, 2016; Laurian et al., 2010). 

However, this approach has been subject to much criticism on the grounds that the evaluation 

may be thwarted by the collaborative approach of planning with its evolving and conflicting 

values and interests (Laurian et al., 2010), and because it is time-consuming, costly, and has “a 

more limited focus when compared with the conformance-based approach” (Guyadeen, 2016, 

p. 222). 

Recognising the complexities and uncertainties of planning, in addition to these two dominant 

evaluation approaches, researchers have argued for an integrative approach. Berke et al. (2006) 

compared the use of conformance- and performance-based approaches, and Oliveira and Pinho 

(2010) proposed a Plan-Process-Results (PPR) model for plan evaluation that integrates 

elements from rational ex-ante, conformance, and performance evaluation. More recently, 

Lyles, Berke and Simith (2016) conducted a survey questionnaire to assess the conformance 
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and performance of local hazard mitigation plans in the United States to implement national 

planning goals.  

According to Alexander (2006), depending on the function of the plan and the context, “a 

conformance-based approach is required when a plan is meant to be implemented” (Guyadeen 

& Seasons, 2016, p. 219). However, a performance-based approach may be more proper in a 

decision-centred view of planning (Oliveira & Pinho, 2010). In general, there has been a 

tendency toward adhering to the rational evaluative, conformance-based approach (Guyadeen 

& Seasons, 2016; Laurian et al., 2010). This is in part because it is closely related to the rational 

comprehensive model planning process, and is better suited to evaluating the realisation of the 

goals of certain plan elements (Laurian et al., 2010). For instance, Laurian et al. (2004) 

established a conformance-based Plan Implementation Evaluation (PIE) methodology and then 

analysed relevant plans and planning permits to assess the degree to which stormwater and 

urban amenity plan policies are implemented in New Zealand. Brody et al. (2006) explored the 

effectiveness and influence of anti-sprawl planning policies on spatial patterns and 

environmental consequences. Padeiro (2016) examined the links between land-use changes and 

municipal master plans approved in Lisbon, identifying the conforming and non-conforming 

changes. Typically, plan content analysis and plan evaluation are two common approaches for 

evaluation studies. 

Plan content analysis approaches use coding protocols to measure the degree to which certain 

plan policies (or themes) set out by the researchers in advance are present within a set of plans 

(Berke & Godschalk 2009; Gurran, Gilbert & Phibbs, 2015; Lyles & Stevens, 2014; Norton, 

2008). The plan content analysis approach has been adopted to test the implementation of 

sustainable development principles (Berke & Conroy, 2000; Berke et al., 2006), affordable 

housing (Hoch, 2007), and the adoption of smart growth principles in small communities 

(Edwards & Haines, 2007). Plan content analysis has also been used to measure the qualities 

of a successful plan (Berke & Godschalk, 2009; Lyles & Stevens, 2014). The methodological 

approach of content analysis, typically, involves designing protocol and scoring options, and 

identifying “coding items and specific rules for assigning scores” (Lyles & Stevens, 2014, p. 

440).  

Typically, plan evaluation can be applied during three stages of planning. First are ex-ante 

evaluations, which take place prior to plan implementation when choosing between planning 

alternatives during plan-making and preparation. The second is the ongoing evaluation of 
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planning practice and the realisation of intended outcomes during plan implementation (Baer, 

1997; Hopkins, 2001; Ryan, 2011). The third are ex-post evaluations, which are generally 

carried out after the plan is implemented (Khakee, 2000; Oliveira & Pinho, 2010; Talen, 1996). 

To date, given planners’ strong interests in plan-making, ex-ante evaluations have been the 

dominant form of plan evaluation, as reflected in the development of ex-ante evaluative 

frameworks for identifying and selecting optimal solutions in planning practice. However, 

evaluations during on-going and ex-post phases are closely related, but often “forgotten 

phases” of practice (Berke et al., 2006; Seasons, 2003). Evaluations during the implementation 

and ex-post phases are rarely carried out, due to a lack of consensus on and acceptance of these 

evaluation methods.  

Accomplishing planning goals is an essential task of plan implementation, as well as a vital 

sign of planning success (Alexander, 2009; Talen, 1996). However, the importance of whether 

the plan goals are realised, especially during the on-going phase, is often overlooked by the 

existing evaluation approach, to predict, foresee, and evaluate potential outcomes before the 

plan program is complete. Furthermore, plan delivery is reliant on the responses and actions of 

the actors involved (Guyadeen & Seasons, 2016). Empirical evidence and analysis are required 

for an effective evaluation, which should also include the attitudes, perspectives and experience 

of stakeholders and plan users on the plan quality, tools, framework, approach and methods to 

achieve the intended outcomes.  

According to Laurian et al. (2010) study in New Zealand, “evaluation is a commonly forgotten 

step in practice” (p. 746). The outcome evaluation is required to be carried out in less than a 

five-year time in New Zealand. Nevertheless, it is rarely carried out by local authorities. The 

planning professionals have been facing difficulties to embrace evaluation methods. More 

empirical studies are essential to investigate how the plans, objectives and policies intended to 

achieve plan outcomes (e.g. increasing residential densities) are implemented, to further 

explore the delivery of policy concerning plan aims and practices of the stakeholders utilising 

the plan. 

A study employing the evaluative framework, during on-going and ex-post phases, to measure 

plan goals and whether the intended outcomes are realised is essential to allow the linking of 

plan quality to plan implementation as assessed by key stakeholders and plan users. Systematic 

evaluation that can be used for on-going assessments, coupled with market and plan 

stakeholders’ understandings and experience on the plan influences on their practices, enable 
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to identify specific plan strengths and weaknesses and to examine how well the plans realise 

the desirable benefits (Berke & Godschalk, 2009). 

2.5. The Roles of Planning and Market Actors in Residential Development 

The actors involved in plan making, implementation and decision making, and the consensus 

among them also impact the degree to which plan goals are actualised (David, 2015). A range 

of actors and agencies, including (but not limited to) those in the construction sector, financial 

institutions, government departments and agencies, and non-profit institutions can perform to 

affect plan capacities to promote market performance (Adams & Tiesdell, 2010).  

The majority of studies focus on stakeholders’ knowledge and perspectives on plan efficacy 

for achieving the intended goals, in particular professional planners’ insights on plan elements, 

as well as the supporting factors for, or barriers to, realising plan goals (Guyadeen, 2016). For 

example, Tang and Brody (2009) included planners’ contribution as a factor in planning 

capacity in local environmental planning. Through expert-driven workshops with local 

practitioners, Laurian et al. (2010) explored experts’ knowledge of the planning process, and 

related outputs and factors that influence the development results. Beattie (2013) interviewed 

18 district plan policy-planners to gather their insights on the reasons for the disconnect 

between plan methods and intended outcomes. In a study by Göçmen and LaGro (2016) on 

residential planning practices, they investigated local sustainability planning and the 

perspectives of local government planning staff on sustainability and development techniques. 

More recently, Guyadeen (2018) explored Canadian planning professionals’ views on the 

relevance and impacts of plan quality characteristics, arguing their views on plan quality are 

rarely assessed by researchers; however, should be actively engaged in these discussions.  

The understandings and perceptions of policy planners, consent (permit) officers and planning 

consultants, as the plan-making and implementation agencies and important plan users, play a 

critical role in articulating, interpreting and influencing the implementation of plan outcomes, 

and shaping the built environment in practice (Beattie, 2013; Göçmen & LaGro, 2016). 

However, in the neo-liberal contexts, as in New Zealand, Australia, and the United Kingdom, 

most developments are delivered by developers and associated actors. In planning, there is an 

ongoing discussion around the “status of neo-liberalism as a determinant of the physical and 

economic realities in cities” (Sager, 2014, p. 268). 



27 
 

New Zealand is a liberal society where private sector developers dominate the allocation of 

public services and housing provisions, and the government takes a reactive rather than a 

proactive role (Murphy, 2008; 2011). Developers take the central role in housing provision by 

“bringing together capital, labour, and rights in land” (Adams et al., 2012). They acquire land, 

obtain the permits, demolish or redevelop existing buildings, subdivide, and sometimes provide 

infrastructure.  

A growing number of scholars like Gunder and Hillier (2009) consider the “‘invisible guiding 

hand’ of the capital market ensures a collective common good” (p. 91), and the loss of faith in 

the effectiveness of the rational approach to deal with urban issues has brought about “the 

domination of market-led values” (p. 91). Market actors play a critical influencing role in 

whether their proposals for developments conform to the declared plan goals (Berke et al., 

2006). Their interpretations, responses, and activities impact on the way planning policies and 

theories are translated into practice (Berke et al., 2006). They regulate, shape and stimulate 

plan delivery for development (Adams et al., 2012), and directly affect plan capacity to deliver 

the intended outcomes. Developers in New Zealand rely heavily on planning consultants to 

evaluate the feasibility, interpret plans, and formulate development practices (Miller, 2015). 

Planning consultants are thus a significant part of planning in New Zealand (Miller, 2015), 

influencing both the public and private sector’s practices and outputs, such as preparing district 

plans, planning development permits (resource consents), and processing major resource 

consents. While planners are seen to be increasingly engaging and intervening in the production 

of the built environment, they require a more sophisticated comprehension of the motives and 

behaviours of market actors in order to positively influence their activities (Adams et al., 2012). 

In response to the call for “a more thorough understanding of the development industry as a 

prerequisite to effective urban policy-making” (Adams et al., 2012, p.2577), in addition to 

planners’ views on the land use plan in achieving intended goals, this study also looks at the 

influence, effectiveness and obstacles of land use plan that market actors (developer and 

planning consultants) perceived in framing the development project and delivering the 

intensive developments. 
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2.6. Land Use Planning and Market Actors Activities in Achieving Intended 

Plan Outcomes  

The doctrine of neo-liberalism believes in the supremacy of the market over state-directed 

decision making (Harvey, 2007), and state policies are seen as inhibiting competitive markets 

(Purcell, 2009). In other words, the “market is superior to the limited information processing 

capacity and decision-making capabilities of any structured planning process or 

institutionalised system” (Alexander, 2014, p. 533). When applied to planning, neo-liberalism 

represents a transition from regulation towards development facilitations (Healey et al., 2002; 

Sager, 2011). While the implementation of neoliberalism in planning is inherently variegated 

in nature (Brenner, Peck, & Theodore, 2010), “planning system frames market operations, 

defining permissible land uses, maintaining property rights and providing supporting 

infrastructure” (Ruming & Goodman, 2016, p. 84). The planning system also facilitates 

economic performance.  

The behaviour and decisions of developers shape the built environment. However, developers 

have to obtain approvals from council technical departments, and sometimes they may need to 

contribute to additional infrastructure costs (Taylor, Harman, Heyenga & Mcallister, 2012). 

Their development outcomes are evaluated against the plan to determine whether the stated 

plan objectives are being achieved. The core methodology the RMA sets limits on 

environmental impacts, however, it lacks a mechanism to ensure market forces comply with 

these limits (Jones, Coombes, & Wong, 2012).  

Perhaps, there is always the potential for tension between planning and the market because the 

purpose of plan policies, to some extent, is to moderate or navigate market forces (Jones, 2014). 

Nonetheless, local plans not only regulate the property market, but also steer and stimulate it 

(Jones, 2014). Planning can directly influence on the development market and have an indirect 

impact on market investment and plan users “through three types of policy instrument intended 

respectively to shape, regulate and stimulate markets” (Adams & Tiesdell, 2010, p. 195). The 

interests of developers, in conjunction with community backlash, also appear to have the 

capacity to weaken planning systems by influencing policy settings (Gurran & Ruming, 2016). 

According to Oxley (2004), planning activities make “the relationship between planning and 

market symbiotic rather than dichotomous” (p. 61).  
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Even though the planning process is only one element affecting the decisions of market actors 

(Gurran & Phibbs, 2013), “planning is capable of moderately accelerating positive trends and 

retarding negative trends” (Langlois, 2010, p. 449). Indeed, actively involved in engaging, 

shaping, framing, and re-framing property markets (Ferrari, & Lee, 2010), planners should 

recognise and understand that they are already ‘market actors’ (Adams et al., 2012). Therefore, 

policy formation, plan implementation and market monitoring will be more effective “if the 

analytical framework that frames this activity reflects the market structures and processes” 

(Ferrari, Laughlin & Watkins, 2011, p. 398). As such, in spite of ongoing debate on how to 

efficiently and adequately formulate market activities, and whether planning has too much 

influence on residential developments, it is reasonable to expect that plans and policies can be 

better formulated to reflect market processes and stimulate market responsiveness. 

With regard to planning, alongside neoliberalism comes greater levels of flexibility and 

discretion in responding to specific conditions and circumstances, and using a flexible and 

adaptive process to inform professional judgement (Kwok, Johnson & Pojani, 2018). In 

contrast to the regulatory zoning approach that is frequently linked to more certainty through 

greater adherence to planning prescriptions, this discretionary approach is connected to 

neoliberal, flexible decision making, which responds to accommodate change and offers 

possibilities for negotiation (Kwok, Johnson & Pojani, 2018; Steele & Ruming, 2012). 

However, this discretion is largely reliant on subjective interpretations by planning 

professionals and market actors. “Negative” discretion can be costly when there is ambiguity 

or conflict in the system, or a gap in terms of capacity and skills to implement these 

discretionary assessments (Kwok, Johnson & Pojani, 2018; Nel, 2016).  

This flexible discretionary approach is frequently accompanied by uncertainty and potential 

planning delays. The planning changes or reforms themselves are, sometimes, considered to 

create uncertainties, subsequently leading to more complexity and delays (Gurran & Phibbs, 

2013). The uncertain process and long-time frames for development control and decision 

making, however, generally result in low responsiveness in terms of improved housing supply 

(Ball, 2011), with an increased likelihood of general dissatisfaction with the outcomes. In the 

interests of efficiency, there have been calls for more speed and predictability in the planning 

process. Certainty in the planning process and assessment of development proposals are often 

perceived by both the private sector and planning officials as beneficial to development 

interests (Steele & Ruming, 2012). Both groups believe that an effective balance between 
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flexibility and certainty (but not prioritising one over the other) is more conducive to promoting 

sustainable development (Steele & Ruming, 2012).  

Financial feasibility and its effects on growth often play an important role in measures to 

stimulate the urban housing market (Janssen-Jansen, 2013). A financial feasibility assessment 

in Sydney argued that the higher densities are only likely to be feasible in locations where land 

values are sufficiently high to drive redevelopment (Troy et al., 2017). It seems that financial 

feasibility and its evaluation are not always sufficiently considered, for example, for social 

housing projects in Europe (Tajani & Morano, 2015). Nevertheless, developers are driven by 

opportunistic behaviour, subject to competition, and tend to “circumvent the formal regulatory 

framework to achieve financial objectives” (Foo & Wong, 2014, p. 194).  

The argument that planning renders development unfeasible has resulted in much debate 

(Adams & Tiesdell, 2010), particularly when the costs of development are increased by delays 

due to planning delivery. Developers often regard planning and zoning regulations as ‘a set of 

constraints’, and they oppose the policies they perceive as potentially reducing housing value 

(Downs, 2004). On the one hand, planning has been criticised as insufficiently acknowledging 

the effectiveness of spontaneous market order, and has the difficulties in overriding it. On the 

other hand, the government is regarded as interfering too much in the affairs of market actors, 

but in the meantime, has planned its activities inefficiently and insufficiently (Holcombe, 

2013). Further, evidence from individual developers in Australia revealed their concerns on the 

costs of the planning process, particularly around the uncertainty created by planning 

requirements (Gurran & Phibbs, 2013). 

The effects of growth management policies on housing value and feasibility are heavily 

dependent on the design and implementation of these policies. Where land-use plan regulations 

and controls are overly rigid, the housing developments and diversity of their products may be 

constrained, resulting in price inflation (Gilbert & Gurran, 2018). In New Zealand, the resource 

consent process is criticised as being slow and costly (Austin et al., 2014). Furthermore, urban 

growth plans and policies that provide inadequate land-use zoned for development also affect 

the housing market and house prices (Nelson et al., 2004). In Australia, burdens arising from 

planning regulation and spatial policies for urban containment have also imposed costs on 

residential developments (Gurran & Phibbs, 2013).  

Taken together, creating the right balance between planning regulations and the hegemony of 

the market is a challenge and remains controversial in the academic debate. The planning for 
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land and property development is contended to be among the least efficient and effective 

planning (Adams & Tiesdell, 2010; Balchin, Kieve, & Bull, 1988). While it remains 

controversial whether planning is the primary reason for the slack housing provisions (Gurran 

& Phibbs, 2013), it is viewed as lacking in terms of systematically analysing the land and 

property market (Jones, 2014), and often regarded as being opposed to the market (Healey, 

1992). The formal structure of the regulatory framework is regarded by Giddens (1984) as 

‘enabling while constraining’, who emphasises the importance of reconciling the interests of 

developers and planners to maximise the outcomes. Market forces and their interaction with 

policy-making play a crucial role in shaping future housing development. 

As such, investigation on how well a land use plan and plan-making provide the ‘tools’ to 

facilitate the delivery of plan outcomes, emphasises the need for mixed, systematic empirical 

research on a plan’s capacity and market stakeholders’ experience in achieving intended 

purposes. This study examines local plan and development actions for achieving intended goals 

for residential intensification. The focus is further narrowed to local government facilitation of 

medium to higher density housing developments, and the associated planning and market 

stakeholders’ understandings, perspectives and experience of a plan’s efficacy to facilitate their 

activities to create higher density housing developments.  

2.7. Developers’ Perceptions and Experience in Delivering Medium to 

Higher Density Housing   

According to Langlois (2010), “density… is a built form attribute strongly influenced by 

market forces” (p. 459). The conceptual and methodological substance of intensification 

policy-implementation research has largely dealt with the interplay of intensification with 

housing quality, urban liveability, new urbanism and sustainability (Bramley, Dempsey, 

Power, Brown, & Watkins, 2009; Gleeson, 2012; Haarhoff et al., 2012; McCrea & Walters, 

2012; Williams, 2000), as well as the process, approach, and framework for investigating the 

issues involved in intensification (Dupuis & Dixon, 2002; Turok, 2011; Woodcock et al., 

2010). For instance, Filion and McSpurren (2007) measured the outcomes of policies aimed at 

coordinating quality transit services and higher residential density. They found that misguided 

policies and insufficient government funding for public transport have led to mixed results for 

matching density with transit services. On the other side of the equation, Easthope and 

Randolph (2016) reported that the actions of developers in designing and building multi-unit 

developments had an impact on the management and quality of buildings. 
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Developers’ perceptions of higher density housing are mainly based on their own prior 

experiences (Bowman & Thompson, 2009), and their perspectives on the relationship between 

housing typology and certain lifecycle stages (Fincher, 2007). The implementation of higher 

density housing typologies, particularly in traditionally sprawling cities, has been an uphill 

battle due to a number of factors (Flint, 2005; Brunner & Hammah, 2013). First, there can be 

market forces and residential needs pushing towards lower population densities (Scott, 2007). 

Second, developers may admire higher density and mixed land use, but have concerns about 

the risks of a different development pattern, or fear competitors with more experience in the 

development techniques for higher density buildings. Moreover, some may even perceive that 

higher density housing has a negative impact on housing market performance (Kupke, Rossini 

& McGreal, 2011).  

Not surprisingly, plans have been criticised for being insufficiently formulated to encompass a 

more diverse set of motivations for providing multi-form dwellings (for example, Ferrari, 

Laughlin & Watkins, 2011). Property developers are often hindered by plan rules or (outdated) 

zoning codes that force them to invest and develop conventional low-density projects. 

Developers have consistently argued that a combination of factors pushes prices for housing 

intensification products beyond acceptable market levels, and that the practice of increasing 

residential density leads to an increase in land values (Brunner & Hammah, 2013).  

Some academics have recognised that developer decisions are based on variables influenced 

by zoning constraints and density (McConnell, Walls & Kopits, 2006). For example, zoning 

rules, which favour conventional subdivisions, create more stress and cause more burdens for 

land developers when they present subdivision proposals (Göçmen, 2013). In Maryland, zoning 

regulations that forced land developers to construct low-density housing were identified as the 

main reason why the low-density urban sprawl growth pattern continued despite the planning 

policies for intensification (McConnell et al., 2006). Through conducting interview surveys 

with land developers, Göçmen and LaGro (2016) identified that the absence of zoning 

ordinances resulted in cumbersome permitting processes that deter developers from proposing 

sustainable residential development projects.   

In order to identify existing problems and contradictions, some studies have attempted to link 

urban intensification theory to local planning innovations (Buxton & Scheurer, 2007; Haarhoff 

et al., 2012; Janssen-Jansen, 2013), planning implications (Randolph, 2006; Williams, 1999), 

as well as capacities to achieve a degree of urban intensification growth (Woodcock et al., 
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2010). However, government and urban planners still have difficulty linking implementation 

knowledge to actual intensification projects (Beattie, 2013; Berke et al., 2006). There seems to 

be a gap between policy intention and implementation practice. Further, the mainstream of 

research on plan implementation has focused on the measurement of land-use development 

patterns and performance assessment of comprehensive plans (Brody & Highfield, 2005; 

Gebhardt & Eagles, 2014). What is less clear from empirical studies, however, are market 

actors’ views on plan quality and impact of plan tools and approaches on their practice. 

2.8. Plan’s Influence on and Interaction with Market Activities in Delivering 

Residential Intensification    

An emerging body of studies have explored the achievement of urban intensification through 

the analysis of two or more elements – for instance, market activity and government action 

(Boon, 2010), and plan evaluation, residential satisfaction and housing affordability (Haarhoff 

et al., 2012). Some studies have been conducted around the interaction between developers’ 

activities, planning policies and residential density. For example, McConnell, Walls and Kopits 

(2006) examined the impacts of regulatory constraints and market forces on urban residential 

density. They suggest that both economic factors and zoning regulations are crucial in 

determining density. Kupke et al. (2011) explored whether the development of multi-unit, 

medium density housing has an effect on the market performance of intensive housing 

development in the suburbs, reporting that increasing density had a significant impact on built 

form, but not necessarily on housing market performance. Taking a different perspective, 

Ariztía (2014) investigated how market professionals define consumers in terms of their 

housing locations, design and housing promotions. In Australia, state government urban 

consolidation policies and inefficiencies in the system for development approval have been 

reported to have an impact on house price (Gurran & Phibbs, 2013; Housing Industry of 

Australia, 2003; Property Council of Australia, 2007).  

In the New Zealand context, the existing research on market perceptions in relation to intensive 

housing has largely concentrated on the potential market barriers for developers. In 2001, after 

interviewing developers, designers and other development participants, Dixon, Dupuis, & 

Lysnar (2001) concluded that the timing, potential for long term capital gain, provision of low 

maintenance dwellings were some critical factors for developers when deciding to invest. As 

suggested by Cullen (2005), the experience in Auckland shows that the adoption of urban 

intensification policies does not necessarily mean developers will build to maximum density. 
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The earlier signs indicated that new housing developments in Auckland had not reflected and 

responded to the increased densities allowed in the district plans (Cullen, 2005). Further, Boon 

(2010) claims that the housing market in Auckland has not delivered the expected 

intensification in quality ways. Austin et al.’s (2014) comparison of planning systems in 

Australia, New Zealand, and England illustrated the strictness of New Zealand’s zoning 

approach. Murphy (2016) examined the politics of the distinct policy positions of local and 

central government around housing supply issues, and the implementation of mandatory 

inclusionary housing policy. Further, the New Zealand Productivity Commission (NZPC, 

2012) commented that planning is complex and uncertain, and it recommended “increasing 

land supply for housing and speeding up the responsiveness of the planning system” (p. 146). 

However, relatively less previous research has examined the impact of plan elements, and 

effectiveness on market activities in regard to effecting intensive housing. Further 

understanding of market dynamics is needed to inform future policy decisions in Auckland. 

The AUP is the ‘one plan’ giving legal effect toward future urban growth and development in 

Auckland. Hitherto, relatively little has been done to examine market perceptions and 

responses to the planning and the effectiveness of the AUP, and how well this ‘one plan’ 

facilitates market responses in higher density housing development.  

Both in theory and practice, the interaction between planning and market forces remains 

contentious, and it can strongly impact the outcomes of higher density development. In the 

meantime, it can affect the extent to which planning practices achieve the intensified 

developments anticipated in land use plans. So far empirical research on the interaction 

between plan approach and quality and market forces has been limited to unpacking the issues 

of how plan quality affects ‘how things get done’ in regard to housing intensification in local 

contexts.  

In contemporary urban planning, the private sector argues that an increasingly greater onus is 

placed on them to deliver development, infrastructure and services. This frequently goes 

against profit-driven developers, frequently raising conflict in the interactions between the 

planning authorities and developers, and thereby indicating “the importance of planners and 

developers to reconcile their aspirations to optimise developmental outcomes” (Foo & Wong, 

2014, p. 194). There is undoubtedly a need to develop a more rigorous and robust 

understanding of the diverse perceptions and aspirations of developers and planners on plan 
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elements, approach, and factors impacting on outcomes, in order to understand how these affect 

market activities and facilitate market action towards desired intensified developments. 

There is a need for empirically examining the relationship between plan interventions and 

market outcomes. An analysis of stakeholders’ values, acknowledgements of and experience 

with plan rules and regulations is particularly effective, and can provide the framework for 

examining their attitudes and actions (Foo & Wong, 2014). 

2.9. Summary  

The universal contemporary context of “land use plans in western developed countries is that 

all planning systems increasingly function within a context of uncertainty” (Steele & Ruming, 

2012, p.167), and with limited awareness and understanding of market activities and 

feasibilities (Williams, 1999). The impact of intensification development policies is more far-

reaching and complex than the policies themselves suggest. It is recognised that there is clear 

scope to bring policy and practice closer together, and it is essential to provide more empirical 

evidence on the effective delivery of intensification planning context, policies and framework 

for market sector practice.  

As such, drawing on the Auckland residential intensification targets as context, this study aims 

to investigate the policies related to intensification, the planning framework and the effects of 

these, so as to discuss the effectiveness of the current plan frameworks and tools of the 

Auckland land use plan to deliver residential intensification in practice. This study then 

explores the factors and barriers that can have an impact on the formulation, adoption, context 

change and effectiveness of intensification planning policies in Auckland. It also attempts to 

examine the capacity of local planning, development policies and plan instruments to achieve 

intensification, using interviews with planning professionals from both the plan consent and 

plan-making side, as well as the side of developers and their planning consultants, in order to 

clarify urban intensification policy-making and its impact on key stakeholders’ planning 

practices and actions. This thesis aims to contribute to further our understanding of the quality 

and effectiveness of the land use plan to achieve its articulated plan outcomes through 

combining plan evaluation with key market actors’ perceptions and experience of how plan 

influences their activities.
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Chapter 3.  Urban Governance and Planning System in New 

Zealand and the Development of the Auckland Unitary Plan  

3.1. Introduction 

This chapter presents the current urban governance and planning system in New Zealand. The 

plan framework, development permits (known as resource consents in New Zealand), and plan-

making process as regulated under the Resource Management Act 1991 (RMA) are described 

and discussed. This chapter then moves on to outline the governance reforms in Auckland, 

which provided the context of the first-ever spatial plan for the region – the Auckland Plan 

2012 (the AP 2012). The correlation and linkages between the AUP and the AP 2012 are 

addressed. Lastly, the plan-making process and the variations of plan rules for the AUP are 

presented. 

3.2. Urban Governance and Urban Planning System in New Zealand 

Unlike the United Kingdom, the United States, Australia and many other countries that have 

state or provincial governments, there are just two tiers of government in New Zealand – 

national and local government. The local tier of government includes regional and (local/city) 

district councils, which are predominantly funded through rates, fees and charges. The central 

government also provides funding to deliver particular activities, such as roading (Department 

of Internal Affairs New Zealand, 2018). Influenced by the neo-liberalism that focus on austerity 

and efficiency, “environmental decision making in New Zealand was devolved to regional and 

city/district councils, with requirements for public participation in both planning and local 

government legislation” (Cheyne, 2015, p. 416).  

As a creature of statute, local government derives its power and responsibilities from 

Parliament. Under the Local Government Act 2002 (LGA 2002), which defines the power and 

responsibilities of local authorities, local or district councils have general power to deliver and 

review local services and infrastructure. However, the roles and responsibilities of local/district 

councils in urban planning are regulated through New Zealand’s regulatory statute – the RMA 

1991, while budgeting, community service and infrastructure provisions are delineated by the 

LGA 2002 and Land Transport Management Act 2003 (LTMA).  
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The RMA integrates land use, infrastructure provision, and the management of air, soil, 

freshwater and coastal marine areas under one piece of legislation (Ministry for the 

Environment, 2018), with the overall goal of promoting “the sustainable management, and 

avoiding, remedying, or mitigating the adverse effects of activities on the natural and physical 

resources” (Laurian et al., 2010, p. 751). It integrated land use, infrastructure provision, and 

management on air, soil, freshwater and coastal marine area into one piece of legislation 

(Ministry for the Environment, 2018). The initial intention of the RMA with regard to 

environmental management is to maximise the flexibility in the decision-making framework, 

where “the limits of environmental effects of activities [are] defined, but the activities 

themselves [are] unspecified, giving an opportunity for market innovation and technological 

change to define them” (Ericksen et al., 2004, p.12).  

The RMA 1991 is the major planning statute in New Zealand. It underlines the management 

of effects of land use and developments on the environment rather than prescribing activities 

(Dupuis & Dixon, 2002; Miller, 2011; Miller & Beattie, 2017). In an approach reflecting the 

rational plan-making model, the RMA identifies the content required in district plans. This 

content includes issues, objectives, policies, a description of the measures and procedures (plan 

methods) proposed to attain plan outcomes, and the Environmental Results Anticipated to 

monitoring the progress towards objectives, and following a line of logic in both plan-making 

and implementation. Under the RMA, each identified issue should have at least one 

corresponding objective (Auckland Council, 2006). Further, policies should conform to a range 

of objectives, and methods should be outlined to implement the policies. 

However, the Supreme Court has confirmed that the policies and principles set out in the RMA 

(Part 2) must be complied with and referred to by decision-makers. Thus, under the RMA, 

environmental management must, in the first instance, be guided by the purposes and principles 

of the RMA, and then nationally applicable policy and principles. Nevertheless, the 

effectiveness of environmental management is mainly dependent on the quality of decision 

making at regional and local levels.  

The RMA establishes a hierarchical planning system, flowing from the national level to 

regional policy statements and regional plans, and on to district plans (Figure 3.1), whereby 

lower-level objectives and policies give effect to objectives and policies at a higher level 

(Beattie, 2012). 
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Figure 3.1 Hierarchy of RMA plans  
 

The objectives and policies outlined in the RPS are mandatory and provide councils with 

guidance in dealing with specific issues. The RPS should identify regional issues, objectives 

and policies. Amendments on an existing district plan or a proposed new district plan must give 

effect to RPSs, governing land use and managing the effects of development proposal (and 

development decisions) on the physical and natural environment through setting out objectives, 

policies and methods (including rules) (section 30, RMA). However, district plans (DPs) do 

not necessarily need to identify issues. Regional and district documents may be prepared as a 

combined document (a unitary plan) by local councils. For example, as a unitary authority, the 

Auckland Council has combined the RPS, RPs, and DPs into one document – The AUP. 

3.3. District Plan Making and Plan Content 

Regional councils can make changes to RPs and RPSs, and territorial authorities every ten 

years should review their DPs. The procedures for preparing or changing district plans, and 

making plan changes are laid down in the RMA. Typically, decisions to approve a change to 

an existing DP or a new plan are made by the elected officials. However, hearings and 

recommendations on submissions may be delegated to commissioners, who are either 

internally appointed or independents from outside councils. Special arrangements were 

however established to reduce the time needed for the plan to be operative, for which an 

Independent Hearing Panel was set up to hear submissions and make recommendations on the 
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plan content (Figure 3.2). Before making decisions, councils are required by the RMA to 

undertake a cost-benefit analysis and consider alternatives in a publicly available ‘section 32 

report’, which is used to demonstrate that their proposals are justified. 

 
Figure 3.2 Streamlined process for the AUP (Ministry for the Environment, 2013, p. 2) 

 

As described previously, the RMA also identifies the content required in official plans, 

including issues, objectives, policies, a description of the measures and procedures (plan 

methods) proposed to attain plan objectives and policies, and the environmental results 

anticipated to assess progress towards achieving the objectives of the RPS (Auckland Council, 

2016) (Figure 3.3). Every issue should have at least one objective stating the goal or target for 

the issue being addressed, policies must conform to a range of objectives, and establish the 

methods for implementing the policies (Figure 3.3) (Beattie, 2010; Ericksen et al., 2003). 

However, despite the requirement for monitoring and reporting on the plan outcomes to be 

carried out at least every five years, in reality, the outcomes of plans are rarely evaluated 

(Laurian et al., 2010).  
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Conforming to rational comprehensive plan-making theory, the key steps in plan development 

under the RMA are as shown in Figure 3.3: 

• identifying the problems and issues 

• setting objectives in relation to the issue 

• evaluating options (including alternatives) and selecting policies and methods to 

achieve the objectives 

• implementing these objectives and policies through the chosen methods 

• monitoring the effectiveness of the policies, methods, and the environment 

 

                                     Planning cycle                Internal relationship and consistency 

Figure 3.3 District plan cascade approach  

A cascade approach can be employed to test internal relationships and consistency of 

provisions. Principles of a cascade approach are as also shown in orange colour in Figure 3.3: 

• the objectives should link back to an issue (issues are not required in the DPs) 

• the policies should link back to the objectives 

• the methods should link back to the policies 

3.4. The Resources Consent Process and Development Activities  

The DPs are the primary tools used to regulate land use by setting out zones and rules, 

classifying development activities, and outlining whether a particular development activity is 
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allowed. Certain development activities are identified as permitted as of right; these are 

‘permitted’ activities that can be undertaken without a resource consent if the conditions and 

(or) standards outlined in the plan comply. Resource consent is required for other consent 

categories, including “restricted discretionary activities, discretionary activities, controlled 

activities, and non-complying activities” (ss104, RMA) – and the discretion and conditions 

apply depending on the effects of the activities on the environment. No consent may be issued 

for prohibited activities. 

Where the environmental effects of a proposed development are considered ‘more than 

minor’9, the development application becomes ‘notified’, whereby the relevant council notifies 

the public (public notification) or affected parties (limited notification)10 about the application 

and invites submissions (Ministry for the Environment, 2017). When only certain groups or 

persons are considered adversely affected by the proposed development, the council may 

determine that the application needs to be notified on a limited basis, and only those persons 

identified by the council as being affected parties can lodge a submission (Ministry for the 

Environment, 2017). For publicly notified resource consents, anyone can lodge a submission 

in relation to the application. In general, councils will hold a hearing for a notified application. 

Decisions on developments that are publicly notified depend upon their nature and effects, and 

the policies and decision-making processes of the corresponding council. Decisions are made 

by internally appointed council staff, “independent commissioners, or panels of elected 

representatives and independent commissioners” (NZPC, 2017, p. 104). The development 

permit process in the New Zealand framework requires “consistency between plans and 

development-control rules, and between the development-control rules and permits” (Berke et 

al., 2006, p. 588). 

3.5. The Governance Reforms and the Rise of the Auckland Plan   

3.5.1 The Governance Reforms in Auckland  

In 2007, in order to better align transport, infrastructure and development, and secure long-

term sustainable development for Auckland, the Central Government assembled a Royal 

                                                
9 According to RMA “’minor adverse effects’ means the activities will not cause any significant adverse impacts.” 
More than ‘minor adverse effects’ means “the activities that may cause an adverse impact but could be potentially 
mitigated or remedied” (ss94, RMA). 
10 According to RMA “a consent authority must decide that a person is an affected person, in relation to an activity, 
if the activity’s adverse effects on the person are minor or more than minor (but are not less than minor) (ss 93 to 
95F)”. Only the affected person or organisation will be notified. 
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Commission to explore the potential for reform (Salmon, Bazley & Shand, 2009). The Royal 

Commission concluded in its 2009 report that Auckland’s planning processes were complex, 

lacked integrity and community engagement, and the regional relationship was fragmented and 

weak (Royal Commission, 2009).  

Its recommendations included replacing the existing one regional council and seven district 

councils (see Figure 3.4) with one Auckland Council, and “establishing an integrated planning 

framework consisting of one spatial plan (the strategic plan) and one district plan (statutory 

development control plan)” (Iman & Pearce, 2015, p.19) to provide strategic direction and 

create the basis for integrated and aligned decision making and planning functions (Beattie, 

2013). The Government accepted the Royal Commission’s recommendations within two 

weeks’ time after the report was released, to create a unitary council. The overall aim of the 

recommendations was to make Auckland a ‘super city’ under one single local authority and 

introduced the ‘spatial plan’ as a new planning approach in Auckland (New Zealand 

Government, 2009).  

 

Figure 3.4 Auckland local government (1989 – 2010) (TE ARA, nd)11 

Following the passing of the Local Government (Auckland Council) Act 2009 (LGACA), the 

new governance was put in place for Auckland in the form of three distinct local governance 

                                                
11 Available at https://teara.govt.nz/en/map/30852/auckland-local-government-1989-2010  
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organisations, the Auckland Council, six council-controlled organisations (CCOs)12 and a new 

transport agency (Auckland Transport). The Government further suggested specific legislation 

to create the new Council, and to deal with transitional issues relating to the legacy councils. 

Along with the amalgamation of local councils, the LGACA 2009 required the Council to draw 

up a spatial plan within one year (Auckland Council, 2012, p. 10). Section 79 of the LGACA 

formally introduced the ‘spatial planning’ concept as the basis for creating a comprehensive 

and long-term plan with a development implementation strategy to integrate Auckland’s social, 

economic, and environmental goals.  

3.5.2 The Ambitions and Realities of the Auckland Plan 2012  

With the aspiration of making Auckland the world’s most liveable city through a ‘quality 

compact’ approach to growth, the first-ever spatial plan for the region – the AP 2012 – was 

developed to provide a 30-year vision to more effectively “align its internal operations, actions 

and investments” (Auckland Council, 2012). The Auckland Council released a draft of its 

spatial plan in September of 2011, with public submissions and consultation occurring from 20 

September to 31 October of 2011 (Auckland Council, 2011). The AP 2012 was officially 

adopted in March of 2012. 

Having not been referenced within the RMA13, the AP 2012 is a non-statutory urban growth 

strategy. It delineates a series of tools to promote urban intensification within the proposed 

Rural Urban Boundary (RUB) to discourage urban expansion at the urban fringe (Auckland 

Council, 2012). To accommodate a projected one million more inhabitants by 2040, the plan 

proposes that 60 to 70 percent of the new dwellings required to be located within defined urban 

areas, and 30 to 40 percent in new greenfield and existing rural areas and coastal settlements 

(Auckland Council, 2012; Duguid & Chan, 2013). However, the AP 2012 came under criticism 

because only a relatively small proportion of the community participated in the plan 

development process (Imran & Pearce, 2015), and due to the difficulties of dealing with a range 

of complex transitional issues in a limited time frame (Beattie, 2011), and its lack of capacity 

to deliver high-quality intensification strategies (Rowe, 2012). 

                                                
12 According to the Local Government Act 2002, “a CCO is an entity in which one or more local authorities 
control 50% or more of the voting rights or appoint 50% or more of the members of the governing body. A CCO 
can be a company, trust, partnership, incorporated society, joint venture, or other similar profit-sharing 
arrangement” (Auckland Council, 2015) 
13 There was no guidance for the Auckland Plan provided in the RMA, the national legislation outlining the 
processes of “resource consent, council plans and designations, proposals of national significance” (Ministry for 
the Environment, 2018) 
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The AP 2012 is envisaged as providing “a high-level development strategy” and “a basis for 

aligning the implementation plans, regulatory plans, and funding programmes of the Auckland 

Council” (section 79(3)). The delivery mechanisms of the AP 2012 include the AUP as one of 

the main tools for defining land-use activities and zoning to achieve high-quality spatial 

development.  

3.6. The Auckland Unitary Plan: Plan Development, Aims and Contents 

3.6.1 The Aims and Goals of the AUP 

Among the delivery mechanisms of the AP 2012, the AUP is the major tool for implementing 

the directions outlined in the AP 2012, and providing zoning to integrate and prioritise spatial 

development. Replacing the former RPS, four RPs and seven DPs (Table 3.1), the AUP is a 

statutory land use and local plan intended to ‘have regard to’ the Auckland Plan through 

formulating objectives, policies and methods (including rules). Specifically, as the regional 

level policy statement, the RPS of the AUP should have regard to the spatial plan (the AP 2012) 

(Figure 3.5).  

Table 3.1 The legacy plans that were replaced by the AUP (Auckland Council, 2016, p. 2) 

“The Plan replaces all of the following resource management documents: 
• Auckland Regional Policy Statement; 
• Auckland Regional Plan: Air, Land and Water; 
• Auckland Regional Plan: Dairy Farm Discharges; 
• Auckland Regional Plan: Coastal; 
• Auckland Regional Plan: Sediment Control; 
• Auckland Council District Plan - Operative Auckland City - Central Area Section 2005; 
• Auckland Council District Plan - Operative Auckland City - Isthmus Section 1999; 
• Auckland Council District Plan - Operative Franklin Section 2000; 
• Auckland Council District Plan - Operative Manukau Section 2002; 
• Auckland Council District Plan - Operative North Shore Section 2002; 
• Auckland Council District Plan - Operative Papakura Section 1999; 
• Auckland Council District Plan - Operative Rodney Section 2011; 
• Auckland Council District Plan - Operative Waitakere Section 2003; and 
• Waikato Regional Policy Statement and Waikato Regional Plan to the extent that they have applied to parts 
of the Auckland Region since boundary amendments on 11 March 2010.”  

In addition, the rational comprehensive plan-making model and framework of the RMA, which 

is based on a hierarchy of provisions that cascade from the high order objectives and policies 

to lower-order district and zone objectives and policies. Regional and district plans are required 

to 'give effect to' RPSs (refer to section 67(3) and 75(3) of the RMA). As such, the RPS 
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(including issues, objectives and policies) should be given effect by district- and zone-specific 

objectives and policies (Figure 3.5).  

The AUP sets out goals and provisions to enable compact development and provide more 

medium to higher density housing developments to accommodate growth (Auckland Council, 

2016). It is expected that the tools of the AUP enable more intensification developments than 

the LDPs.  

In conclusion, a number of assumptions in the AUP are addressed and investigated in this 

thesis, as follows:  

• The RPS of the AUP should align with the AP 2012 

• The RPS of the AUP should be given effect by the district- and zone-specific objectives 

and policies 

• The plan methods should enable achievement of the intended plan objectives and 

policies  

• The plan methods should enable more intensification when compared with the LDPs  

                              

Figure 3.5 Cascade approach in this study  

3.6.2 The Development Process of the Auckland Unitary Plan 

The AUP has gone through several variations over the plan-making process. The draft Unitary 

Plan was released in March of 2013, followed by an 11-week informal feedback period from 

March to May 2013. The idea was to encourage community engagement and assist in 

The Auckland Unitary Plan 

The plan methods 

The Auckland Unitary Plan
The district and zone specific objectives and policies  

The Auckland Unitary Plan  

The Regional Policy Statement objectives and policies

The Auckland Plan 2012 

The strategic visions (objectives and policies)
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improving the Proposed Auckland Unitary Plan, which was notified on 30 September 2013 

(the NV).  

The Auckland Council then proposed to the central government that it recommend an 

Independent Hearing Panel (the Panel) to hear and consider submissions and make 

recommendations on the plan (Auckland Council, 2016). In such cases, appeals to the 

Environment Court 14  are only allowed where the Council disagrees with the Panel’s 

recommendations. Further, submitters can only appeal to the High Court15 on issues where the 

Council agrees with the recommendation. The Government agreed with this proposed change 

of process, thus shortened the time frame for putting the AUP in place (Liu et al., 2018). The 

Panel was chaired by an Environment Court Judge and included ten other expert members in 

urban planning, tikanga Māori, economics and law.   

Between September 2013 to February 2014, more than 13,000 submissions were received from 

the public, government, developers, planning professionals and community group. After a pre-

hearing process set up by the Panel to resolve issues, from September 2014 to May 2016, the 

Panel held 249 days of hearings across 60 topics. The Panel provided its recommendations to 

the Council on July 22, 2016. While the Council had the right to reject the recommendations, 

it accepted most of them recognising that “if it did reject a panel recommendation, it faces a 

higher risk of having the Plan appealed” (New Zealand Productivity Commission, 2017; p. 

103). The DV was notified in August 2016. Subsequently, on November 8, 2016, the Council 

released the annotated DV to show the parts that were under appeal and the parts that were 

‘treated as operative’ (Auckland Council, 2016; Liu et al., 2018) (Figure 3.6).  

The NV and DV were selected for investigation in this research for mainly two considerations: 

(1) the research fieldwork, interviews and other data collection were carried out when the DV 

was released; and (2) to reflect on the plan-making process and the Council’s decisions on the 

Panel’s recommendations after public consultation and hearing. 

                                                
14 According to the Environment Court, “it largely deals with appeals about the content of regional and district 
plans and appeals arising out of applications for resource consents” (available at 
https://www.environmentcourt.govt.nz/).  
15  According to the Ministry for the Justice, “the High Court is the highest court in New Zealand that is able to 
hear cases at ‘the first instance’, before any appeals” (available at https://www.justice.govt.nz/courts/high-court/).  
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Figure 3.6 The development process and earlier versions of the AUP (source: Auckland Council, 2016). 

3.6.3 Plan Content and the Variations of the Auckland Unitary Plan 

With plan maps showing overlays, zones, precincts and designations affecting land, water and 

airspace, the text of the NV is divided into seven parts, and the three main sections comprise 

11 chapters (Figure 3.7). In comparison, the DV is structured as 14 chapters (Figure 3.8).  

                                                    

Figure 3.7 Structure of the NV (Auckland 
Council, 2013)   

Figure 3.8 Structure of the DV (Auckland 
Council, 2016)

15 November 2016
Auckland Unitary Plan Operative in part

19 Aug 2016
Notification of Auckland Council decisions and decisions version of plan and maps

22 Jul 2016
Council received all recommendations from Independent Hearings Panel

Sep 2014-May 2016
Hearings

11 Jun - 22 Jul 2014
Notification of Summary of Decisions Requested report, further submissions 

Sep 2013-Feb 2014
Notification of Proposed Auckland Unitary Plan submission period

Mar-May 2013
11-week public consultation on draft Unitary Plan
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The NV and DV delineate six residential zones, ten business zones, and open space, future 

urban and rural zones. The descriptions and mechanisms outlined for these zones in the DV 

generally remain the same in the NV. The examples of zones given in Table 3.2 below are 

relevant to the case studies in this research.  

Table 3.2 Zone descriptions in the Decisions Version (Adapted from: Auckland Council, 2016) 

  Zone descriptions – the DV 

Residential 
zones 

Terrace Housing 
and Apartment 
Building Zone 
(THAB Zone) 

• “A high-intensity zone enabling a greater intensity of development than 
previously provided for in the form of terrace housing and apartments” 

• “The highest level of intensification”  

Mixed Housing 
Urban Zone 
(MHU Zone) 

• “A reasonably high-intensity zone enabling a greater intensity of development 
than previously provided for” 

• “Up to three storeys in a variety of sizes and forms, including detached dwellings, 
terrace housing and low-rise apartments”  

Mixed Housing 
Suburban Zone 
(MHS Zone) 

• “The most widespread residential zone covering many established suburbs and 
some greenfields areas” 

• “One or two-storey, mainly standalone buildings”  

Business 
zones 

Town Centre Zone 
(TC Zone) 

• “Applies to suburban centres” 

• “A wide range of activities including commercial, leisure, residential, tourist, 
cultural, community and civic services” 

• “Enable buildings of between four and eight storeys”  

Mixed Use Zone 
(MU Zone) 

• “A compatible mix of residential and employment activities” 

• “The zoning does not specifically require a mix of uses on individual sites or 
within areas” 

• “Enables heights up to four storeys”  

After the public hearing process, 11 development rules were abolished by the Panel (as 

highlighted in blue in the first column of Table 3.3), including minimum dwelling size, the 

building separations, minimum frontage and site width, and maximum building length. Some 

other indicators were retained with either numerical or form changes (as highlighted in green 

in the second column of Table 3.3). The Panel also added standards for: “home occupation; the 

conversion of a principal dwelling existing as at 30 September 2013 into a maximum of two 

dwellings; offices within the Centre Fringe Office Control as identified on the planning maps” 

(Auckland Council, 2016). 

The majority of the Panel recommendations were in alignment with the intensification goals, 

because setting up rules such as minimum size per unit, minimum street frontage, front yard 

setbacks, and side yards can reduce land-use efficiency and cause more land depletion (Talen, 

2013). The most profound changes resulting from the Panel recommendations in relation to 

residential intensification were the abolition of density controls, height control overlays, 
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minimum dwelling size and dwelling mix requirements. The AUP’s adherence to principles 

supporting the delivery of intensification is further discussed in Chapter 6. 

It is also crucial to note that the Panel recommendations have posed a stronger reliance on plan 

objectives and policies as a means of assessment criteria when non-compliance with certain 

rules occurs. This policy outcome-focused approach is considered a tool for encouraging 

market actors to shift their focus to consider policy direction and the outcomes of their 

developments, thus further facilitating market actions towards higher density development 

outcomes. The perspectives of market actors and planning professionals on the influence of the 

tools, approach, framework and efficacy of the AUP on their development activities are 

discussed in Chapter 7.  

Changes in the DV were made by the Auckland Council, largely on four rules – height control 

overlays, building height, front fencing, and minimum dwelling size. Notably, the DV set up 

different thresholds for building height limits, fences, precincts, and reapplied the building 

height control overlays and minimum dwelling size standards (Table 3.3). 

Table 3.3 Variations of the Development Standards for Terrace Housing and Apartment Buildings (THAB)  

The NV (Auckland Council, 2013) The Panel Recommendations 
(Auckland Council, 2016) 

The DV (Auckland Council, 2016) 

“9.1 Development control infringements 
9.2 Building height 
9.3 Yards 
9.4 Building setbacks within the Terrace 
Housing and Apartment Buildings zone 
9.5 Building setbacks adjoining lower 
density zones 
9.6 Minimum frontage and site width 
9.7 Maximum impervious area 
9.8 Building coverage 
9.9 Landscaping 
9.10 Outlook space 
9.11 Separation between buildings 
within a site 
9.12 Outdoor living space 
9.13 Maximum building length 
9.14 Fences 
9.15 Garages 
9.16 Minimum dwelling size 
9.17 Daylight to dwellings 
9.18 Minimum dimension of principal 
living rooms and principal bedrooms 
9.19 Servicing and waste 
9.20 Storage 
9.21 Dwelling mix 
9.22 Minimum floor to floor/ceiling 
height 
9.23 Universal access”   

“6.6.1. Activities listed in Table 
H6.4.1 Activity table  
6.6.2. Home occupations  
6.6.3. The conversion of a principal 
dwelling existing as at 30 
September 2013 into a maximum 
of two dwellings  
6.6.4. Offices within the Centre 
Fringe Office Control as identified 
on the planning maps  
6.6.5. Building height 
6.6.6. Height in relation to 
boundary  
6.6.7. Alternative height in relation 
to boundary within the Residential 
– Terrace Housing and Apartment 
Buildings Zone  
6.6.8. Height in relation to 
boundary adjoining lower intensity 
zones  
6.6.9. Yards  
6.6.10. Maximum impervious area  
6.6.11. Building coverage  
6.6.12. Landscaped area  
6.6.13. Outlook space  
6.6.14. Daylight  
6.6.15. Outdoor living space  
6.6.16. Side and rear fences and 
walls”  

“6.6.1. Activities listed in Table 
H6.4.1 Activity table  
6.6.2. Home occupations  
6.6.3. The conversion of a principal 
dwelling existing as at 30 
September 2013 into a maximum of 
two dwellings  
6.6.4. Offices within the Centre 
Fringe Office Control as identified 
on the planning maps  
6.6.5. Building height 
6.6.6. Height in relation to 
boundary  
6.6.7. Alternative height in relation 
to boundary within the Residential 
– Terrace Housing and Apartment 
Buildings Zone  
6.6.8. Height in relation to 
boundary adjoining lower intensity 
zones  
6.6.9. Yards  
6.6.10. Maximum impervious area  
6.6.11. Building coverage  
6.6.12. Landscaped area  
6.6.13. Outlook space  
6.6.14. Daylight  
6.6.15. Outdoor living space  
6.6.16. Front, side and rear fences 
and walls 
6.6.17. Minimum dwelling size” 
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3.7. Summary  

From the above descriptions and discussions, it is apparent that an investigation focusing on 

whether the AUP provides the tools to adequately enable intensification and achieve the desired 

plan outcomes is essential to provide evidence and recommendations for planners, decision-

makers, and the development sector to reflect on plan-making and implementation practices, 

and further guide plan monitoring, review and plan development. Based on the analysis in this 

chapter, the following chapter 4 develops the research questions and the corresponding research 

design using a multi-method approach to examine whether the tools of the AUP are adequate 

for realising the intended plan outcomes and enabling higher density housing developments. 
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Chapter 4. Research Design and Methodology  

4.1. Introduction  

This chapter outlines the research design and methodological approach of the thesis. Three 

distinct but closely related study methods and processes guided the development of the research 

response to the three main research questions identified from the literature. First, the chapter 

presents a description of the policy mapping methodology and the evaluation protocol used to 

address the first research question on how the Auckland Unitary Plan (the AUP, both the 

notified and decisions versions) externally aligns with the Auckland Plan 2012 (the AP, 2012). 

The process used to examine the alignment of the AUP between its Regional Policy Statements 

(RPS) and the district plan objectives and policies is outlined. Second, the case study selection 

method is presented, as well as the process used for case study modelling analysis and 

comparison. Here, the focus was on exploring the efficacy of the AUP plan tools and the 

methods put in place to achieve the expected outcomes. Finally, the interview phase and its 

coding and analysis process are described, which involved semi-structured interviews with 

developers and planning professionals to understand their perceptions and experience of the 

AUP in terms of providing for residential intensification.  

The study specifically addressed the issue of how well the tools of the land use plan (the AUP) 

achieve the expected intensification outcomes. Three research questions and four sub-questions 

were identified, as follows: 

(1) How well does the AUP Regional Policy Statement (RPS) align with intensification visions 

of the AP 2012, and are given effect by lower-level objectives and policies? 

• How well do the AUP RPS objectives and policies have regard to the visions and 

policies of the AP 2012 associated with residential intensification? 

• How well do the AUP district- and zone-specific objectives and policies align with the 

RPS objectives and policies? 

(2) How well do the land use plan methods achieve the expected intensification outcomes? 

• How well do the land use plan methods enable residential intensification compared to 

the Legacy District Plans? 
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• How well do the land use plan methods achieve the plan objectives and policies 

associated with intensification?  

(3) From the perspective and experience of developers and planning professionals, how well 

does the land use plan deliver the stated policy outcomes to facilitate intensification? 

4.2. Research Design  

In line with the earlier research for investigating a phenomenon or setting within its real-life 

context, this research was designed as a case study (Groat & Wang, 2013; Yin, 2013). The 

selected cases were investigated from two aspects: (a) the plan-enabled envelope (the envelope) 

for the case study sites provided by the AUP plan methods (based on both versions); and (b) 

the perceptions and practical experiences of planning professionals and market actors involved 

in the development of the case study sites. A mix of methods was adopted in the research 

(Error! Reference source not found.) because a mixed and integrative approach can aid in s

trengthening the credibility of research findings (Tashakkori & Teddlie, 2008). 

The research comprised three related phases, each addressing one of the three research 

questions respectively: (1) The plan alignment analysis: to assess the translation of the 

intensification vision of the AP 2012 to the RPS objectives and policies of the AUP, and the 

internal alignment of the AUP between the RPS and the district- and zone-specific objectives 

and policies; (2) The empirical case study simulation modelling and analysis: to assess the 

efficacy of the AUP plan methods for achieving the expected intensification outcomes and 

enabling a larger theoretical maximum number of dwellings than the LDPs for the chosen case 

studies; and (3) Semi-structured qualitative interviews on plan application and practice: to 

assess the perceptions and experiences of developers and planning professionals on the efficacy 

and feasibility of the AUP for facilitating residential intensification (including the policy 

framework, the plan methods, and the plan efficacy for enabling intensification and financially 

facilitating intensification). Further, these analyses and evaluations were conducted on both the 

NV and DV of the AUP.  

4.3. Research Question One: Content Analysis 

This research followed the content analysis methodology employed in earlier alignment 

analysis studies (for example, Horney et al., 2012; Brody, Carrasco & Highfield, 2004), as a 

means of increasing reliability and replicability. Specifically, the alignment between the AP 
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2012 and RPS of the AUP, and between the RPS and the lower-order district- and zone-specific 

objectives and policies were examined using policy mapping and content analysis methods. 

Through coding the content of plans to indicate whether a theme is covered within the text of 

the documents, and establish where there is a higher level of alignment or a lower-level 

alignment, this work reviewed the extent to which the RPS of the AUP has regard for the AP 

2012, and the degree to which the RPS has been given effect by the lower-order district and 

zone-specific plan objectives and policies (Table 4.1).  

Table 4.1 Sub-research questions and content measured 

Research questions Content measured 

1. How well does the RPS of the AUP have 
regard to the AP 2012? 

Degree of alignment of the RPS issues, objectives and 
policies with the AP 2012 issues, objectives and policies 

2. How well are the RPS given effect by the 
district- and zone-specific objectives and 
policies? 

Alignment between the RPS objectives and policies and the 
District and Zone-specific objectives and policies of the AUP 

4.3.1 Identification of the Related Plan Issues, Objectives and Policies   

The relevant plan documents were obtained through university and public libraries, Auckland 

Council archives, and the Auckland Council website. The first step was to identify the 

objectives and policies that are relevant to residential intensification. Residential intensification 

generally refers to change in residential density, and is described as an increase in building, 

site or housing unit density within targeted areas, resulting in denser urban form in association 

with mixed development in the same area, and more people and dwellings (Auckland Council, 

1998; Auckland Council, 2012; Lin & Yang, 2006; Minnery, 1992).  

Accordingly, the following goals of residential intensification were used to identify and gather 

the relevant content in the plan documents: 

• increase density  

• create a range of housing choices and opportunities 

• less land consumption  

• promote mixed development and land use diversity 

A range of intensification themes was screened to identify those closely associated with the 

adopted definition of residential intensification. It is important to acknowledge that these 

categories are not exhaustive, and other factors, for instance, community aspirations and 
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financial and governance matters also affect residential intensification. Those listed above, 

however, encompass the most significant principles and goals directly associated with 

residential intensification developments. 

The relevant sections of the AP 2012 and the AUP were identified, and then the issues, 

objectives, and policies for residential intensification in relation to the above elements were 

collected for further analysis (Figure 4.1).  

 
 

 
 

 

 

Figure 4.1 Identification of relevant plan objectives and policies (partly adapted from Laurian et al., 2004b, 
p. 474) 

4.3.2 Policy Mapping and Content Analysis Method 

Next, this study adopted a policy mapping method to analyse the links and relationships 

between plan items. For example, by identifying which RPS objectives are addressed by which 

district- and zone-specific objectives, a visual map of the drivers associated with achieving 

certain objectives was generated to enable identification of areas of potential disconnection (for 

example, see Appendix 4). This research is not just interested in assessing the potential or 

indirect effects of policies. Rather, based on the written text in the strategic documents, it 

looked at the extent to which a theme is covered or referenced within the texts of documents 

interpreting and utilising the plans. Based on the policy mapping process used to identify the 

links and relationships, this study further developed an evaluation protocol and employed the 

content analysis method for assessing the degree of alignment. The content analysis process 

generally aligns with existing studies (e.g., Baker, Peterson, Brown, & McAlpine, 2012; Brody, 

2003; Brody et al., 2006; Norton, 2008), to allow comparisons to be made.  

4.3.2.1 Alignment between the RPS of the AUP and the AP 2012  

The plan alignment analysis for the AP 2012 with the AUP was evaluated in terms of whether: 

(1) the RPS issues outlined in the AUP have regard to the Strategic Directions and Priorities 

(issues) in the AP 2012; (2) the identified targets (objectives) in the AP 2012 have regard to 

1. Selection of Issue(s) 
• Identification of the issue(s) of interest 
• Identification of the relevant sections of the Plan 

2. Identification of issues, objectives and policies 
• Identification of relevant objectives  
• Identification of the relevant policies 
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the RPS objectives of the AUP; and (3) the RPS policies of the AUP align with the policies 

outlined in the AP 2012 (Figure 4.2).  

                                                                  

             Links between the RPS of the AUP and the AP 2012 

Figure 4.2 Plan alignment analysis framework and content  

The assessment of the linkages between the two plans was based on tracking the use of words 

and themes between the AP 2012 and the AUP with regard to issues, objectives, and policies 

for residential intensification. The individual items identified were scored on a scale of 0 to 2. 

If an issue, objective or policy is not mentioned or included, it received a score of “0”. The 

score “1” refers to the items that are included or mentioned, but only partly included or related, 

or without providing details. The score of “2” was assigned if the items are thoroughly 

considered in detail. 

4.3.2.2 Alignment between the district- and zone-specific objectives and policies of the AUP 

and the RPS objectives and policies  

The assessment of the internal alignment of the AUP focused on the degrees to which the RPS 

objectives and policies are referred within the text of documents outlining the district and zone-

specific objectives and policies (it was not required to include the articulation of issues at the 

district plans in the RMA; thus, the AUP did not define issues for the district- and zone- levels) 

(Figure 4.3).   

In terms of the objectives, the score “1” refers to items that are partly included or mentioned, 

but without details. A score of “2” indicates items that are thoroughly considered with details 

provided. Policies described in mandatory terms such as ‘mandate’, ‘require’, ‘shall’, ‘must’ 

or ‘will’ were regarded as more robust and more likely to be delivered, and accordingly they 

receive a score of ‘2’. If an item uses suggestive words (as opposed to mandatory language) 

RPS of the 
AUP

Issues

Objectives

Policies

The AP (2012)

Strategic 
Direction and 

Priorities

Targets

Policies
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such as ‘encourage’, ‘support’, ‘should’, ‘may’, ‘consider’, ‘intend’, or ‘suggest’, it receives a 

score of ‘1’. 

                                                                  

Alignment between RPS objectives and policies and lower-level objectives and policies  

Figure 4.3 Internal alignment analysis framework  

In keeping with previous studies (Brody et al., 2004; Horney et al., 2012), to help facilitate 

cross-study comparisons, the score for each indicator was standardised: by (1) summing across 

all scores for the indicators; (2) then assessing the summed scores against the total possible 

score, and (3) expressing this score as a percentage.  

One limitation of the content analysis method used is the lack of intercoder reliability, which 

could have been addressed by employing two or more researchers to independently code the 

plans (Norton, 2008; Stevens, Lyles & Berke, 2014). However, detailed descriptions of the 

evaluation protocol and coding scheme are provided for this single-coded study (Krippendorff, 

2013; Neuendorf, 2002). More importantly, this research conforms to the content analysis 

methodology employed in earlier content analysis studies (for example, Brody et al., 2004; 

Horney et al., 2012) as a means of increasing reliability and replicability. 

It is acknowledged that even if a policy is presented in the land use plan in mandatory language, 

this does not guarantee that this policy will be implemented. However, because the AUP is a 

statutory planning instrument, it is assumed that higher-scoring plans have a greater likelihood 

of being implemented. The interviews exploring the perceptions and experience of the planning 

professionals and market actors in the third phase of this research aimed to complement and 

help increase the validity of these research findings. The relevant actors’ perspectives on the 

alignment between the AP 2012 and the AUP were gathered and discussed. Triangulating the 

findings from the different sources of information improves the overall validity of this research, 

District and Zone-specific

Objectives

Policies

RPS of the AUP

Objectives

Policies
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in particular by combining stakeholder perceptions of the plan efficacy in delivering outcomes 

as intended by the plan. 

4.4. Research Question Two: Case Studies  

The intention in the second phase was to gain an empirical understanding of the efficacy of the 

methods (including rules) adopted by the AUP for realising the expected intensification 

outcomes. Based on the case study analysis, simulation modelling and evaluation, this research 

examined (a) whether for the chosen case studies, the methods provide for more intensification 

than the superseded land use plan (the LDPs); and (b) whether the plan methods have achieved 

the stated intensification outcomes (plan objectives and policies). This section describes the 

study methods designed for answering the above two questions. 

First, given that the main goals of the AUP are to deliver a compact city and achieve 

intensification, the plan methods should align with these plan goals to better serve the purpose 

of providing for intensification, when compared to the legacy plans. Second, with the aim of 

delivering the expected outcomes, the plan policies should give effect to the plan objectives in 

the plan content. Further, the plan methods should give effect to the policies. A simulated 

development for the case studies based on the plan methods was undertaken to assess whether 

the potential outcomes provided by plan achieve the intended policy outcomes (objectives and 

policies).  

4.4.1 Selection of the Suburbs  

The AUP focuses a significant portion of future higher density housing development in and 

around the existing and identified urban centres (Auckland Council, 2012). The AP 2012 

outlines a hierarchy of centres made up of the city centre, metropolitan centres, town centres, 

and local centres 16 (Auckland Council, 2012), and this network is reflected in the AUP 

hierarchy of centres (Auckland Council, 2013; 2016). While the earlier sections of this thesis 

discuss ‘urban intensification’ or ‘urban growth management’ in a broader sense, this research 

is centred on the delivery of medium to higher density housing developments in lower density 

suburban areas. The City Centre area is excluded because it has comparatively higher density 

                                                
16 According to the DV, “Metropolitan Centres serve regional catchments or have strategic roles within the region; 
Town Centres act as local hubs providing a wide range of retail and business facilities, and community facilities; 
while the Local Centres act as a focus for communities and provide a range of convenience shops and small 
business services together with some community facilities” (Auckland Council, 2016).   
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and land-use diversity (Auckland Council, 2012). As such, following the classifications in the 

AUP, the case studies are located in metropolitan centres, the town centres and the local centres.  

According to the AP 2012, centres are a “concentrated mix of public and private activities in a 

defined area, including shopping, offices, public transport nodes and community facilities” 

within ten minutes walking distance of each other (Auckland Council, 2012, p. 253; Haarhoff 

et al., 2012). Not all of the 102 ‘centres’ identified in the AP 2012 were studied in this research. 

According to Groat and Wang (2013), in a circumstance where the identified factors of 

importance vary from case to case, multiple case studies can be advantageous. Two case studies 

were therefore selected for each category of the urban centre to ensure adequate depth in the 

analysis of the factors responsible for the phenomenon of interest (Filion, 2013; Grout & Wang, 

2013).  

The suburbs were chosen using the following selection criteria: 

i. The suburbs should constitute (or be targeted for) higher density housing developments 

(medium or high-density housing developments);  

ii. The suburbs should be defined as ‘existing centres’ (rather than ‘emergent centres’17) 

in the AP 2012; 

iii. The suburbs should be close to major public transit nodes; 

iv. The suburbs should have a concentrated (or ongoing) mix of public and private 

activities and be seeking to encourage residential intensification. 

The following six suburbs were tested against the above selection criteria. The results 

demonstrate that they fulfil the criteria listed above (Table 4.2). 

Table 4.2 Suburbs selection criteria 

Suburbs Criterion i Criterion ii Criterion iii Criterion iv 

Takapuna Yes Yes Yes Yes 

Manukau Yes Yes Yes Yes 

Onehunga Yes Yes Yes Yes 

Panmure Yes Yes Yes Yes 

Kingsland Yes Yes Yes Yes 

Swanson Yes Yes Yes Yes 

                                                
17 The identification of centres as existing or emergent in the Auckland Plan 2012 was based on their current role 
and function. 
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Based on the results shown in Table 4.2 above, the suburbs selected for analysis are shown in 

Table 4.3 below.  

Table 4.3 The selected suburbs  

Classification i ii 

Metropolitan Centre Takapuna Manukau 

Town Centre Onehunga Panmure 

Local Centre Kingsland  Swanson 

4.4.2 Selection of the Case Study Developments 

To ensure that the case studies were selected in a transparent way and to remove self-selecting 

bias, the Auckland Council Resource Consent team were asked to provide two case study sites 

for each of the selected suburbs, based on the selection criteria provided.  

The selection criteria for case study developments were:  

i. The case study developments (resource consents) should have been approved after the 

release of the NV, which in the view of Auckland Council planners gave effect to the 

NV’s policy intentions in relation to matters of residential intensification;  

ii. Case study sites should be close to the selected Metropolitan, Town or Local Centre, 

that is, within 10 minutes’ walk distance (about 800 metres) of activities in the centre, 

as identified in the AP 2012; 

iii. Case study sites should constitute (or be targeted for) medium to higher density housing 

developments; 

iv. The case study sites should contain more than 10 residential units (five in the local 

centres, if possible) to provide sufficient scale.   

Since no sites were provided by the Auckland Council for Onehunga and Swanson, and only 

one site each was selected for Manukau and Panmure, the following six case study 

developments were chosen based on the criteria outlined in Table 4.4. Altogether, two case 

study sites were selected for each category of urban centre, giving a total of six case study 

developments (Figure 4.4). The six case study sites selected were also used to source potential 

interview participants (including developers, consultants and processing officers), to then 

discuss their development practices on these sites. 
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Table 4.4 The case study developments provided by the Auckland Council  

 Suburbs Case study 
developments  

Development 
lot size (m2) 

Approved developments Density 
(dwellings per 

hectare)1 

Metropolitan 
Centre  

Takapuna A: Anzac Street 1,060 10 apartments High-density 

B: Killarny Road 1,983 44 apartments, six-storey High-density 

Town 
Centre  

Panmure C: Clifton Court 1,025 Mixed use office/apartment  
36 apartments 

High-density 

Manurewa D: Great South 
Road 

16,808 55 residential lot (duplex) 
and one lot for childcare 

Medium-density 

Local Centre  Kingsland  E: Central Road 693 
 

Five-storey, 16 apartments High-density 

F: Central Road 1,518 
 

Eight terrace house, and 12 
apartments 

High-density 

1 Medium-density housing: 30 – 66 dwellings per hectare (dph); high-density housing: greater than 66 dph.  

 

Figure 4.4 Locations of the selected case study developments 

4.4.3 Research Question 2(a): How well do the land use plan methods enable residential 

intensification compared to the Legacy District Plans? 

Based on the literature review, the features of plan standards expected to support intensification 

are shown in Table 4.5. It is worth mentioning that although a number of indicators that are not 
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expected to be included in land use plans supporting intensification, for example, minimum 

front yard and minimum street frontage per unit, they have been adopted as development 

controls in the AUP.  

In addition, the inclusion and expression of plan standards can affect intensification potential; 

for example, the minimum dwelling size standards may work against the intensification rather 

than supporting it. However, minimum dwelling sizes for residential zones are included in both 

the LDPs and NV. However, this study focuses on the features of these existing development 

controls and their impacts with regard to enabling higher residential density (higher GFA and 

a larger number of dwelling units) (Table 4.5).  

Table 4.5 The features of development standards expected to deliver residential intensification  

Variables  Features of plan standards (compared 
with LDPs) 

The GFA of the plan-enabled envelope + 

The theoretical maximum number of units of the plan-enabled 
envelope 

+ 

Maximum density1 + 

Maximum building coverage  + 

Minimum dwelling size – 

Maximum building height  + 

Minimum setbacks  – 

Minimum yards – 

1 The LDPs and the NV set up maximum density rules for certain zones. The NV maximum density rules may not 
apply to all the selected sites. The Independent Hearing Panel omitted the density controls, and the Auckland 
Council accepted this recommendation in its DV. 

 

The GFA and theoretical maximum unit number of the plan-enabled envelope were acquired 

from simulation modelling of the case study sites as described in the section below. This also 

enabled comparisons to be made between the LDPs and the two versions of the AUP.  

4.4.3.1 Case study modelling method and analysis process 

(1) The simulation modelling process   

Existing studies based on plan outcome evaluations have largely focused on comparing 

finalised developments with plan objectives and policies (Beattie, 2010; Laurian et al., 2010). 

However, this study was carried out during the plan development and implementation process 

for the AUP, when only a limited number of projects had been completed. Further, the intention 

of this research was to look at the two versions of the AUP, while an ex-post evaluation was 
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not feasible for the DV. For example, the resource consent for one case study was granted after 

the NV, but before the release of the DV, however, the demolition and construction had not yet 

begun when the thesis was written. This research also aimed to provide a method for plan 

outcome evaluation during the plan development and implementation process (that could also 

be applied to post-plan evaluation) to assess how well the plan tools and methods were 

achieving the stated plan outcomes (plan objectives and policies) and adhere to intensification 

goals. Simulation modelling was therefore employed to foresee and investigate the envelope 

with maximum theoretical development (provided by the plan methods) and test the plan 

effectiveness in enabling intensification.  

By means of building descriptions using the software Sketchup and modelling the plan 

development controls and standards, the plan-enabled envelope for the case studies was 

obtained. This research intended to consider only one form of development activity (namely, 

the plan-enabled envelope) by the plan methods for the specific site (the dimensions governed 

by the rules), but this was not the sole development option for the case study sites. It is 

acknowledged that the other development scenarios, such as infill development, were possible. 

However, in order to attain plan-enabled theoretical maximum developments, the simulation 

models are based on the scenario of developing apartment buildings, as enabled by the specific 

development standards. This is mainly because the development envelope provided by plan 

methods represents the plan outcomes expected and enabled by the plan methods.  Subdivision 

types of development and surface parking (if not required by the plan) are not considered to 

enable the maximum theoretical development.  

The modelled outputs serve to establish the GFA of the plan-enabled envelope. Further, based 

upon the GFA, the maximum plan-enabled number of dwelling units is used to explore the plan 

efficacy for achieving higher densities and increased housing supply. From these models, the 

plan-enabled simulation developments for the LDPs, the two versions of the AUP are 

overlapped and compared, to examine whether plan efficacy for enabling intensification is 

enhanced. 

(2) The study method for modelling the gross floor area (GFA) of the plan-enabled envelope 

The floor space is the primary modelled output and acts as an indicator for the potential 

intensification results of development. In the simulation modelling process, the density control 

rules play a critical role in development potential. The LDPs and the NV set up standards for 

maximum density for some residential zones.  
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In the LDPs, the floor area ratio (FAR)18 for the three sites (sites C, E, F) under the Auckland 

City District Plan (Isthmus Section) determines the maximum GFA that can be built within a 

site. This is because previous studies reveal that the effects of density on land development 

“should all be embodied in the FAR itself” (Fu & Somerville, 2001, p. 405). Consequently, for 

the Auckland City District Plan (Isthmus Section), the maximum FAR determines the 

maximum GFA that can be built within a site. However, there is no maximum FAR requirement 

for the sites in the former North Shore City and Manukau City District plans.  

The NV sets out maximum density land use controls, but these only applied to the development 

potential of Site D (Table 4.6). Therefore, the GFA for the NV plan-enabled envelope for Site 

D was estimated based on the maximum density for the zone (200m2 per dwelling). While the 

GFA for the DV for Site D (in MHU Zone) was estimated for apartment buildings, and it was 

estimated mainly based on the building coverage (45 percent) and maximum building height. 

The Panel recommended to omit the density controls, and the Auckland Council accepted this 

recommendation in its DV. Therefore, the GFA of the DV plan-enabled envelope for the other 

five sites were largely established based on other rules and regulations. 

Table 4.6 The density controls (maximum density) for selected case study sites  

 The LDPs (Auckland Council, 2012) The NV (Auckland 
Council, 2013) 

The DV (Auckland 
Council, 2016) 

Site A No No No 

Site B No No No 

Site C Maximum total floor area 
Ratios - 4:1 

No No 

Site D One household unit per 300m2 site 
area 

One dwelling per 200m2 
net site area 

No 

Site E Maximum floor area 
Mixed-use - 4:1 

No No 

Site F Maximum floor area 
Mixed-use - 4:1 

No No 

To estimate the GFA of the plan-enabled envelope for the selected case study sites, the potential 

development allowed for by the AUP is simulated and acquired based on the modelling results 

for the selected case study area (excluding site D and sites C, E, F in the Auckland City District 

Plan – Isthmus Section) to evaluate the intensification potential provided by the plans.  

                                                
18 Floor Area Ration (FAR) is defined in the LDPs as “the relationship between building gross floor area and land 
area of the site” (Auckland Council, 2012, p. 11)  
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(3) The process for establishing the maximum theoretical plan-enabled number of units  

The scenario of the minimum allowable size for the potential theoretical maximum number of 

dwellings was selected for the aim of this study to investigate the plan tools and capacity. The 

theoretical maximum number of units can be evaluated based on the modelled floor area, 

minimum unit size and dwelling mix requirements, as follows: 

!(#$) =
#$ ∗ ()*+,

∑ )./
0
.12 3./

 

where j represents the different plans, k represents the unit typologies (j =1, 2, 3 represents the 

studio, the one-bedroom unit, and the two-bedroom unit, respectively). Taken the NV as an 

example, )245  represents minimum dwelling size for the studio in the NV, )645  represents 

minimum dwelling size for the one-bedroom unit, )745  represents minimum dwelling size for 

the two or more than two-bedroom unit. The ratio means the relation between the net internal 

area and gross floor area (net internal area/gross floor area). The #89	represents the GFA of 

the plan-enabled envelope, and !(#89)	represents the theoretical maximum number of units. 

Further, for the purpose of comparing the LDPs with the two versions of the AUP, the ratio of 

the maximum number of units between the NV and the LDPs, for example, is obtained as 

follows: 

;1 =
!(#89) − !(#>?@)

!	(#>?@)
=
#89 ∑ ).ABC

0
.12 3.ABC

#>?@ ∑ ).45
0
.12 3.45

− 1 

where y1 represents the comparison between the NV and the LDPs.  

As an example, Table 4.7 below outlines minimum dwelling size standards for Site B.
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Table 4.7 Minimum dwelling size standards for Site B, Killarney Street, Takapuna  

 The LDP (Northshore 
section- Residential 8 Zone) 

The NV (THAB Zone) The DV (THAB Zone) 

Minimum 
dwelling site 
and dwelling 
mix  

“a) Studio units - 35m2 

b) One-bedroom units - 45m2 

c) Two-bedroom units - 70m2 

d) Three or more bedroom 
units - 90m2” 

“Provided that where there 
are more than 10 units in a 
development: 

i) no more than 25% of the 
units in the development are 
studio units; and 

ii) no more than 50% of the 
units are one-bedroom and 
studio units” (Auckland 
Council, 2013, p.107) 

“a. 40m2 for studio 
dwellings 

b. 45m2 for one-bedroom 
dwellings” 

“In a single development 
containing more than 20 
dwellings, the combined 
number of studio and one-
bedroom dwellings must 
not exceed 70 percent of 
the total number of 
dwellings within the 
development” (Auckland 
Council, 2013) 

 “Dwellings must have a 
minimum net internal floor 
area as follows: (a) 30m² for 
studio dwellings; (b) 45m² 
for one or more bedroom 
dwellings” (Auckland 
Council, 2016) 

Estimation and 
calculation 
method 

#>?@ ∗ Ratio
(a)= 25%* 

!(#>?@)*35m2+ 
25%*!(#>?@)*45m2 

+50%*!(#>?@)* 70m2 

#89*Ratio = 70%* 
!(#89)* 40m2+ 
30%*!(#89) ∗51m2 (b) 

Ratio*#?9 = !(#?9) ∗30m2 

 
!(#>?@) =

#>?@ ∗ Ratio

32.5
 !(#89) =

#89 ∗ Ratio

43.3
 !(#?9) =

#?9 ∗ Ratio

30
 

The comparison  Not applicable The comparison between 
the NV and the LDPs 

;1 = 	
x2

x1	
× 0.751 − 1 

The comparison between 
the DV and the LDPs 

;2 =
x3

x1
	× 1.083 − 1 

(a) Ratio means the relation between Net Internal Area and Gross Floor Area (Net Internal Area/Gross Floor Area); 
(b) Where there is no rule for two-bedroom unit sizes in the NV, to estimate the theoretical maximum number of 
dwelling, this study takes the minimum unit size for two-bedroom units as 51 square metres. This is because in 
the New Zealand Housing Improvement Regulations 1947 (2013 reprint) – the official document (legislation) that 
includes sizes for room types, the acceptable minimum floor area for bedrooms shall not less than 6 square metres.  

 

The GFA of the plan-enabled envelope and theoretical maximum number of units based on 

plan rules of the three plans were acquired for each site and compared to explore the efficacy 

of the AUP in enhancing intensification potential. 
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4.4.4 Research Question 2(b): How well do the land use plan methods achieve the plan 

objectives and policies associated with intensification? 

This phase of the study examined whether the plan methods achieve the anticipated plan 

outcomes (objectives and policies) for intensification. It was expected that under the rational 

comprehensive model of plan-making, plan methods should enable the achievement of the plan 

objectives, and the plan methods should, in turn, give effect to the plan policies (Figure 4.5). 

This was assessed by combining the (1) analysis of relevant planning documents to see whether 

there is a disconnection between the plan objectives, policies and methods, and (2) measuring 

the simulated development against the plan objectives and policies. 

Again, the content analysis method was adopted for the examination of the potential 

disconnection between the zone objectives, policies and methods. Further, the modelling 

techniques enabled a graphical representation of the plan-enabled envelope development 

outcomes (one type of potential outcome) derived from the plan methods of the AUP for the 

selected case study sites. These simulated developments also aided in exploring the efficacy of 

plan methods in giving effect to the expected outcomes (e.g., the scale and intensity of 

development are increased).  

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

         

 

 

 

Figure 4.5 Framework for analysing the plan methods in achieving the stated policy outcomes 

The plan objectives  
• Identification of relevant objectives  

 

The case study development 
modelling results 

The plan policies 
• Identification of the relevant policies  How well do the 

development models 
achieve the plan objectives 
and policies?  

Content analysis: Do 
plan policies give effect 
to the objectives? 

The plan methods 
• Identification of the 

relevant methods  

Content analysis: Do 
plan methods give effect 
to the policies? 
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4.5. Research Question Three: Semi-Structured Qualitative Interviews  

The third phase explored how well the AUP delivers the intensification policy outcomes from 

the perspectives and experiences of developers and planning professionals. Qualitative data are 

“a source of well-grounded, rich descriptions and explanations of processes in identifiable local 

contexts” (Miles & Huberman, 1999, p.1). Interviews were conducted with 23 respondents to 

gain their perspectives on and experiences of the AUP in delivering higher density housing 

developments. These semi-structured qualitative interviews included open-ended questions, 

following the methods outlined by Groat and Wang (2013) and Haarhoff et al. (2012). 

The semi-structured interview approach strikes a balance between the structured and 

unstructured interview forms. According to Longhurst (2016), this approach offers flexibility 

as there are pre-determined questions, but the interviewer is able to move outside the initial 

line of questioning in response to emergent issues.  

4.5.1 The Data Collection and Interview Process  

The interviewees were recruited via an invitation emailed to developers, planning consultants 

and processing officers for the chosen case study developments. The sample frame consisted 

of 18 potential participants – six developers, six consultant planners and six processing officers 

identified from the six case study developments. Of these, two developers and one planning 

consultant declined to be interviewed. The processing officers were identified in the relevant 

Council documentation (e.g., property files), or recommended by senior managers from the 

Council. Moreover, policy planner representatives from the Council and one Housing New 

Zealand Corporation (HNZC) representative were also interviewed to gain a wider range of 

perspectives on the AUP’s capacity to promote intensification. 

In order to gain an even broader range of perceptions and experiences from developers, the 

sample frame of developer participants was extended to include seven other medium to higher 

density housing developers. The developers were either recommended by the Property Council 

New Zealand or identified from the list of property panellists on the Auckland Design Panel 

(there was an overlap between these two lists of developers). Four of the seven developers were 

interviewed; the other three could not be reached despite multiple attempts. In sum, a total of 

23 participants were interviewed, consisting of eight developers, six planning consultants, six 

processing officers, two policy planner representatives from Council, and one HNZC 

representative. The interviews were carried out face-to-face after the DV of the AUP was 
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released. Two of the interviews were conducted with two participants at a time, at the 

suggestion of the participants; the other interviews were conducted as one-on-one meetings.  

Due to their varied experience and roles in the housing development process, three lists of 

interview questions were developed for the developers/planning consultants (including the 

HNZC representative), processing officers, and policy planners, respectively. The three lists of 

interview questions are outlined in Appendix 2. In line with the research questions for this 

study, the interview questions were open-ended, and focused mainly on the following topics: 

(1) Policy framework 

• Understanding of the policy framework   

• Influence of the policy framework on development design  

• Effectiveness of plan objectives and policies for achieving higher density development 

(2) Plan methods 

• Understanding of the plan methods 

• Influence of the plan methods on the development design  

• Effectiveness of plan methods in achieving the desired objectives and policies 

(3) Plan capacity and feasibility for enabling intensification  

• Plan efficacy for enabling intensification 

• Plan efficacy for financially enabling higher density developments  

(4) Perceived plan obstacles to achieving the policy outcomes for higher density development  

(5) Suggested plan improvements to assist in the delivery of higher density housing 

4.5.2 Ethical Considerations  

This research was conducted in compliance with the requirements of the Human Participants 

Ethics Committee (HPEC) at The University of Auckland. Approval to conduct the required 

interviews was granted on August 31, 2016, and was valid for three years. This period was 

subsequently extended until August 31, 2022. 

Interviews were conducted between September of 2016 and February of 2017 at either 

participants’ offices or local cafes. Participation in the research was voluntary. The interviews 

lasted between half an hour and two hours, and were recorded and transcribed with the written 
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consent of the interviewees. Before each interview, respondents were given the participant 

information sheet (PIS), which described the purpose of the research, the project procedures, 

the process for data collection, storage and use, and the right to withdraw from participation. 

Each interviewee then was asked to sign a consent form.  

To maintain the anonymity of the Housing New Zealand Cooperation representative, their 

interview data is included in the discussion of the developers’ interview results.   

4.5.3 The Data Coding and Analysis Process  

Each interview was recorded by the author and then transcribed by a third-party transcriber. 

The interviews were then coded to identify common themes and sub-themes emerging using 

the qualitative data analysis software NVivo 12. All transcriptions were read and analysed 

multiple times in the process of creating categories and sub-categories and identifying patterns 

in the interview data.  

The first stage of coding began with open coding of the interview data, which was performed 

manually by the author, line-by-line. The author also reviewed all the interview transcripts 

according to the sequence established by the base list of interview questions as an added 

familiarisation step. At this stage, the core categories and sub-categories were created and used 

for reorganising and comparing with one another. 

The second stage involved selective coding, during which the interview transcripts were 

analysed operating the qualitative analysis platform NVivo, to manage data and extract themes. 

The first step of the NVivo analysis was ‘auto-coding’, during which the interview data were 

grouped by questions and according to participant type. This allowed the viewpoints from 

different groups of interviewees to be identified, as well as potential differences between the 

groups.  

The author also re-read the interview transcripts multiple times during the selective coding 

process to scrutinise keywords and sentences and thus better connect the data with the 

categories. The selective coding procedure employed a thematic analysis approach, a widely 

used method for identifying, organising, and analysing themes emerging from interview data 

sets. It is a meaningful approach for exploring the perspectives of a diverse range of 

respondents, both in terms of highlighting similarities and differences and manifesting 

unexpected insights. The thematic-analysis method adopted for this study comprised the 

following steps: “open and relational coding”; “merging” and “splitting” codes; creating a new 



70 
 

code (or a ‘main code’) from two existing codes, and creating a code family (Boeije, 2002, p. 

396). The process of coding and comparisons continues until no new distinctive codes, patterns 

or dimensions originate from the data, at which point “data saturation” is reached (Fusch & 

Ness, 2015).  

As well as the auto-coding and selective coding procedures, the author also took advantage of 

the text-search coding and the memo tools offered by the NVivo software program. The text-

search coding function is an additional check for identifying and verifying the key themes, and 

aided in detecting critical sentences and paragraphs for the key terms searched. The memo tool 

is a simultaneous note-taking function, which enriches the coding and analysis process through 

enabling the generation of conceptual theoretical ideas to inform the analysis of the data (Glaser 

& Holton, 2004.).  

4.6. Summary 

This chapter has described the mixed and integrative research methodologies developed and 

adopted for this research, explaining the plan alignment and case study research methods, and 

the data collection and qualitative interview processes. The six case study developments were 

also outlined. These methods – the content analysis, case study, and qualitative interviews – 

complemented each other and help increase the validity of the research findings. Individually, 

these techniques were helpful in terms of evaluating the links between the spatial plan and land 

use plan, as well as the plan alignment with lower-order plan objectives and policies; assessing 

the tools outlined in the land use plan for realising the expected outcomes; and exploring the 

perceptions and experiences of developers and planning professionals with regard to plan 

efficacy for facilitating market actions and achieving the intended outcomes. The qualitative 

interviews are employed to gather the practical experiences of the key market actors and 

planning professionals utilising the plan augment the findings from the case study and content 

analysis. These research techniques were primarily carried out for both the NV and DV of the 

AUP to investigate whether the DV enhanced the AUP’s efficacy for achieving the stated 

outcomes.  
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Chapter 5. Plan Alignment Analysis Results  

5.1. Introduction  

This chapter presents an examination of the Auckland Unitary Plan (the AUP, both the notified 

version and the decisions version) in terms of its external alignment with the residential 

intensification objectives and policies of the Auckland Plan 2012 (the AP 2012). This 

examination also explores whether the AUP’s internal alignment with its Regional Policy 

Statement (RPS) objectives and policies, through an assessment of the written text of plan 

documents, looking at the degree to which the visions or themes from the RPS are included in 

the AUP. The intent is to assess whether the land use plan externally aligns with the spatial 

plan in terms of language and content, and achieving internal alignment as outlined in the 

planning framework and assumptions in New Zealand.  

After identifying the linkages and connections of the relevant plan components through policy 

mapping methods, an evaluation protocol is established to conduct a content analysis of the AP 

2012 and RPS in the AUP (see Chapter 3 for the planning framework of the AUP, and Chapter 

4 for the research design and methodology). Through identifying issues relating to the 

residential intensification in the AP 2012 and the AUP, the linkages of the two plans are 

assessed through tracking the use of language, topic and theme. Appendices 4–13 present the 

full array of items evaluated and the analysis results. For the most part, the methodological 

approach used in developing the protocol follows approaches described in the plan alignment 

literature. As also described in Chapter 4; the individual items are specified using established 

measurement categories (0=item not mentioned, 1=partly or generally included, 2 = specific or 

mandatory in the plan). 

The first two parts of the chapter present the findings relating to the translation of the 

intensification visions from the AP 2012 to the AUP (both versions) and internal alignment 

between the district and zone objectives and policies with the RPS objectives and policies (both 

versions), respectively. Next, the overall results for the two versions of the AUP are compared 

to explore if the DV improves of the AUP shows improved alignment. Lastly, the key findings 

are discussed, and the limitations of the study methods used are described and explained.  
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5.2. Alignment Between the Regional Policy Statement of the AUP with 

Strategic Visions of the AP 2012  

5.2.1 The Notified Version 

Overall, the issues, objectives and policies of the AP 2012 relating to intensification are partly 

linked by the RPS of the NV, which does not fully reflect the intention of the AP 2012 to 

provide the strategic context within which the statutory AUP will operate (Auckland Council, 

2013). In particular, the alignment between the AP targets and the RPS objectives is less than 

half as strong as they could be (Figure 5.1). It indicates that the NV (the statutory land use plan) 

does not fully have regard to the AP 2012 (the spatial plan). It further questions the roles and 

functions of the spatial plan in guiding the future intensification development and achieving 

the strategic goals, if it is not linked to or connected by the statutory land use plan.  

 

Figure 5.1 Alignment between the RPS of the NV with the AP 2012 

 

5.2.1.1 Issues 

Only one related strategic direction 12: “plan, deliver and maintain quality infrastructure to 

make Auckland liveable and resilient” is clearly reflected in the RPS, while the other strategic 

directions in the AP 2012 are not included or are just generally mentioned (Table 5.1; Appendix 

3). Four (out of ten) identified priorities are generally mentioned or not included among the 

RPS issues, and the other six priorities have been included in the RPS (see Table 5.1; Appendix 

3). The priorities that have been given stronger alignment include: 

• “Realise quality, compact urban environments 
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• Demand good design in all development 

• Increase housing choice to meet diverse preferences and needs 

• Improve the quality of existing and new housing 

• Protect, enable, align, integrate and provide social and community infrastructure for 

present and future generations  

• Integrate transport planning and investment with land use development” (Auckland 

Council, 2012). 

5.2.1.2 Objectives 

The alignment between the objectives of RPS and the AP 2012 is the weakest among the three 

categories examined (Figure 5.1). Only one (out of four) AP 2012 target is detailed and fully 

included (see Table 5.1, Appendix 4). The specific AP 2012 target for increasing the number 

of dwellings is better translated into the RPS objectives. However, two other targets – 

increasing the residential dwelling construction consents and walkability to frequent public 

transport – are not included in the RPS objectives. The objectives of the regional level policy 

statement may not link to objectives in the spatial plan. This analysis differs from the Auckland 

Council’s (2013) statement in its NV that the RPS is linked to the AP 2012.  

5.2.1.3 Policies 

A comparatively larger ratio of plan directives relevant to the residential intensification in the 

AP 2012 is mentioned in the RPS policies. However, only two out of the 11 identified directives 

are specific or thoroughly included. The majority (six of them) of the AP 2012 policies are just 

partly or generally translated into the RPS policies. One directive, “parking standards and 

innovative parking mechanisms should take account the need to facilitate intensive and mixed-

use developments,” is not translated into the RPS policies of the NV, demonstrating that the 

related AP 2012 directives may not invariably and comprehensively be linked by the RPS and 

further applied in practice.  

Taken together, the items with strong alignment between the RPS of the NV with the AP 2012 

(see Table 5.1) indicate a focus on three themes: 

• “Enable higher residential densities and efficient land use in appropriate locations to 

achieve the quality compact urban environment” 

• “Increase housing choice and quality”  
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• “Deliver high quality and efficient infrastructure and transport planning” (Auckland 

Council, 2012) 

The AP 2012 targets of delivering quality transport planning and infrastructure are relatively 

strongly aligned by the NV RPS, and the majority of strategies to achieve quality compact 

urban form and implement residential intensification around transit centres are connected by 

the RPS. However, the objectives and policies relating to housing supply, city centre, and 

parking standards are not included or are only generally mentioned in the RPS. In addition, the 

majority policies associated with housing affordability, social infrastructure and the 

connections and network facilities are only partially translated into the RPS. These results, to 

some extent, may also indicate the difficulties of integrating the social and economic objectives 

of the spatial plan into the land use plan, which, leaves the achievement of these visions and 

strategies a challenge.  

Table 5.1 The Items in the AP 2012 that are specific, partly/generally included or not included in the NV  

 Specific and explained  Partially/generally included Not included  

Strategic 
Directions 
(Issues) 

• “Plan, deliver and maintain 
quality infrastructure to make 
Auckland liveable and 
resilient” 

• “House all Aucklanders in secure, 
healthy homes they can afford”  

• “Create better connections and 
accessibility within Auckland, 
across New Zealand and to the 
world” 

• “Create a stunning city 
centre, with well-
connected quality towns, 
villages and 
neighbourhoods”  

Priorities 
(Issues)  

• “Realise quality, compact 
urban environments” 

• “Demand good design in all 
development” 

• “Increase housing choice to 
meet diverse preferences and 
needs” 

• “Improve the quality of 
existing and new housing” 

• “Protect, enable, align, 
integrate and provide social 
and community infrastructure 
for present and future 
generations” 

• “Integrate transport planning 
and investment with land use 
development” 

• “Create enduring 
neighbourhoods, centres and 
business areas”  

• “Improve housing affordability 
and the supply of affordable 
housing” 

• “Optimise, integrate and align 
network utility provisions and 
planning” 

• “Increase housing supply 
to meet demand” 
 
 

Targets 
(Objectives) 

• “Supply 100,000 new 
dwellings in the period 2012–
2022, 170,000 new dwellings 
in the period 2022–2032 and 
130,000 new dwellings in the 
period 2032–2042” 

• “Increase the resident population 
in the City Centre from 23,000 in 
2006 to 57,000 in 2040” 

• “Increase residential 
dwelling construction 
consents” 

• “Increase the proportion 
of people living within 
walking distance of 
frequent public transport 
stops from 14% (2011) to 
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 Specific and explained  Partially/generally included Not included  
32% by 2040” 

Directives 
(Policies) 

• “Plan for a seven-year 
average of unconstrained 
development capacity”  

• “Integrate planning of 
network utility infrastructure 
to provide for population 
growth”  

• “Adopt a Rural Urban Boundary 
(RUB) in Auckland’s Unitary 
Plan” 

• “Focus urban intensification in 
suitable areas” 

• “Locate and develop greenfield 
areas as sustainable liveable 
neighbourhoods” 

• “Strengthen Auckland’s network 
of metropolitan, town, local and 
neighbourhood centres”  

• “Develop and manage business 
areas to complement centres” 

• “Encourage a mix of dwelling 
types within neighbourhoods 
across Auckland” 

• “Encourage and incentivise 
retrofitting of existing housing 
stock, and require new housing to 
be sited and designed to meet best 
practice urban design and 
sustainable housing principles” 

• “Protect and enable critical social 
infrastructure services to match 
the needs of Auckland’s current 
and future populations” 

• “Parking standards and 
innovative parking 
mechanisms should take 
into account the need to 
facilitate intensive and 
mixed-use developments 
within strategic locations, 
and encourage the use of 
public transportation”  

Data source: The Auckland Plan (2012) (Auckland Council, 2012) 

5.2.2 The Decisions Version 

The intensification-related visions in the AP 2012 are also just partly included in the DV. The 

external alignment between the RPS of the AUP with the AP 2012 has not been enhanced in 

the DV (Figure 5.2). Compared to the NV, the RPS of the DV further diverges from the AP 

2012 visions and strategies, with a more significant number of the AP 2012 visions and 

strategies not included, or only generally or partly mentioned in the DV. The alignment 

between the RPS of the DV with the AP 2012 decreased for all the three categories examined 

(issues, objectives and policies). The alignment between the AP 2012 and the RPS of the DV 

for both the issues and objectives is less than half as strong as it could be. 

5.2.2.1 Issues 

The RPS issues of the DV are not fully aligned with the AP 2012 strategic directions (see Table 

5.2, Appendix 8). Similar to the NV, only one strategic direction: 12, to “plan, deliver and 

maintain quality infrastructure to make Auckland liveable and resilient,” is specific in the RPS 

issues. Both versions aim to provide quality infrastructure and facilities and make efficient use 



76 
 

of existing infrastructure. The other strategic directions are not included or are only partly 

included in the RPS issues.  

In terms of the AP 2012 priorities, a more significant number of them are not reflected by the 

RPS issues of the DV, compared with the NV. Only three out of the 10 evaluated AP 2012 

priorities are specific and thoroughly included in the RPS: 

• “Improve the quality of existing and new housing 

• Realise quality, compact urban environments  

• Protect, enable, align, integrate and provide social and community infrastructure for 

present and future generations” (Auckland Council, 2016) 

 
Figure 5.2 Alignment between the AUP RPS (the NV and the DV) and the AP 2012  

Interestingly, the priorities to “demand good design in all development” and “increase housing 

choice to meet diverse preferences and needs,” are specific and well-linked by the RPS issues 

of the NV, but not included in the RPS of the DV. This seems to be inconsistent with the DV 

that emphasises the urban design outcomes as one of the key instruments to ensure quality 

developments.  
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5.2.2.2 Objectives 

Like the NV, the four relevant targets in the AP 2012 are not fully linked by the RPS objectives 

of the DV (Table 5.2; Appendix 9) and, among them, two RPS objectives for “increasing the 

residential dwelling construction consents” and “increasing the proportion of people living 

within walking distance of frequent public transport stops” are not included in RPS of the DV. 

The other two targets are just briefly mentioned. One possible reason could be that these targets 

are challenging to be achieved solely with the AUP. 

5.2.2.3 Policies 

In terms of the intensification policies of the AP 2012, only three policies relating to, 

respectively: (1) areas for urban intensification, (2) development capacity, and (3) providing a 

range of dwellings types, are specified in the RPS policies. However, there is no specific RPS 

policy in the DV linking to the AP directives for the “most efficient use of greenfield areas,” 

“parking standards and mechanisms to facilitate intensive and mixed-use developments” and 

“new housing to be sited and designed to meet best urban design practice and sustainable 

housing principles” (see Table 5.2, Appendix 10).  

The specific objectives and policies in the AP 2012 that are clearly included in the RPS of the 

DV mostly focus on two aspects: (1) to enable a compact urban environment and efficient land 

use in appropriate locations, and (2) to deliver high quality and efficient infrastructure. It is 

also worth noting that the major housing-related objectives and policies that show stronger 

alignment with the NV are not included in the RPS of the DV (Table 5.2). 

Table 5.2 The AP 2012 Visions that are specific, partly/generally included or not included in the DV  

 Specific and detailed  

 

Partly/generally included Not included 

 

Strategic 
Directions 
(issues) 

• “Plan, deliver and 
maintain quality 
infrastructure to make 
Auckland liveable and 
resilient” 

• “House all Aucklanders in secure, 
healthy homes they can afford” 

• “Create a stunning city centre, with 
well-connected quality towns, 
villages and neighbourhoods” 

• “Create better connections and 
accessibility within Auckland, 
across New Zealand and to the 
world” 

Priorities 
(issues)  

• “Protect, enable, align, 
integrate and provide 
social and community 
infrastructure for 
present and future 
generations” 

• “Improve the quality of 

• “Realise quality, compact urban 
environments” 

• “Optimise, integrate and align 
network utility provisions and 
planning” 

• “Demand good design in all 
development”  

• “Create enduring neighbourhoods, 
centres and business areas”  

• “Increase housing supply to meet 
demand” 

• “Increase housing choice to meet 



78 
 

 Specific and detailed  

 

Partly/generally included Not included 

 

existing and new 
housing” 

• “Integrate transport 
planning and 
investment with land 
use development” 
 

diverse preferences and needs” 
• “Improve housing affordability and 

the supply of affordable housing” 

Targets 
(objectives) 

• No • “Supply 100,000 new dwellings in 
the period 2012–2022, 170,000 new 
dwellings in the period 2022–2032 
and 130,000 new dwellings in the 
period 2032–2042”  

• “Increase the resident population in 
the City Centre from 23,000 in 2006 
to 57,000 in 2040”  

• “Increase residential dwelling 
construction consents from 3,800 
in 2011 to at least 10,000 on 
average per annum from 2020.” 

• “Increase the proportion of people 
living within walking distance of 
frequent public transport stops 
from 14% (2011) to 32% by 2040” 

Directives 
(policies)  

• “Plan for a seven-year 
average of 
unconstrained 
development capacity” 

• “Focus urban 
intensification in 
suitable areas” 

• “Encourage a mix of 
dwelling types within 
neighbourhoods across 
Auckland, to reflect 
changing 
demographics, family 
structures and age 
groups”  

• “Adopt a Rural Urban Boundary in 
Auckland’s Unitary Plan” 

• “Strengthen Auckland’s network of 
metropolitan, town, local and 
neighbourhood centres” 

• “Develop and manage business areas 
to complement centres, without 
undermining their role and function 
in the centres’ network, and to 
provide for a diversity of 
opportunities for business and 
employment growth” 

• “Integrate planning of network utility 
infrastructure to provide for 
population growth”  

• “Protect and enable critical social 
infrastructure services to match the 
needs of Auckland’s current and 
future populations” 

• “Parking standards and innovative 
parking mechanisms should take 
into account the need to facilitate 
intensive and mixed-use 
developments within strategic 
locations, and encourage the use of 
public transportation” 

• “Locate and develop greenfield 
areas as sustainable liveable 
neighbourhoods” 

• “Encourage and incentivise 
retrofitting of existing housing 
stock, and require new housing to 
be sited and designed to meet best 
practice urban design and 
sustainable housing principles” 

Data source: The Auckland Plan (2012) (Auckland Council, 2012) 

5.2.3 Summary for the Results of Plan Alignment Between the AP 2012 and the AUP 

It is evident that the DV is making limited progress implementing the intensification visions 

and strategies of the AP 2012, with the alignment level between its RPS and the AP 2012 even 

reduced from the NV. The alignment scores for 12 out of the 15 identified AP 2012 targets and 

directives (objectives and policies) remain the same or are decreased in the DV, while 

increasing for only three of them (Figure 5.3).  
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Figure 5.3 Alignment between the AP 2012 with the NV and the DV 
(0 represents not included, 1 represents generally/ briefly included, and 2 represents specific or clearly explained) 
 

Notably, two targets (Target 3 and 4) and one directive (Directive 10.6), together with two 

issues in the AP 2012, are not included in the RPS of both versions (Table 5.3). 

Table 5.3 The AP 2012 issues, objectives and policies that are not included in the RPS of both versions  

 Not included 

Issues “Strategic direction 10: Create a stunning city centre, with well-connected quality towns, 
villages and neighbourhoods” 

“Priority: Increase housing supply to meet demand” 

Objectives “Target 3: Increase residential dwelling construction consents from 3,800 in 2011 to at least 
10,000 on average per annum from 2020” 

“Target 4: Increase the proportion of people living within walking distance of frequent public 
transport stops from 14% (2011) to 32% by 2040” 

Policies “Directive 10.6: Parking standards and innovative parking mechanisms should take into 
account the need to facilitate intensive and mixed-use developments within strategic locations, 
and encourage the use of public transportation” 

Data source: The Auckland Plan (2012) (Auckland Council, 2012) 

Among the AP 2012 targets and directives, the directives to “focus urban intensification in 

appropriate areas” and to “encourage a mix of dwelling types” are given stronger alignment in 

the DV than the NV. However, the target to “supply a certain number of new dwellings,” which 

is specified in the NV, is shown to be generally included in the DV. Most of the priorities 

relating to housing supply are less aligned in the DV (Table 5.4).  
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Both versions are strong in aligning with the AP 2012 for delivering quality infrastructure, and 

compact urban development and its related strategies for different centres. The AP 2012 visions 

and strategies with strong alignment in both versions are:  

• Plan for a seven-year average of unconstrained development capacity 

• Improve the quality of existing and new housing 

• Plan, deliver and maintain quality infrastructure to make Auckland liveable and 

resilient 

• Integrate transport planning and investment with land use development (Auckland 

Council, 2012) 

Also, the relevant social strategies in the AP 2012, for instance, the visions to “create a stunning 

city centre, with well-connected quality towns, villages and neighbourhoods,” to “increase 

residential dwelling construction consents” and “increase the proportion of people living within 

walking distance of frequent public transport” are just partly translated into or briefly 

mentioned in the RPS of both versions.  

However, it is also crucial to note that the majority of the dwelling/housing supply and the 

population-related policies remain disconnected or partly connected in the RPS of both 

versions. Comparatively, they are given less alignment in the RPS of the DV, than in the NV. 

In part, this is because the Panel (2016) deleted the affordable housing provisions in the NV as 

they considered these were not resource-management matters. 

The results imply that the goals of the AUP have not fully responded to the AP 2012. The two 

versions themselves articulated different goals the plan anticipates achieving. This further 

indicates that the community (the DV was released after the public consultation and hearing) 

might have disparate views from the Auckland Council on the goals, roles, and functions of 

the AUP. The external alignment between the AUP with the AP 2012 has not been enhanced, 

it rather further diverges from the strategic visions in the AP 2012. There seems to be 

controversy over which goals the land use plan should include, and what are (or are not) plan 

and resource management matters.  
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Table 5.4 The items that the alignment level with the AP 2012 improved or decreased in the DV  

Improved Decreased 

• “Directive 10.3 Focus urban intensification in areas 
that have:  
a. permeable street and block networks that easily 
connect residents to amenities, or can be adapted to 
do so  
b. Infrastructure in place or which can be provided 
in a timely and efficient manner  
c. Close proximity and good walking access to 
community facilities, open space, high-frequency 
public transport, centres and business areas” 

• “Directive 11.3 Encourage a mix of dwelling types 
within neighbourhoods across Auckland, to reflect 
changing demographics, family structures and age 
groups” 

 

• “SD10 Priority 1 Realise quality, compact urban 
environments” 

• “SD11 Priority 2 Increase housing choice to meet 
diverse preferences and needs” 

• “SD11 Priority 4 Improve housing affordability 
and the supply of affordable housing”  

• “Target 1 Supply 100,000 new dwellings in the 
period 2012–2022, 170,000 new dwellings in the 
period 2022–2032 and 130,000 new dwellings in 
the period 2032–2042” 

• “Directive 12.2 Integrate planning of network 
utility infrastructure to provide for population 
growth” 

• “Directive 11.4 Encourage and incentivise 
retrofitting of existing housing stock, and require 
new housing to be sited and designed to meet best 
practice urban design and sustainable housing 
principles” 

Data source: The Auckland Plan (2012) (Auckland Council, 2012) 

5.3. Alignment Between the District- and Zone-Specific Objectives and 

Policies with the Regional Policy Statement of the AUP 

5.3.1 The Notified Version 

5.3.1.1 Alignment between the RPS objectives with the district- and zone-specific objectives 

The identified RPS objectives concerning the residential intensification in the NV are not fully 

given effect by the district- and zone-specific objectives (Figure 5.4). The results (see Appendix 

6) show that the articulated district and zone-specific objectives are strongly linked to two RPS 

objectives – “providing for growth in a quality compact urban form” and “a quality built 

environment” (Auckland Council, 2013).  

Nevertheless, there are no objectives specifically included for “providing unconstrained 

development capacity containing urban growth within the metropolitan area 2010” in the 

district- and zone-specific objectives. The RPS objectives that aim to achieve sufficient 

development capacity and land supply for future urban development should be implemented 

by the district- and zone-specific objectives.  
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5.3.1.2 Alignment between the RPS policies with the district- and zone-specific policies 

Results from the policy mapping analysis (Appendix 7) indicate that the RPS policies are all 

included in the district and zone policies; however, they are just partly or generally included 

(Figure 5.4). Specifically, the RPS policies below may not be fully given effect by the district- 

and zone-specific policies in the NV:   

• “Concentrating urban activities within metropolitan area 2010, the RUB” 

• “Require large scale development, and encourage all other development, to minimise 

its environmental impact through best practice sustainable design” 

• “Maintain sufficient unconstrained residential and business land within the RUB to 

accommodate an average of 7 years land supply at any one time”; “ensure there are 

sufficient development capacity and land supply for both business and housing in each 

sector” (Auckland Council, 2013) 

 

Figure 5.4 Alignment between RPS objectives and policies with the district- and zone-specific objectives 
and policies 

 

Like the varied alignment levels between the NV and the AP 2012, the alignment between the 

RPS with lower-level objectives and policies also varies for the types of intensification 

strategies. None of the evaluated RPS policies is mandatory in its district- and zone-specific 

policies. The majority objectives are also generally included or suggested (Table 5.5). The RPS 

objective “development capacity and supply of land for urban development” is not even 

included in the lower-level objectives.  
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Table 5.5 The RPS objectives and policies that are generally included/suggested or not included in District 
and Zone objectives and policies  

 
  

Generally included/suggested in the plan • Not included 

The NV RPS 
objectives  

• “Providing for growth in a quality compact 
urban form”  

• “A quality built environment” 

• “Development capacity and supply of land 
for urban development” 

The NV RPS 
Policies 

• “Providing for growth in a quality compact 
urban form” 

• “A quality built environment” 
• “Development capacity and supply of land 

for urban development” 

 

Note: the RPS objectives and policies are written under the same heading (or theme). 
Data source: The proposed Auckland Unitary Plan (2013) (Auckland Council, 2013) 

5.3.2 The Decisions Version 

5.3.2.1 Alignment between the RPS objectives with the district- and zone-specific objectives 

The RPS objectives of the DV are included in the district- and zone-specific objectives (Figure 

5.5, Appendix 11). In contrast to the reduced plan alignment between the DV and the AP 2012, 

the alignment between the RPS with district and zone objectives is improved (Figure 5.5). 

Nevertheless, one RPS objective for “urban growth and form and commercial and industrial 

growth” is only generally translated into its district- and zone-specific objectives. The other 

two RPS objectives to achieve quality built environment and residential growth are clearly 

stated by the district and zone objectives.  

5.3.2.2 Alignment between the RPS policies with the district- and zone-specific policies 

All the RPS policies are presented in its district- and zone-specific policies (Figure 5.5, 

Appendix 12). However, all of them are only partially translated or generally included.  

The RPS policies for the quality compact urban growth and development capacity and supply 

of land policies are not translated into its district- and zone-specific policies. Also, the RPS 

policies for realising quality built environment are not well connected in terms of “providing 

access for people of all ages and abilities” and “enabling a range of built forms to support 

choice and meet the needs of Auckland’s diverse population.” Additionally, affordable housing 

and the hierarchy of intensification policies are not fully included. Apart from these policies, 

the RPS policy for commercial and industrial growth is also generally included in its district- 

and zone-specific policies.  
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Figure 5.5 Comparison between the NV and the DV for internal alignment with the RPS 

The RPS objectives and policies evaluated are all included in its district and zone objectives 

and policies. Two of the relevant RPS objectives are given effect by the district and zone 

objectives with mandatory expressions, but all the RPS policies are merely suggested (Table 

5.6). The RPS policies overall are suggested (not using mandatory language) by the lower-level 

policies, which potentially leaves the achievement of the RPS policies uncertain.  

Table 5.6 The RPS objectives and policies that are mandatory or suggested in the District and Zone 
objectives and policies of the DV  

    
 

Mandatory in the Plan  Suggested in the Plan 

The RPS objectives of the DV • “A quality built environment 
• Residential growth”  

• “Urban growth and form  
• Commercial and industrial growth 

The RPS policies of the DV N/NA • Urban growth and form  
• A quality built environment 
• Residential growth 
• Commercial and industrial growth”  

Note: The RPS objectives and policies are written under the same heading (or theme).  
All the evaluated items are included (none of them is absent in the district and zone policies) 
Data source: The Auckland Council Decisions (2016) (Auckland Council, 2016) 

5.3.2.3 Summary for internal alignment between the RPS with the district- and zone-specific 

objectives and policies 

Taken together, there are disconnections between the RPS objectives and/or policies with the 

district and zone objectives and policies for both versions. The alignment between the RPS 

objectives and the district-, zone- specific objectives are relatively low in the NV, however, 
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this has been improved in the DV. The RPS policies are predominantly suggestive in both 

versions, which is likely to undermine the implementation of these RPS policies, and cause 

more uncertainties on whether the proposed development aligns with the specific policies 

associated with intensification.  

5.4. The Overall Results  

After examining the research questions on whether the RPSs of the AUP have regard to the AP 

2012, and whether the RPS has been given effect by the district- and zone-specific objectives 

and policies, this section combines the results for plan alignment with the AP 2012 and the 

internal alignment with the RPS, to investigate the overall alignment performance of the NV 

and the DV.  

5.4.1 The Notified Version 

When viewing the presence level (excluding those objectives and policies that are not included 

or mentioned), five of the assessed intensification visions and strategies of the AP 2012 are 

absent in the RPS, with only one of the RPS objectives and policies in the district- and zone-

specific objectives and policies. 

The overall assessment scores for the NV (55.7 percent, see Figure 5.6) manifest that the AP 

2012 intensification visions are partly translated to the RPS of the NV, and the internal 

alignment between the district- and zone-specific objectives and policies with the RPS 

objectives and policies is relatively weaker. Notably, only 8 out of 29 (27.6 percent) evaluated 

AP 2012 issues, objectives and policies are specific and detailed in the RPS, and only one of 

the evaluated RPS objectives and policies (16.7 percent) is strongly aligned with the lower-

level objectives and policies (see Figure 5.6).  
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Figure 5.6 Overall plan alignment level of the NV  

5.4.1.1 Variation in plan alignment by evaluation category 

The alignment results of the NV are moderate to low across the categories evaluated, as showed 

in Figure 5.7. Beyond that general observation, it is noted that the NV is strongest for its 

external alignment with the AP 2012 issues and policies, scoring 67.9 percent and 54.6 percent 

of the possible score for the categories, respectively. The next strongest element is the internal 

alignment for the RPS policies (50 percent), followed by the alignment level between the RPS 

objectives with the AP 2012 objectives (37.5 percent). The internal alignment with the RPS 

objectives (22.2 percent) has the lowest level among the evaluated categories.  

The external alignment degrees between the AUP RPS with the AP 2012 and the internal 

alignment with the RPS are overall weak for the NV. The alignment level of the NV RPS with 

the AP 2012 objectives and internal alignment is less than half as strong as might be possible 

for this analysis (Figure 5.7). In particular, the internal alignment of the NV objectives is the 

lowest, which reveals the NV may be constrained in achieving its intended RPS objectives for 

intensification.  

  
Figure 5.7 Alignment degree of the NV for each category 

Figure 5.8 presents the detailed results for each evaluation category. Of the five evaluation 

categories, the alignment of issues in the RPS and the AP 2012 has the largest proportion of 

statements that are specific or detailed in the NV, while none of the assessed internal alignment 

of the RPS policies is specific and mandatory in its district- and zone-specific policies.  
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Figure 5.8 Plan alignment and internal alignment levels of the NV for each evaluation category 

 

5.4.1.2 Variation in plan alignment by policy type/theme 

The results also demonstrate that the plan alignment levels vary depending on the theme of 

intensification policies (see Figure 5.9). The NV has substantially higher percentages of 

external alignment with the AP 2012 for infrastructure (80 percent), compact and 

intensification strategies (62.5 percent), RUB, greenfield development and development 

capacity (60 percent), housing/dwellings (55.6 percent), and design (50 percent), rather than 

for centres/business areas (40 percent), transport/parking (37.5 percent). Notably, five policies 

associated with the centres/business areas are not included or just generally included.  

 
Figure 5.9 Plan alignment level by planning themes of the NV 

Altogether, the findings indicate that the AP 2012 intensification visions are partially translated 

to the RPS of the NV. The AP 2012 is unlikely to sufficiently fulfil the roles and functions of 

a spatial plan (strategic plan) in directing the land use plan and future land-use activities. The 

disconnections between the RPS objectives and policies with its lower-order objectives and 
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policies may constrain the actualisation of the desired plan outcomes. The NV RPS seems to 

diverge from the AP 2012 strategies for intensification, and there are misalignments between 

the RPS with the lower-level objectives and policies.  

5.4.2 The Decisions Version 

When viewing the presence level (excluding those objectives and policies that are not 

included), the DV has a lower alignment level than the NV. Twelve identified AP 2012 issues, 

objectives and policies are not included in the RPS. The internal alignment has been enhanced 

in the DV, with all the assessed RPS objectives and policies mentioned in the regional and 

district objectives and policies.  

Compared to the NV scoring at 55.7 percent, the total score of the DV is 46.0 percent, by which 

the external alignment of the AUP with the AP 2012 is reduced in the DV. This is primarily 

because the alignment level between the AP 2012 and the AUP drops from 58.6 percent for the 

NV to 41.4 percent for the DV, although the internal alignment of the DV increases in the DV 

(Figure 5.10). Lower than the NV, 7 out of 29 (24.1 percent) related AP 2012 objectives and 

policies are specific or detailed in the RPS objectives and policies, and two out of eight (25 

percent) items show strong internal alignment in the DV.  

 
Figure 5.10 Comparison of the alignment degrees between the NV and the DV 

5.4.2.1 Variation in plan alignment by plan component  

When comparing the two versions for their alignment, as shown in Figure 5.11, it is evident 

that the internal alignment of the AUP is enhanced in the DV, but the degrees of alignment 

with the AP 2012 issues, objectives and policies are all decreased.   

Beyond this observation, among the five evaluation categories, the DV is strongest in terms of 

its internal alignment for objectives, scoring 75 percent of the possible score for this category. 

The next strongest element is the internal alignment for RPS policies and external alignment 
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with AP 2012 policies. Both reach 50 percent of the possible score of the categories. The 

alignment with the AP 2012 issues (39.3 percent), and objectives (25 percent) awarded the 

lowest alignment degrees for this comparison (Figure 5.11). 

 
Figure 5.11 Alignment degree of the NV and DV for each category 

Out of the five evaluation categories, the internal alignment of objectives in the DV receives 

the largest percentage for its alignment degree (Figure 5.12). Unexpectedly, in contrast to the 

RPS objectives, all the assessed items of the RPS policies are generally included in its district 

and zone policies. However, a more significant number of the AP 2012 directives (over 50 

percent) are not included in the RPS of the DV, than the NV. The DV RPS objectives are 

further divergent from the AP 2012 objectives.  

 
Figure 5.12 Plan alignment and internal alignment levels of the DV for each evaluation category 
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5.4.2.2 Variation in plan alignment by policy type 

The plan alignment also varies according to the policy type for the DV (Figure 5.13). Similar 

to the NV, the DV has higher percentages of alignment degree with the AP 2012 for 

infrastructure (70 percent), compact and intensification strategies (66.67 percent), RUB, 

greenfield development, and development capacity (50 percent), than for housing (33.33 

percent), centres and business areas (35.71 percent), and transport (22.2 percent). Nevertheless, 

five out of the nine related policies of the AP 2012 are not included in the DV. Even more 

surprisingly, the urban design- and centres-related policies in the AP 2012 are either not 

covered or are generally included in the RPS of the DV.  

 
Figure 5.13 Plan alignment level by planning themes of the DV 

The comparative analysis results of the NV and DV shown in Figure 5.14 demonstrate that the 

DV has overall less alignment with the AP 2012 in terms of its housing, centre/business, and 

transport-related policies, but has a stronger alignment for the intensification/compact and built 

environment objectives and policies. Furthermore, there is a disconnection between the RPS of 

the DV with the AP 2012 priority to “demand good design in all development” and the 

“environmental design principles.”  
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Figure 5.14 Plan alignment level by themes for the NV and the DV 

5.5. Summary 

First, the AP 2012 objectives and policies may not be linked to, or included, in the RPS of the 

AUP. The two versions of the AUP are partly aligned with the spatial plan to deliver the visions. 

A number of the AP 2012 visions are not included in both versions. There have been relatively 

limited alignment degrees of the AUP (the score/the possible total score), 55.7 percent overall 

for the NV, and even lower for the DV at 46.0 percent.  

Second, the alignment of the AUP with the AP 2012 visions varies for different policy types 

and plan components. The NV is strongest for its alignment with the AP 2012 issues and 

policies, and weakest for its internal alignment of objectives. In contrast, the DV gains the 

highest score for its internal alignment of objectives and lowest for its alignment with the AP 

2012 issues and objectives.  

In terms of the types of intensification policies, the two versions of the AUP are similar for 

having higher alignment degrees with the AP 2012 for compact and urban intensification, 

infrastructure, planning and provision policies, than for housing supply and quality, transport, 

resident population, and social-related policies. This is likely due to the nature of these policies 

in each category, and the policymakers’ and independent experts’ perceptions of specific plan 
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goals. For example, the integration of RUB and greenfield development planning often require 

collaborations and take place over longer time frames (e.g., development capacity provision 

for an average seven-year process). Also, the housing supply and quality and the social-related 

intensification policies can be highly politically contentious and could be difficult to achieve 

just by the plan itself.  

Apart from the external alignment degree with the AP 2012, this research has investigated the 

internal alignment of the two versions with their RPS. The results suggest that the articulated 

RPS objectives and policies are not entirely given effect by the district- and zone-specific 

objectives and policies in both versions. The DV, relatively, has stronger internal alignment 

than the NV. The intensification-related RPS objectives and policies are mentioned or included 

in the lower-level district and zone objectives and policies, but they are all merely generally 

included or suggested without mandatory expressions. The NV receives the lowest score for 

its alignment with the RPS objectives and policies (especially RPS policies).  

Additionally, both versions are varied in their alignment degrees for each evaluation category. 

Surprisingly, the DV is limited in improving the overall alignment degree for the AUP. Despite 

its higher internal alignment, the DV has a lower overall score, and its external alignment extent 

with the AP 2012 is reduced rather than enhanced. The major areas that are less aligned with 

the AP 2012 in the DV are objectives and policies associated with housing supply and 

affordability, centres/business areas, and transport. Moreover, the majority of the 

dwelling/housing supply, the network utility infrastructure-related policies, and the strategies 

to provide better connections and accessibility are not included in the RPS of both versions. Of 

particular concern is that the housing supply and urban design principles are not well aligned 

in the DV.  

It turns out that although the items associated with residential intensification are frequently 

mentioned, some objectives and policies supporting this development approach are often not 

fully aligned. For example, “mixed-use development,” “use land efficiently,” and “a rich mix 

of choice and opportunity for our communities and can adapt to changing needs” are present 

in the RPS of the AUP. However, the items such as “infill development” and “take account the 

[environmental] design principles” are absent in the RPS of both versions.  

Thus, plan-making officials may need to target efforts at building a stronger, more closely 

aligned land use plan to increase the plan alignment and connections that can facilitate 

understanding, coordination of decisions for plan users, and achieve the reduction of plan 
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conflicts and uncertainties, and inconsistent interpretations. Understanding the gap between 

translating the higher-level spatial plan visions to land use plan zone objectives and policies, 

and achieving their desired outcomes, is crucial. The design and plan-making of the land-use 

plan should review the existing disconnections and misalignment to increase the likelihood that 

goals and regulations aimed at improving local plan implementation of the intensification 

visions are targeted appropriately. 

The findings reported here have limitations, and future research is needed. First, this research 

is not aimed at assessing the potential or indirect effects of policies but looks at the extent to 

which a theme is covered or referenced within the text of the documents when interpreting and 

utilising the plans. It bears repeating that only what is contained in the AP 2012 and the AUP 

documentation is analysed; it is unknown to what extent the intensification outcomes of the 

AUP are achieved, this is examined in the next two chapters. Second, the ideas outlined in this 

chapter describe some, but not all, of the changes needed to support the residential 

intensification visions of the AP 2012. This analysis also misses other ways in which 

communities and government can address intensification. It will be useful for future research 

to explore whether plan linkage and alignment are, or are not, demonstrated by text references 

to relevant planning documents and whether this reflects the real picture of the stakeholders’ 

responses and actions in practice. This is also one of the reasons for carrying out qualitative 

interviews with key stakeholders in Chapter 7. Moreover, another limitation is that only 

residential intensification and centres-related issues, objectives and policies are studied. It 

would be useful if future research could test whether this would apply to the entire diverse 

policy types with different contexts and constituencies.    
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Chapter 6. Case Study Results: Plan Methods of the Auckland 

Unitary Plan in Achieving Intensification Outcomes 

6.1. Introduction  

This chapter focuses on the modelling and analysis results from the six selected case study 

developments – two each for the metropolitan, town and local levels of centre identified in the 

AP 2012. Based on the modelling results developed from the plan methods, this chapter mainly 

examines two research questions: (1) How well do the AUP (both the NV and the DV) plan 

methods provide for residential intensification; and is the AUP more effective in providing 

residential intensification than the legacy district plans (LDPs)? (2) How well do the AUP plan 

methods enable the plan to achieve its stated policy outcomes (objectives and policies) 

associated with residential intensification?  

Based on the simulated theoretical development models enabled by the plan methods, the AUP 

(both versions) is compared with the LDPs by analysing the GFA of the plan-enabled envelope 

and theoretical maximum number of dwellings according to the envelope enabled by the 

development rules for each site. This chapter also looks at how well the AUP rules and 

standards align with the intensification goals expected, and then moves on to discuss whether 

the plan methods give effect to the intended plan outcomes (objectives and policies) for 

intensification. Finally, the main research findings from the case study results are presented.  

6.2. Results of the Metropolitan Centre Case Studies  

Both Metropolitan Centre sites are designated as Terrace Housing and Apartment Building 

Zone (THAB Zone) in the AUP (both versions). The approved developments and the zone 

designations in the LDPs and the AUP (both versions) are described in Table 6.1 below.  

Table 6.1 Metropolitan Centre case study sites  

 Site 
area  

Approved 
developments 

LDP (North 
Shore 
Section) 

The NV  The DV  

Site A, 
Anzac 
Street, 
Takapuna 

1,060 
m2 

10 
apartments, 6 
storeys 

 

Residential 8 
zone Area C 

 

THAB Zone, Takapuna 
precinct 2, Additional Height 
Controls - 20.5m / 6 storeys 

THAB Zone, 

Height Variation 
Control - Takapuna, 
19.5m  
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 Site 
area  

Approved 
developments 

LDP (North 
Shore 
Section) 

The NV  The DV  

Site B, 
Killarney 
Road, 
Takapuna 

1,983 
m2 

44 
apartments, 6 
storeys 

Residential 8 
Zone Area B 

 

THAB Zone, Takapuna 
precinct 2, Additional Height 
Controls - 20.5m / 6 storeys; 
Sites and Places of Value to 
Mana Whenua - ID 1466, Pre-
1944 Building Demolition 
Control 

THAB Zone, 

Height Variation 
Control - Takapuna, 
19.5m  

 

6.2.1 Analysis of the Plan Methods for Enabling Residential Intensification for THAB 

Zone Sites   

6.2.1.1 Case study development A  

The site area is 1,060m2 (including 56m2 required for road and as vested in Council by gazette 

notice in 2009), and the site is located at Anzac Street, Takapuna (Figure 6.1). It fell within 

Residential 8 Area C in the LDPs – North Shore section, and now the THAB Zone in the AUP. 

The land had been rezoned via Plan Change 37 19  to the LDP to provide for additional 

development rights. The neighbouring residential properties are one- to two-storey buildings. 

This site adjoins the Takapuna Playground within the Auburn Street Reserve along its southern 

boundary.  

 
Figure 6.1 Site area of Case Study A (shown in red) Figure 6.2 Approved development for Case Study A 

(source: Auckland Council property file)

A land-use resource consent was approved for removing two existing buildings, and 

constructing a new six-storey building consisting of 10 residential apartments. This 

development application contains two vertical elements with a central staircase/lift shaft and 

                                                
19 Plan Change 37 enables the emergence of a mixture of apartment and terrace housing (predominantly 4-6 storeys) in the 
Precinct (Auckland Council, 2014).  
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canopies connecting them. The building contains two double garages for the basement floor, 

two four-bedroom apartments for the ground floor and two two-bedroom apartments for the 

first to the fourth floor. Each apartment has its own balcony or terrace area. As all the proposed 

apartments have a private balcony or terrace, there is no communal outdoor living space (Figure 

6.2). The proposal included two pedestrian access ways to the building, 10 resident car-parking 

spaces and two visitor parking spaces.   

Indicated from the modelling results based on plan methods (Figure 6.3 ), the GFA of the NV 

plan-enabled envelope for this site (Figure 6.3 -a) is less than the envelope allowed by the LDP 

(Figure 6.3 -b; Table 6.3). The NV, surprisingly, reduced the threshold for building coverage 

and building height (Table 6.2). Although the DV further reduced the allowable building height 

for this site, the larger building coverage (than both the LDP and the NV) enables the DV to 

provide a greater GFA (Figure 6.3 -d; Table 6.3).  

  

a  

  

b 

 

c  

 

d 

Figure 6.3 The plan-enabled envelope for site A  

(a. The LDP; b. The NV; c. The DV; d. The overlapped models) 
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Further, both versions of the AUP can enable a larger number of dwelling units than the LDP 

(Table 6.3). Although the minimum dwelling size standard for studio in the THAB Zone is 

increased in the NV compared to the LDP, a larger number of dwellings can be enabled by the 

NV for this site. This is mainly because of the exclusion of a standard for minimum dwelling 

size for two- or more than two-bedroom units in the NV. The dwelling mix requirements in the 

NV allow for a greater proportion of dwellings being smaller-size units (Table 6.2). The 

theoretical maximum number of units of the NV envelope can provide for more dwellings than 

the LDP for this site. The DV reduced the required size for the minimum unit site and omitted 

the dwelling mix rule (Table 6.2), thus potentially providing more flexibility to enable greater 

dwelling density. 

Table 6.2 Examples of development rules for Site A  

 
The LDP (Northshore 
section) (Auckland 

Council, 2012) 

The NV (Auckland Council, 
2013) 

The DV (Auckland Council, 2016) 

Maximum 
building height  

6-storey, 21m 6-storey, 20.5m 19.5m 

Maximum 
building 
coverage 

45% 40% 50% 

Maximum 
impervious 
surface 
coverage 

70% 60% 70% 

The minimum 
size of 
dwelling units 

“a) Studio units - 35m2 

b) One-bedroom units - 
45m2 

c) Two-bedroom units - 
70m2 

d) Three or more 
bedroom units - 90m2” 

“Provided that where 
there are more than 10 
units in a development: 

i) No more than 25% of 
the units in the 
development are studio 
units; and 

ii) No more than 50% of 
the units are one bedroom 
and studio units” 

“a. 40m2 for studio dwellings 

b. 45m2 for one bedroom 
dwellings” 

“In a single development 
containing more than 20 
dwellings, the combined number 
of studio and one bedroom 
dwellings must not exceed 70 per 
cent of the total number of 
dwellings within the 
development” 

“(1) Dwellings must have a minimum 
net internal floor area as follows: 
(a) 30m² for studio dwellings. 

(b) 45m² for one or more bedroom 
dwellings” 

“Except that, a balcony or roof 
terrace is not required where the net 
internal floor area of a dwelling is at 
least 35m2 for a studio and 50m2 for a 
dwelling with one or more 
bedrooms” 

It is evident from Table 6.3 that most of the features of the NV development standards 

counteract the expected plan and zone objectives for encouraging intensification (Table 6.3). 

As modelled for the THAB Zone, the NV provides less GFA, smaller building coverage, larger 
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minimum dwelling size, and a reduced building height limit, and these are misaligned with the 

expected features of development rules for achieving intensification. Overall, although 

building height was reduced for the DV compared with the LDP, in contrast, the features of 

other development standards in the DV are consistent with their anticipated features for 

increasing intensification (Table 6.3). The theoretical maximum number of dwellings increases 

from the LDP for this site, largely because of the removal of the dwelling size for two or more 

than two-bedroom unit and the dwelling mix standards in the NV. The DV, however, shows 

more potential for facilitating intensification and provides for a larger GFA and a larger number 

of dwelling units than both the LDP and the NV.  

Table 6.3 Analysis results for Site A 

Note: The symbols and text with the shaded background indicate rules that have features contrary to their expected feature of 
rules for enabling intensification.  
1 No density control applies for this site in both versions of the AUP.  
2The comparison is not possible because the plans have different types of rules.  
 

6.2.1.2 Case study development B 

This case study site is located at Killarney Road, Takapuna, in an area that was made up of four 

parcels of land, giving a total site area of 1,983 m2 (Figure 6.4 ). The site was defined as 

Residential 8 Zone Area B in the LDP, THAB Zone in the NV, and is identified as pre-1944 

Demolition Control area in the NV. The Residential 8 Zone was established via Plan Change 

37, creating the opportunity for the Takapuna West Precinct to be up-zoned to accommodate 

greater density.  

Variables  Expected feature 
(when compared 
with LDP 
standards) 

The NV rules 
(compared with 
LDP)  

The DV rules 
(compared with LDP) 

The GFA of plan-enabled envelope + –  + 

The theoretical maximum number of 
dwellings of the plan-enabled envelope 

+ + + 

Maximum density1 + No No 

Maximum building coverage  + – + 

Minimum dwelling size  – + – 

Maximum building height  + – – 

Minimum height in relation to 
boundary2  

– NA NA 

Minimum yards  – – – 
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The approved development proposal is for a six-storey apartment with two basement levels, 44 

residential units and 66 parking spaces (Figure 6.5 ). The impervious area for the proposed 

development is 91%. This development is defined as a limited notified discretionary activity20 

as it requires the demolition of three pre-1944 buildings, and the northern edge of the site is 

located within an area of significance to mana whenua21.  

 
Figure 6.4 Site area of Case Study B (shown in red) Figure 6.5 Approved development for Case Study B  

(source: Auckland Council property file)

In comparison to Site A, the modelling results for Site B show both versions of the AUP provide 

greater GFA and a larger number of units (theoretical maximum) than the LDP (Figure 6.6-d, 

Table 6.4). Specifically, despite the threshold for building height is reduced in the NV (Figure 

6.6-d), the NV allows to build up to six storeys. However, the LDP set out rule for maximum 

of four storeys for building height. The DV rules can enable larger building coverage than both 

LDP and the NV, and further improvement in the GFA from the modelling results (Figure 6.6; 

Table 6.4). Similar to Site A, the minimum threshold for studio dwellings increased in the NV 

than the LDP. However, the NV omitted the minimum requirement for two or more than two-

bedroom dwellings, which provided the potential to attain a greater number of dwellings for 

this site. 

Based on the analysis and comparison of site development rules (Table 6.4), it is clear that 

most of the NV standards for this site are consistent with promoting intensification through 

higher density development. The exceptions are the standards for building coverage, minimum 

dwelling size, which are misaligned with the intensification principles. In terms of the DV, the 

majority of standards align with the objectives for enabling residential intensification. Overall, 

the DV plan methods show greater alignment with the intentions and goals of the AUP to 

                                                
20 See chapter 3 for further clarification  
21 According to Auckland Council (2018), “in the consenting context, mana whenua means the indigenous 
people (Māori) who have historic and territorial rights over the land”) 
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support residential intensification. Altogether, in contrast with site A which shows mixed 

results, the methods of both versions of the AUP can provide for more intensification potential 

for site B than the LDP.  

 
a  b 

  
c d 

Figure 6.6 The plan-enabled envelope for Site B 

(a. The LDP; b. The NV; c. The DV; d. The overlapped models) 

Table 6.4 Analysis results for Site B  

Variables  Expected 
feature 

The NV (compared with the 
LDP) 

The DV (compared with 
the LDP) 

GFA of plan-enabled envelope   + +  + 
Plan-enabled theoretical 
maximum number of units   

+ + + 

Maximum density1 + No No 
Maximum building coverage  + – + 
Minimum dwelling size – + – 
Maximum building height  + + + 
Minimum building setback2  – NA NA 
Minimum yard  – – – 

1 No density control applies for this site in both versions of the AUP.  
2The comparison is not possible because the plans have different types of rules.  
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6.2.1.3 Comparison of Residential 8 Zone in the LDP and THAB Zone in the Unitary Plan   

The differences between the GFA results for the two sites in the THAB Zone invite an 

exploration into whether or not the mechanisms in the AUP act to enable residential 

intensification; in other words, does it rely on the methods outlined in the newly-established 

land use plan to improve the site development potential, or, rather, rely on rezoning more land 

for intensification?  

Both the selected sites for the metropolitan zone were designated as Residential 8 Zone in the 

LDPs Northshore Section, and THAB Zone in the AUP. The Residential 8 Zone areas in the 

North Shore district are shown in red in Figure 6.8, Figure 6.9 and Figure 6.10 show the THAB 

Zone identified in the North Shore area in the NV and DV, respectively.  

In the LDP, the Residential 8 Zone was designated as an area for more intensive developments. 

In both versions of the AUP, the areas identified for THAB are more significant than the 

Residential 8 Zone. Although the case study site analyses show mixed results for site 

intensification potential (the GFA), the AUP (both versions) designate more areas for intensive 

development compared to the Residential 8 Zone. However, these findings raise two questions: 

(1) Why is a new land use plan needed for delivering intensification if it is uncertain to provide 

more development potential?; and (2) Was zoning more land as Residential 8 in the LDP an 

alternative for enabling intensification? 

 
Figure 6.7 The area identified 
as Residential 8 Zone in the 
LDP (North Shore section) 
(shown in red) 

Figure 6.8 Areas identified as 
THAB Zone at the North 
Shore in the NV (middle) 
(shown in yellow)  

Figure 6.9 Areas identified as 
THAB Zone at the North 
Shore in the DV (right) (shown 
in yellow) 
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6.2.2 Analysis of the AUP Plan Methods to Achieve Intended Plan Outcomes for THAB 

Zone  

The simulated development outcomes for the two sites (Table 6.7) show whether the 

development outcomes in the THAB Zone provided by the plan methods (plan-enabled 

development modelling) achieve the anticipated zone objectives and policies.  

THAB Zone policies relating to intensification are shown to align well with the zone objectives 

in both versions of the AUP. Nevertheless, the modelled development shows that the NV only 

partially gives effect to the expected outcomes (plan objectives and policies) associated with 

intensification. Some objectives are vague to assess, for example, the zone objective employing 

the expression “appropriate density” (Table 6.5).  

It is also evident that the THAB Zone policies are partly given effect by the plan methods in 

both versions (Table 6.8). The NV policies such as “to ensure higher levels of residential 

density, to avoid low density residential development, to consider the height of building that 

enable the most efficient use of the site” are not fully given effect, or only partially given effect 

by the plan methods (Table 6.5). It is also worth noting that there is no specific plan method 

for protecting the amenities of the adjoining sites in the NV, by which the surrounding 

environment should be considered as a whole.  

Comparatively, the plan methods in the DV are better aligned with the intended plan outcomes. 

However, there is no directly connected plan method for the stated policies: “A variety of 

housing types at high densities”, and “The application of height variation supports public 

transport, social infrastructure and the vitality of the adjoining centre” (Table 6.6). There is no 

minimum density control or maximum unit size for two or more than two-bedroom units, which 

means larger size apartments can be built and there is no guarantee of achieving a variety of 

housing types with high densities.  

Table 6.5 Associated THAB Zone objectives that are not given effect by the plan methods  

The NV (Auckland Council, 2013) The DV (Auckland Council, 2016) 

“Land surrounding centres and the rapid and frequent service 
network is efficiently used to provide urban living that increases 
Auckland’s housing supply and access to centres and public 
transport.” 

No 
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Table 6.6 THAB Zone policies that are not given effect by plan methods (no responding plan methods in 
the plan/not shown from the simulation model enabled by the plan methods)  

The NV (Auckland Council, 2013) The DV (Auckland Council, 2016) 

- “higher levels of residential density” 
- “avoid low-density residential development”  
- “provide for building heights that reflect the scale of 
development in the adjoining business area” 
- “make the most efficient use of the site as 
practicable” 
- “protect amenity of adjoining sites and the 
surrounding area” 

- “a variety of housing types at high densities” 
- “the application of height variation supports 
public transport, social infrastructure and the 
vitality of the adjoining centre” 
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Table 6.7 Alignment between THAB Zone objectives, policies and the modelled development (based on plan methods)  

The NV (Auckland Council, 2013)    The DV (Auckland Council, 2016)   

THAB Zone objectives Policies   How well do 
plan policies 
align with 
objectives? 

Do the simulated 
development 
outcomes achieve 
expected 
outcomes (plan 
objectives and 
policies)? 

THAB Zone 
objectives 

Policies How well do 
plan policies 
align with 
objectives? 

Do the simulated 
development outcomes 
achieve expected 
outcomes (plan 
objectives and policies)? 

“Land surrounding 
centres and the rapid and 
frequent service network 
is efficiently used to 
provide urban living that 
increases Auckland’s 
housing supply and access 
to centres and public 
transport” 

“1. Enable housing types 
appropriate to higher levels of 
residential density, specifically 
terrace housing and apartments” 

“2. Avoid low density residential 
development, while allowing the 
continued use of a site for one 
dwelling” 

“10. Require development to make 
the most efficient use of the site as 
practicable, taking into account: a. 
the ability to provide high-quality 
on-site amenity b. the proportions 
or topography of the site or the 
width of its road frontage mean 
that it is not possible to maximise 
development without generating 
unreasonable adverse effects on 
the amenity of adjoining sites and 
the surrounding area c. any 
infrastructure constraints” 

Well-aligned    Partly. From the 
simulated 
theoretical 
maximum 
development 
models, there is a 
disconnection 
between the 
zoning methods 
and objectives to 
achieve efficient 
use of land. The 
plan methods did 
not provide higher 
GFA and number 
of dwellings than 
the LDP for both 
sites    

“Land adjacent to 
centres and near 
the public 
transport network 
is efficiently used 
to provide high-
density urban 
living that 
increases housing 
capacity and 
choice and access 
to centres and 
public transport” 

“1. Enable a variety of 
housing types at high 
densities including terrace 
housing and apartments 
and integrated residential 
development such as 
retirement villages” 

“2. In identified locations 
adjacent to centres, enable 
greater building height 
through the application of 
the Height Variation 
Control where the 
additional development 
potential enabled: (a) 
provides an appropriate 
transition in building scale 
from the adjoining higher 
density business zone to 
neighbouring lower 
intensity residential zones, 
and; (b) supports public 
transport, social 
infrastructure and the 
vitality of the adjoining 
centre” 

Well-aligned. 
The policies 
have given 
effect to the 
objectives 
identified.  

Yes, the DV theoretical 
maximum development 
models for both the two 
sites in the THAB zone 
can provide for more 
GFA, and the outcomes 
and standards are more 
consistent with policy 
objectives than the 
notified version.  
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The NV (Auckland Council, 2013)    The DV (Auckland Council, 2016)   

THAB Zone objectives Policies   How well do 
plan policies 
align with 
objectives? 

Do the simulated 
development 
outcomes achieve 
expected 
outcomes (plan 
objectives and 
policies)? 

THAB Zone 
objectives 

Policies How well do 
plan policies 
align with 
objectives? 

Do the simulated 
development outcomes 
achieve expected 
outcomes (plan 
objectives and policies)? 

“Development is of a 
density that is appropriate 
for  

1. the physical attributes 
of the site   

2. any infrastructure 
constraints  

3. the planned urban 
residential character of 
the neighbourhood” 

“3. Manage the height, bulk, form 
and appearance of development 
and require sufficient setbacks and 
landscaped areas consistent with 
an urban residential character of 
between four and six storeys in 
identified locations” 

“4. Provide for building heights 
that reflect the scale of 
development in the adjoining 
business area, and building scale 
to neighbouring lower density 
residential areas” 

“10. Require development to 
make the most efficient use of the 
site as practicable, taking into 
account: a. the ability to provide 
high-quality on-site amenity, b. 
the proportions or topography of 
the site or the width of its road 
frontage mean that it is not 
possible to maximise 
development without generating 
unreasonable adverse effects on 
the amenity of adjoining sites and 
the surrounding area, c. any 
infrastructure constraints” 

Well-aligned. 
The policies 
are given 
effect to the 
articulated 
policy 
objectives.     

Well-aligned           
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Table 6.8 Efficacy of the plan methods for achieving stated policy outcomes for THAB Zone  

(— mark means no corresponding development rule identified) 

The NV (Auckland Council, 2013)    The DV (Auckland Council, 2016)   

THAB Zone policies of NV Policy 
techniques 

Plan methods Do plan methods 
give effect to 
policies? 

THAB Zone policies of 
DV 

Policy 
techniques 

Plan methods Do plan methods 
give effect to 
policies? 

“Enable housing types 
appropriate to higher levels of 
residential density, specifically 
terrace housing and 
apartments” 

“1. higher 
density 
housing types 
(terrace 
housing and 
apartments)”   

“2. higher 
levels of 
residential 
density” 

“1. Building 
height: manage 
the height of 
buildings to 
provide for terrace 
housing and 
apartments of 
between 4 to 6 
storey.”  

2. — 

Partly. The rules 
do not have 
minimum density 
controls. No 
corresponding rule 
to ensure higher 
levels of density 

“Enable a variety of 
housing types at high 
densities including terrace 
housing and apartments 
and integrated residential 
development such as 
retirement villages” 

1. “a variety of 
housing types at 
high densities” 

 

1. — 

 

No.  There is no 
minimum density 
control or maximum 
unit size for two or 
more than two-
bedroom units, which 
means large size 
apartments can be 
built and not 
achieving high 
densities.   

“Avoid low density residential 
development, while allowing 
the continued use of a site for 
one dwelling” 

“1. avoid low 
density 
residential 
development”  

“2. allow the 
continued use 
of a site for 
one dwelling”  

1. — 

2. “Permitted 
activity for one 
dwelling on a site” 

 

Partly. There is no 
density control for 
THAB Zone, and 
no minimum 
density regulation. 
Also, there is no 
maximum unit 
size limit for two 
or more than two-
bedroom units, 
and neither is the 
dwelling mix  

“Require the height, bulk, 
form and appearance of 
development and the 
provision of setbacks and 
landscaped areas to 
achieve a high-density 
urban built character of 
predominantly five, six or 
seven storey buildings in 
identified areas, in a 
variety of forms” 

“Achieve a 
high-density 
urban built 
character of 
predominantly 
five, six or 
seven storey 
buildings in a 
variety of forms 
through  

1. height, bulk, 
form and 
appearance of 
development  

2. provision of 
setbacks and 

1. “to manage the 
height of buildings 
to provide for 
terrace housing and 
apartments and 
achieve an urban 
built character of 
predominantly five 
storeys or six or 
seven storeys” 

2. “The minimum 
landscaped area 
must be at least 30 
per cent of the net 
site area; height in 
relation to boundary 

Well-aligned  
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The NV (Auckland Council, 2013)    The DV (Auckland Council, 2016)   

THAB Zone policies of NV Policy 
techniques 

Plan methods Do plan methods 
give effect to 
policies? 

THAB Zone policies of 
DV 

Policy 
techniques 

Plan methods Do plan methods 
give effect to 
policies? 

landscaped 
areas” 

& setbacks for 
daylight” 

“Provide for building heights 
that reflect the scale of 
development in the adjoining 
business area, and building 
scale to neighbouring lower 
density residential areas” 

“1. provide for 
building 
heights that 
reflect the 
scale of 
development 
in the 
adjoining 
business area” 

“2. provide for 
building scale 
to reflect the 
neighbouring 
lower density 
residential 
areas” 

1. — 

2. “Building 
setbacks adjoining 
lower density 
zones” 

Partly. Have 
different setback 
rules to land 
adjoining lower 
density areas and 
public space, but 
there is no setback 
rule for 
development 
adjoining the 
business area. 

“In identified locations 
adjacent to centres, enable 
greater building height 
through the application of 
the Height Variation 
Control where the 
additional development 
potential enabled: (a) 
provides an appropriate 
transition in building 
scale from the adjoining 
higher density business 
zone to neighbouring 
lower intensity residential 
zones, and; (b) supports 
public transport, social 
infrastructure and the 
vitality of the adjoining 
centre” 

“1. the 
application of 
the Height 
Variation 
Control” 

2. “provides an 
appropriate 
transition from 
the adjoining 
higher density 
business zone to 
neighbouring 
lower intensity 
residential 
zones” 

3. “supports 
public transport, 
social 
infrastructure 
and the vitality 
of the adjoining 
centre” 

1. “If the site is 
subject to the 
Height Variation 
Control, buildings 
must not exceed the 
height in metres 
shown for the site 
on the planning 
maps.” 

2. “Standards for 
height in relation to 
boundary adjoining 
lower intensity 
zones.” 

“The height in 
relation to boundary 
rule does not apply 
to a boundary 
adjoining Business 
Zone.” 

3. — 

Partly. There is no 
responding method 
for supporting 
“public transport, 
social infrastructure 
and the vitality of the 
adjoining centre”.  

“Require development to make 
the most efficient use of the site 
as practicable, taking into 
account:  a. the ability to 
provide high-quality on-site 
amenity; b. the proportions or 
topography of the site or the 

“1. make the 
most efficient 
use of the site 
as practicable” 

“2. provide 
high-quality 

1. — 

2. “Landscaping & 
Minimum frontage 
and site width” 

3. — 

Partly. The zoning 
rules are weak in 
making the most 
efficient use of the 
site. Also, there 
are rules for 
providing on-site 
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The NV (Auckland Council, 2013)    The DV (Auckland Council, 2016)   

THAB Zone policies of NV Policy 
techniques 

Plan methods Do plan methods 
give effect to 
policies? 

THAB Zone policies of 
DV 

Policy 
techniques 

Plan methods Do plan methods 
give effect to 
policies? 

width of its road frontage mean 
that it is not possible to 
maximise development without 
generating unreasonable 
adverse effects on the amenity 
of adjoining sites and the 
surrounding area c. any 
infrastructure constraints.” 

on-site 
amenity” 

“3. protect 
amenity of 
adjoining sites 
and the 
surrounding 
area” 

“4. consider 
infrastructure 
constraints” 

4. “Auckland-
wide rules: 
infrastructure”  

amenities, but 
there is no rule to 
protect the 
amenity of the 
adjoining sites. 
The interview 
result echoes this.  
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6.3. Results of the Town Centre Case Studies  

The two case study sites in the town centre areas are in the Town Centre Zone (TC Zone) and 

Mixed Housing Zone, respectively. Table 6.9 details the approved developments and the zone 

designations in the LDP and the AUP (both versions). 

Table 6.9 Town centre case study sites 

Site Site 
Area 

Approved plans The LDPs  The NV  The DV 

Site 
C  

1,025 
m2 

Mixed-use 
office/apartment block, 
36 apartments, one 
240m2 office space on 
the ground floor 

Business 2 
Zone, 
volcanic 
viewshafts 
 

Business – TC Zone, 
Tamaki Precinct, 
Additional Height 
Controls - Panmure, 
16.5m / 4 storeys, 
Volcanic Viewshafts 

Business – TC Zone, 
Regionally 
Significant Volcanic 
Viewshafts and 
Height Sensitive 
Areas Overlay 

Site 
D 

16,808 
m2 

55 residential lot and one 
lot for childcare 

Main 
Residential 
Zone 

Mixed Housing 
Suburban Zone 

Mixed Housing 
Urban Zone 

6.3.1 Analysis of Plan Methods for Enabling Residential Intensification for Town Centre 

Zone Site 

6.3.1.1 Case study development C 

The development site is 1,025 m2 and at Clifton Court, Panmure. It was identified as Business 

2 Zone of the LDP (‘Isthmus’) and TC Zone in the NV and DV. It also sits within the Volcanic 

Viewshafts and Height Sensitive Areas Overlay22 in the LDP and both versions of the AUP. 

The site area is approved for a four-level mixed-use development consisting of 36 apartments 

with ground floor offices. The development project is based on a ‘private-public-partnership 

(PPP)’ model23  between the Chinese New Settlers Services Trust (CNSST) and the New 

Zealand Government (MBIE). There is 240 m2 of office space and 21 car parks on the ground 

floor. Further, a 16 m2 common roof lounge area and additional outdoor amenity area of 85.3 

m2 are available for use by residents (Figure 6.10 and Figure 6.11).  

                                                
22 According to the AUP (operative in part) section D14, “the purpose of the Volcanic Viewshafts and Height 
Sensitive Areas Overlay is to protect significant views of Auckland’s volcanic cones through the use of viewshafts 
and height sensitive areas” (Auckland Council, 2018, p. 1). 
23 The definition adopted by the New Zealand PPP Programme is: “A long term contract for the delivery of a 
service, where the provision of the service requires the construction of a new asset, or the enhancement of an 
existing asset, that is financed from external (private) sources on a non-recourse basis, and where full legal 
ownership of the asset is retained by the Crown.” (available at: https://treasury.govt.nz/sites/default/files/2015-
10/ppp-public-model-and-policy-sep15.pdf). 
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Figure 6.10 Site locality of Case Study C(shown in 
red)  

Figure 6.11 Application development for Case 
Study C (source: Auckland Council property file) 

The results from the simulation models show that the GFA of the NV plan-enabled envelope 

is similar to that for the LDP (Figure 6.12c). When compared with the LDP, the NV sets out a 

higher building height, however, it still has a limitation for only can build up to four-storeys. 

The theoretical maximum unit number for the NV envelope is however less than for the LDP. 

This is because the LDP does not have dwelling mix requirement applicable to this site, while 

the NV sets out dwelling mix rules. The DV enables a larger GFA and an increased number of 

dwelling units than the LDP, primarily because it allows higher building height, and there is 

no dwelling mix requirement for the DV (Figure 6.12c; Table 6.10).  

a  b  

c  
Figure 6.12 The plan-enabled envelope of site C provided by the NV and DV 

(a. The NV; b. The DV; c. The overlapped models) 
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Most of the NV development standards for site C are consistent with the objectives for 

supporting intensification (Table 6.10). The density control and yard requirements do not apply 

to this site. The GFA provided by the development standards of the NV remains similar to the 

LDP. However, the reduced number of units by the NV is contrary to the plan intentions to 

increase dwelling density. The DV further increases the building height and omits the 

regulation for building height in storeys, thus enabling higher GFA and a larger number of 

dwelling units for this site.  

Table 6.10 Analysis results for site C 

Variables  Expected feature The NV The DV 

The GFA of plan-enabled envelope + = + 

The theoretical maximum number of 
dwellings of the plan-enabled 
envelope 

+ – + 

Maximum density  + No No 

Maximum building coverage1  + No No 

Minimum dwelling size2 – NA NA 

Maximum building height  + +  + 

Minimum height in relation to 
boundary 3  

– NA NA 

Minimum yards4  – = = 
1 No building coverage rule for this site in the LDP and both versions of the AUP.  
2 Comparison is not possible because there is no minimum dwelling size for this site in the LDP.  
3 The site adjoins TC Zone, and the relevant rules are not applicable.  
4 The minimum yards required for this site in the LDP and both versions of AUP are 0 m, which for the purposes of this 
research is considered as aligning with expected feature for intensification. 

 

6.3.1.2 Comparison of Business 2 Zone in the LDP and TC Zone in the AUP 

The areas identified as TC Zone in both versions of the AUP appear to be similar to the 

Business 2 Zone in the LDP for the Isthmus Section, with the exception that more areas24 are 

identified as being in the TC Zone in the NV (Figure 6.13, Figure 6.14 and Figure 6.15). The 

areas identified in the DV remains similar to the NV. As with the THAB Zone, the NV seems 

to rezone more land for the TC Zone. The modelling results show that the NV may not enable 

a larger number of dwellings than the LDP. Accordingly, it is uncertain whether the NV has 

more intensification potential than the LDP for the TC Zone areas. The DV, however, may 

                                                
24 such as the New Windsor, New North Road, and Dominion Road 
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provide more intensification potential, although the areas identified for this zone remain similar 

to the NV.   

 
Figure 6.13 Areas identified as Business 2 Zone in the LDP (Isthmus section) (shown in red) 

  
Figure 6.14 Areas identified as Town Centre Zone 
(the NV) (shown in yellow) 

 

Figure 6.15 Areas identified as Town Centre Zone 
(the DV) (shown in yellow) 

6.3.2 Analysis of the AUP Plan Methods to Achieve Intended Plan Outcomes for Town 

Centre Zone 

The TC Zone objectives of both AUP versions are well connected by the zone policies. 

However, the modelling results based on the NV plan methods only partly align with the 

objectives of achieving increased intensity and scale of developments, while the envelope 

enabled by the DV does meet the zone objectives for residential intensification (Table 6.12).    

However, in both versions, the zone policies are not entirely given effect by the plan methods 

(Table 6.11; Table 6.13). For example, there is no minimum density control or maximum size 

for units with two or more than two bedrooms in either version, which means low-density 

dwellings with large-size apartments can be accommodated in these TC Zone areas (Table 

6.11). Further, there is no corresponding method in the DV for enabling a range of housing.  
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Table 6.11 Town Centre Zone policies that are not given effect by plan methods (no corresponding plan 
methods in the plan/not shown from the modelling results)  

The NV (Auckland Council, 2013) The DV (Auckland Council, 2016) 

- “Accommodate an increase in the density, diversity and 
quality of housing” 

- “Enable the intensification of commercial, residential 
and community activities by substantial scale, 
concentration and density of buildings” 

- “Enable an increase in the density, diversity 
and quality of housing” 
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Table 6.12 Alignment between Town Centre Zone objectives, policies and the modelled development (based on plan methods)  

The NV (Auckland Council, 2013)   The DV (Auckland Council, 2016)   

Zone objectives Policies  How well do 
zone policies 
align with 
objectives? 

Do the 
modelling 
outcomes 
achieve zone 
objectives? 

Zone objectives Policies How well do 
plan zone 
policies align 
with 
objectives? 

Do the modelling 
outcomes achieve 
zone objectives? 

“Business – TC Zone 
objectives: 

2. a. The scale and 
intensity of 
development in town 
centres is increased 
while ensuring 
development is in 
keeping with the 
centre’s planned 
future character.” 

2. “Provide a distribution of 
town centres, including the 
provision of new town centres, 
of different scales and 
locations, that: a. service the 
surrounding community’s 
needs for a range of moderate 
intensity uses, such as 
commercial, leisure, tourist, 
cultural, community and civic 
activities.” 

3. “Enable the intensification of 
commercial, residential and 
community activities in town 
centres, by: a. substantial scale, 
concentration and density of 
buildings, b. the comprehensive 
development and 
redevelopment of sites.” 

Well-aligned. 
The associated 
objectives 
have been 
given effect by 
the policies. 

Well aligned Business – TC Zone 
objectives: 

(6) “Town centres are the 
focus of commercial, 
community and civic 
activities for the 
surrounding area and 
which provide for 
residential intensification.” 

“TC Zone policies  

(16) “Enable significant 
growth and 
intensification in town 
centres, except for those 
centres where it would 
compromise the 
planning outcomes 
identified in this Plan for 
the relevant centre.” 

 

Well 
connected.  

Yes, the 
theoretical 
estimated plan 
outcomes achieve 
residential 
intensification. 

(7) “The scale and 
intensity of development in 
town centres is increased 
while ensuring 
development is in keeping 
with the planning and 
design outcomes identified 
in this Plan for the relevant 
centre.” 

 (16) “Enable significant 
growth and 
intensification in town 
centres, except for those 
centres where it would 
compromise the 
planning outcomes 
identified in this Plan for 
the relevant centre.” 

Well-aligned. 
The relevant 
objectives are 
reflected 
through the 
policies. 

Yes, the intensity 
and scale of 
developments can 
be increased. 
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Table 6.13 Efficacy of the plan methods for achieving the Town Centre Zone policy outcomes  

The NV Zone policies 
(AC, 2013)  

Policy techniques Plan 
methods 

Do plan methods 
give effect to 
policies? 

The DV Policies 
(Auckland Council, 
2016) 

Policy 
techniques 

Plan methods Do plan methods 
give effect to 
policies? 

Business Zone general 
policies”  

2. “Accommodate an 
increase in the density, 
diversity and quality of 
housing in the centres and 
Mixed Use Zones while 
managing the higher levels 
of ambient noise and 
reduced privacy it may be 
subject to.” 

1. “an increase in 
the density, 
diversity and 
quality of housing” 

2. “manage the 
higher levels of 
ambient noise and 
reduced privacy it 
may be subject to” 

1. — 

2. “avoid 
locating 
activities that 
require 
privacy on 
the ground 
floor of 
buildings” 

Partly. There is no 
minimum density 
control or maximum 
unit size for two or 
more than two-
bedroom units, which 
means large size 
apartments can be 
built. Also, there is no 
corresponding 
method on enabling a 
diversity of housing. 

Business Zone general 
policies  

2. “Enable an increase in 
the density, diversity and 
quality of housing in the 
centre zones and Business 
– Mixed Use Zone while 
managing any reverse 
sensitivity effects 
including from the higher 
levels of ambient noise 
and reduced privacy that 
may result from non-
residential activities.” 

1. “Enable an 
increase in the 
density, diversity 
and quality of 
housing” 

2. “manage any 
reverse 
sensitivity 
effects that may 
result from non-
residential 
activities” 

1. — 

2. “Yards provide a 
landscaped buffer 
between buildings 
and activities and 
adjoining residential 
zones and some 
special purpose 
zones, to mitigate 
adverse visual and 
nuisance effects; 
Building height 
control manages 
visual dominance 
effects” 

Partly. There is no 
minimum density 
control or 
maximum unit size 
for two or more 
than two-bedroom 
units, which means 
large size 
apartments can be 
built. Also, there is 
no corresponding 
method on enabling 
a diversity of 
housing. 

12. “In identified locations 
within the centres and 
Mixed Use Zones, enable 
greater building height 
than the standard zone 
height, having regard to 
whether the greater height: 
a. is an efficient use of 
land, b. supports public 
transport, community 
infrastructure and 
contributes to centre 
vitality and vibrancy, c. 
considering the size and 
depth of the area, can be 
accommodated without 

1. “enable greater 
building height than 
the standard zone 
height where 
appropriate”  

 

1. “All 
heights in 
the Town 
Centre Zone 
are shown on 
the 
Additional 
Zone Height 
Control 
overlay” 

Well aligned. The 
Town Centre Zone 
has higher height 
control than standard 
zone height.  

13. “In identified locations 
within the centres zones 
enable greater building 
height than the standard 
zone height, having regard 
to whether the greater 
height: (a) is an efficient 
use of land; (b) supports 
public transport, 
community infrastructure 
and contributes to centre 
vitality and vibrancy; (c) 
considering the size and 
depth of the area, can be 
accommodated without 
significant adverse effects 

1. “enable 
greater building 
height than the 
standard zone 
height where 
appropriate”  

 

1. “enable greater 
height in areas 
identified for 
intensification” 

Well aligned.  
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The NV Zone policies 
(AC, 2013)  

Policy techniques Plan 
methods 

Do plan methods 
give effect to 
policies? 

The DV Policies 
(Auckland Council, 
2016) 

Policy 
techniques 

Plan methods Do plan methods 
give effect to 
policies? 

significant adverse effects 
on adjacent residential 
activity, d. is supported by 
the status of the centre in 
the centres hierarchy, or is 
adjacent to such a centre” 

on adjacent residential 
zones; and (d) is 
supported by the status of 
the centre in the centres 
hierarchy, or is adjacent to 
such a centre.” 

13. “In identified locations 
within the centres and 
Mixed Use Zone, reduce 
building height below the 
standard zone height, 
where the standard zone 
height would have 
significant adverse effects 
on historic character, 
landscape features, 
amenity or the prevailing 
character and context” 

1. “reduce building 
height where the 
standard zone 
height would have 
significant adverse 
effects” 

1. “All 
heights in 
the Town 
Centre zone 
are shown in 
the 
Additional 
Zone Height 
Control 
overlay” 

Well connected. The 
plan set up different 
height controls to 
mitigate the possible 
adverse effects of the 
standard height.  

Town centre Zone policies  

 (16) “Enable significant 
growth and intensification 
in town centres, except for 
those centres where it 
would compromise the 
planning outcomes 
identified in this Plan for 
the relevant centre.” 

1. “Enable 
significant 
growth and 
intensification” 

 

1. “Increased 
building height” 

 

Well-aligned.  

Town centre Zone:  

“3. Enable the 
intensification of 
commercial, residential 
and community activities 
in town centres, by: a. 
substantial scale, 
concentration and density 
of buildings, b. the 
comprehensive 
development and 
redevelopment of sites” 

“Enable the 
intensification of 
commercial, 
residential and 
community 
activities by: 1. 
substantial scale, 
concentration and 
density of 
buildings; 2. 
comprehensive 
development and 
redevelopment of 
sites” 

1. — 

2. 
“Additions 
and 
alterations to 
buildings 
within a 
scale are 
permitted 
activity”  

Partly. The plan 
methods do not 
enable the 
“substantial scale, 
concentration and 
density of buildings”. 
Additionally, there is 
no corresponding 
standard for 
“comprehensive 
development and 
redevelopment of 
sites” 

 (18) “Require those parts 
of buildings with 
frontages subject to the 
Key Retail Frontage 
Control to maximise street 
activation, building 
continuity along the 
frontage, pedestrian 
amenity and safety and 
visual quality.” 

1. “Maximise 
street activation, 
building 
continuity along 
the frontage” 

2. “Maximize 
pedestrian 
amenity and 
safety and visual 
quality” 

1. no front year 
requirement 

2. “A landscape 
buffer of 2m in depth 
must be provided 
along the street 
frontage between the 
street and car 
parking, loading, or 
service areas which 
are visible from the 
street frontage. This 
rule excludes access 
points” 

Well-aligned 
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6.3.3 Analysis of the Plan Methods for Enabling Intensification for Mixed Housing Zone 

Site 

6.3.3.1 Case study development D 

This site is located on the Great South Road, Manurewa (Figure 6.16), and was formerly a 

campground. This overall site area is 16,808m2, and the approved development is for the 

construction of 56 new residential dwellings and subdivision of the site into 55 residential lots 

(Figure 6.17). It is an integrated consent regional-subdivision, with site implications relating 

to regional sediment control and regional stormwater discharge. It has been master-planned as 

a comprehensive residential development.  

             
Figure 6.16 Subject site area of Case Study D 
(shown in red) 

Figure 6.17 Overall site plan for Case Study D  
(source: Auckland Council property file)

The development planned for the site is mainly a one-level, duplex dwelling typology (Figure 

6.18). The site was Main Residential Zone in the LDP, and MHS Zone under the NV, but it 

changed to MHU Zone in the DV.  

 
Figure 6.18 Overall perspective view of Case Study D (source: Auckland Council property file) 
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Instead of modelling the plan-enabled development, the GFA for plan-enabled development 

and number of dwelling units for this site were estimated based on the determining rules – 

density controls, height limits, and building coverage (see Chapter 4 for more details).  

Compared with the LDP, both versions of the AUP enable a higher GFA and a larger number 

of dwelling units for the site. Notably, the removal of density controls from the DV 

substantially increases the number of residential units that can be built on the site. Although 

the minimum dwelling size in the NV for the MHS Zone is larger than in the LDP, the NV 

provides for more dwelling units. This is primarily because the stricter density controls in the 

LDP reduce the number of units that could be achieved. The intensification potential for this 

site is primarily influenced by the density controls and building coverage.    

As illustrated in Table 6.14, the majority of the NV development rules for the MHS Zone are 

consistent with their expected feature for enabling intensification. However, the NV thresholds 

for minimum dwelling size and minimum front yard are larger than the LDP rules, which 

reduces the potential for residential intensification for this site. 

The DV standards are more aligned with their expected features for enabling intensification. 

Moreover, the DV provides for a larger GFA and higher number of units than both the LDP 

and the NV. This is mainly because the DV removes the density controls. Overall, the 

development standards of both versions of the AUP enable a larger GFA and greater number 

of dwelling units than the LDP. The densification enabled by the shift from MHS Zone in the 

NV to MHU Zone in the DV, combined with the removal of maximum density controls, 

indicate the features of the development standards in the DV align with the aim of delivering 

residential intensification, and further intensification potential is enhanced by its provision for 

a larger number of dwellings than the NV.    

Table 6.14 Analysis result for site D 

Variables  Expected 
feature 

The NV (MHS Zone) The DV (MHU Zone) 

The GFA of the plan-enabled 
envelope 

+ + + 

The theoretical maximum number 
of dwellings of the plan-enabled 
envelope 

+ + + 

Maximum Density + + No 

Maximum building coverage  + + + 
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Variables  Expected 
feature 

The NV (MHS Zone) The DV (MHU Zone) 

Minimum dwelling size1 – NA NA 

Maximum building height  + ＝ + 

Minimum height in relation to 
boundary 

– NA2 – 

Minimum yards  – + – 

Note: 1. There is no minimum dwelling rule for this site in the district plan, thus it is not applicable for comparison. 

2. It varies depending on the specific orientation of dwellings, and thus, inapplicable for comparison. 

 

6.3.3.2 Main Residential Zone areas in the LDP and Mixed Housing Zone areas in the AUP 

Case study site D is special in terms of its variations in the AUP. It was within the Main 

Residential Zone in the LDP – Manukau Section and identified as MHS Zone in the NV, but 

then changed to MHU Zone in the DV. The distributions of the areas identified as Main 

Residential Zone in the LDP, and MHS and MHU Zone in the two versions of the AUP are 

presented in Figure 6.19, Figure 6.20 and Figure 6.21 respectively. Both versions of the AUP 

can increase development potential for the site D. It appears that the areas of MHS Zone in the 

NV are less than the Main Residential Zone areas in the LDP.  

   
Figure 6.19 Areas identified as 
Main Residential Zone in the 
LDP (shown in red) 

Figure 6.20 Areas identified as 
Mixed Housing Suburban Zone 
(the NV) (shown in yellow) 

Figure 6.21 Areas identified as 
Mixed Housing Urban Zone 
(the DV) (shown in yellow) 

6.3.4 Analysis of the AUP Plan Methods to Achieve Intended Outcomes for Mixed 

Housing Zones   

The objectives for residential intensification in both versions of AUP are given effect by the 

plan policies. Further, the modelling results for Site D achieve the desired policy objectives 

(see Table 6.16).  
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Nevertheless, the zone policies are not given full effect by the plan methods in either version, 

as shown in Table 6.17. First, the objective of achieving attached housing on small sites and 

limiting the density and scale of development is not given effect by the rules in the NV. Finally, 

the desired mixed housing zone objectives are only partially given effect by the plan methods 

in the NV, which is thus misaligned with the intensification objective.   

Table 6.15 Mixed Housing Zone objectives that are not given effect by zone development rules (no 
corresponding plan methods in the plan/not shown from the simulation model)  

MHS Zone policies - The NV (Auckland Council, 
2013) 

MHU Zone policies – The DV (Auckland 
Council, 2016) 

- “attached housing on smaller sites where 
appropriate” 
- “limit the density and scale of development where 
needed”  
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Table 6.16 Alignment between Mixed Housing Zone objectives, policies and the modelled development (based on plan methods)  

The NV– MHS Zone (Auckland Council, 2013)   The DV– MHU Zone (Auckland Council, 2016)   

Zone objectives  Policies  How well do 
plan policies 
align with 
objectives? 

Do the 
modelling 
outcomes 
achieve 
policy 
objectives? 

Zone objectives Policies How well do 
plan policies 
align with 
objectives? 

Do the 
modelling 
outcomes 
achieve 
policy 
objectives? 

“Development is 
adequately serviced by 
network infrastructure 
and is of a density that 
is appropriate for the 
physical attributes of 
the site and any 
infrastructure 
constraints” 

7. “Limit the density and scale of 
development to take account of one 
or more of the following factors: a. 
achieving a balance between making 
the most efficient use of the site and 
providing high-quality on-site 
amenity; b. the proportions or 
topography of the site or the width of 
its road frontage mean that it is not 
possible to maximise development 
without generating unreasonable 
adverse effects on the amenity of 
adjoining sites and the surrounding 
area; c. any infrastructure constraints” 

Well-
aligned.  

Yes.    (1) “Land near the Business – 
Metropolitan Centre Zone and 
the Business – Town Centre 
Zone, high-density residential 
areas and close to the public 
transport network is efficiently 
used for higher density 
residential living and to 
provide urban living that 
increases housing capacity and 
choice and access to public 
transport” 

 (1) “Enable a variety 
of housing types at 
higher densities, 
including low-rise 
apartments and 
integrated residential 
development such as 
retirement villages” 

(9) “Enable more 
efficient use of larger 
sites by providing for 
integrated residential 
development” 

Well-
aligned.  

Yes.  
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Table 6.17 Efficacy of the AUP Mixed Housing Zone plan methods for achieving policy outcomes  

The NV– MHS Zone (Auckland Council, 2013)   The DV – MHU Zone (Auckland Council, 2016)  

Zone policies Policy 
techniques 

Plan methods Do plan 
methods give 
effect to 
policies? 

The DV Policies Policy 
techniques 

Plan methods Do plan 
methods give 
effect to 
policies? 

“Suburban Zone policies: 

1. Enable a variety of detached 
and attached housing types.” 

“1. a variety of 
detached and 
attached 
housing types” 

1. “Common walls: enable 
attached dwellings, where that 
pattern of development exists 
or where neighbours agree” 

Yes.   (1) “Enable a 
variety of housing 
types at higher 
densities, 
including low-rise 
apartments and 
integrated 
residential 
development such 
as retirement 
villages” 

“A variety of 
housing types 
at higher 
densities: 1. 
low-rise 
apartments; 
2. integrated 
residential 
development”  

1. “Up to two 
dwellings per site is 
permitted activity; 

Building height: 
achieve the planned 
urban built character 
of predominantly 
three storeys” 

2. “Integrated 
residential 
development is 
Restricted 
Discretionary 
activity”  

Yes, the rules 
have given 
effect to the 
zone policies.  

“4. Enable attached housing on 
smaller sites where the 
development faces the street and 
integrates well into the 
neighbourhood.” 

“1. attached 
housing on 
smaller sites 
where 
appropriate” 

1. “Maximum building 
coverage for proposed sites 
with a density less than or 
equal to one dwelling per 
400m²: 40 per cent.” 

2. “Maximum building 
coverage for proposed sites 
with a density greater than 
one dwelling per 400m² that 
comply with the requirements 
of clause 3.1.2 above: 50 per 
cent” 

3. “Up to 3 dwellings per site 
is permitted activity”  

Partly. There is 
no plan method 
to enable 
attached 
housing types 
on smaller sites.  

 (9) “Enable more 
efficient use of 
larger sites by 
providing for 
integrated 
residential 
development” 

“1. more 
efficient use 
of larger sites 

2. integrated 
residential 
development 

 

1.  yes 

 

Yes 
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The NV– MHS Zone (Auckland Council, 2013)   The DV – MHU Zone (Auckland Council, 2016)  

Zone policies Policy 
techniques 

Plan methods Do plan 
methods give 
effect to 
policies? 

The DV Policies Policy 
techniques 

Plan methods Do plan 
methods give 
effect to 
policies? 

7. “Limit the density and scale of 
development to take account of 
one or more of the following 
factors: a.” “achieving a balance 
between making the most 
efficient use of the site and 
providing high-quality on-site 
amenity; b. the proportions or 
topography of the site or the 
width of its road frontage mean 
that it is not possible to maximise 
development without generating 
unreasonable adverse effects on 
the amenity of adjoining sites and 
the surrounding area; c. any 
infrastructure constraints.” 

1. “limit the 
density and 
scale of 
development 
where needed”  

  

1. “For proposed sites with a 
density less than or equal to 
one dwelling per “400m² or 
more at least 40 per cent must 
comprise landscaped area.” 

2.“for proposed sites with a 
density greater than one 
dwelling per 400m² that 
comply with the requirements 
of clause 3.1.2 above, at least 
30 per cent must comprise 
landscaped area.” 

3. “For clauses 1 and 2 above, 
the following must be met: a. 
at least 10 per cent of the 
required landscaped area must 
be planted with shrubs 
including at least one tree that 
is pB95 or larger at the time 
of planting; b. at least 50 per 
cent of the front yard must 
comprise landscaped area.” 

Partly. There is 
no specific 
standard to limit 
the density and 
scale of 
development 
except for the 
landscaping 
rules.  
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6.4. Results of the Local Centre Case Studies 

Both of the case study sites selected for the Local Centre are in the Mixed Use Zone (MU 

Zone). The detailed zone distributions for these two sites are described in Table 6.18 below. 

Table 6.18 Local Centre case study sites 

Site Site 
area  

Approved 
plans 

The LDPs The NV The DV 

Site E 693 
m2 

New five-
storey 
apartment, 32 
apartments,  
 

MU Zone 
 

Business – MU Zone, Additional 
Height Controls - Kingsland, 12.5m / 3 
storeys, Special Character – 
Residential Isthmus A, Pre-1944 
Building Demolition Control 

Business – MU 
Zone, Height 
Variation Control 
- Kingsland, 13m 
 

Site F 1,518 
m2 

10 terrace 
houses, 8 
apartments,  

MU Zone 
 

Business – MU Zone, Additional 
Height Controls – Kingsland, 12.5m / 
3 storeys, Special Character – 
Residential Isthmus A, Pre-1944 
Building Demolition Control 

Business – MU 
Zone, Height 
Variation Control 
- Kingsland, 13m 
 

6.4.1 Analysis of the AUP Plan Methods for Enabling Intensification for Mixed Use Zone 

Sites 

6.4.1.1 Case study development E 

This site (Figure 6.22) is an irregular rectangular site located at a prime location (Central Road, 

Kingsland) bounded by key streets and a motorway. The site area is 693m2, on which the 

approved development aims to construct a five-level building, consisting of 16 two-bedroom 

residential apartments with 48 m2 of commercial floor space on the ground floor (Figure 6.23). 

The site interfaces with a Single Housing Zone of mainly single villas dating from 

approximately 1900. A six-metre wide vehicle entrance is located centrally and the earthworks 

and excavation of the site create 21 carparks. 

                       
Figure 6.22 Site locality of Site E (shown in red) Figure 6.23 Approved development for Site E 
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The development consent was sought under the MU Zone of the Auckland City District Plan 

(Isthmus Section). The site remains as the MU Zone in both versions of the AUP. At the 

western boundary of the site adjoins a site designated as the Single House Zone (SH Zone). As 

a result of the deeper yard requirement and reduced building height (Figure 6.24c), both 

versions of the AUP provide less GFA potential for intensification than the LDP (Table 6.19). 

Similar to the NV, the DV can provide for less GFA than the LDP, mainly caused by the 

reduced building height permit. However, because of a reduced threshold for minimum 

dwelling size for studios, it enables a similar number of residential units as the LDP (Table 

6.19).  

 

a 
 

b 

 

c 

 

 

Figure 6.24 The plan-enabled envelope of Site E provided by the NV and the DV  

(a. The NV; b. The DV; c. The overlapped models) 

Most of the NV development rules for this site are inconsistent with the objectives for enabling 

intensification (Table 6.19). When compared with the LDP, the modelling results show less 

GFA, a smaller number of dwellings, deeper rear yard, and lower building height. These results 

indicate the substantial misalignment with the expected features of the rules for residential 

intensification. The reduction of building height in the DV enabling less GFA than the LDP is 

inconsistent with the goals for intensification.  
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Table 6.19 Analysis results for Site E 

Variables  Expected feature The NV The DV 

The GFA of the plan-enabled envelope + – – 

The theoretical maximum number of dwellings of the 
plan-enabled envelope 

+ –  = 

Maximum density + No No 

Maximum building coverage  + No No 

Minimum dwelling size1 – NA NA 

Maximum building height  + – – 

Minimum building setback2  – NA NA 

Minimum yards  – + + 
1There is no minimum dwelling size control for this site in the LDP. It is therefore not applicable for the purpose of comparison.  
2 Not applicable to this site 

6.4.1.2 Case study development F 

This 1,518m2 site in Central Road (Kingsland) (Figure 6.25) came under the Auckland City 

District Plan (Isthmus Section), and now the MU Zone of the AUP. The approved development 

includes eight new three-storey terrace houses, eight residential apartments within an existing 

building, and four new residential apartments within a new four-storey addition to the existing 

commercial building (Figure 6.26). Consent for undertaking additions to the existing 

commercial building and for constructing the new residential buildings has been sought as a 

Discretionary Activity.  

 
Figure 6.25 Site subject area of Case Study F 
(shown in red)  

Figure 6.26 Approved development for Case Study 
F(source: Auckland Council property file) 

The development involves a conversion of the existing commercial building to residential units 

and a four-storey addition to the eastern portion of the building. The development includes 

eight commercial units and eight live/work units. A total of 37 parking spaces are proposed, 

and eight in the semi-basement level.  
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The western side of the site is in SH Zone. Both AUP versions have deeper yards than the LDP 

for this interface (Figure 6.27). Because of the yard rules and the lower height of the 

development controls in the AUP, both versions provide less GFA potential for intensification 

than the LDP provisions. With regard to the theoretical maximum number of units, the NV 

provides for a smaller number of dwelling units than the LDP, while the DV enables a slightly 

larger number of dwellings than the LDP. This is because there is no dwelling mix requirement 

in either the LDP or the DV, and the minimum dwelling size in the DV is smaller than for the 

LDP.  

 
a 

 

b 

 

c 

   

 

Figure 6.27 The plan-enabled envelope for Site F provided by the NV and the DV 

(a. The NV; b. The DV; c. The overlapped models) 

When compared with the LDP, the NV model has a deeper yard, lower building height, lower 

GFA and a smaller number of units. Overall, the NV development controls provide less density 

when compared to the LDP. The majority development controls for the site are thus misaligned 

with the objectives of intensification (Table 6.20). The DV also have deeper yard requirements, 

and further reduces building heights, thereby enabling less GFA for this development. 
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Table 6.20 Analysis results for Site F 

Variables  Expected feature The NV  The DV 

The GFA of the plan-enabled envelope + – – 
The maximum number of dwellings of the plan-enabled 
envelope 

+ – + 

Maximum density + No No 
Maximum building coverage  + No No 
Minimum dwelling size1 – NA NA 
Maximum building height  + – – 
Minimum building setback  – NA2 – 
Minimum yards  – + + 

1 There is no minimum dwelling size control for this site in the LDP; this is therefore not applicable for comparison. 
2 It is not applicable to compare the setback rules of the NV with the LDP, as the eastern and northern adjoining sites are 
different, and the setback increases for the eastern side but decreases for the northern side.  

6.4.1.3 Comparison of Mixed Use Zone in the LDP and Mixed Use Zone in the AUP 

Both the sites were in the MU Zone of the LDP (Isthmus Section) and remain as MU Zone in 

the AUP. The NV increased the amount of land zoned MU, especially along the transport 

corridor and within the designated centres acting as a transition zone between the Business 

Zones and the Residential Zones. Spatially, the DV further enlarges the areas identified as MU 

Zone (Figure 6.28, Figure 6.29 and Figure 6.30). 

 
Figure 6.28 Areas identified as MU Zone in the LDP (Isthmus Section) (shown in red) 

 
Figure 6.29 Areas identified as MU Zone in the NV  Figure 6.30 Areas identified as MU Zone in the DV  
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The NV plan methods enable less intensified development on these two sites. While the areas 

identified as MU Zone have increased, nevertheless, it remains uncertain if the development 

potential would be increased when compared to the LDP. Therefore, as with the THAB zone, 

it seems the AUP aims to enlarge the areas identified as the MU Zone. It remains unknown 

whether the two versions of the AUP can deliver higher density housing in relation to the MU 

Zone areas. 

6.4.2 Analysis of the AUP Plan Methods to Achieve Intended Outcomes for Mixed Use 

Zone  

The NV policies partially give effect to the MU Zone objective for residential intensification 

(Table 6.21). The simulation results show the DV enable moderate to higher residential 

opportunities for these two sites, however they may not enable higher intensity than the LDP, 

(Table 6.22, Table 6.23).  

Based on the analysis of the policy techniques and plan methods, the NV plan methods do not 

“ensure an increase in the density, diversity and quality of housing” (Table 6.21). The height 

limits are reduced for these two sites, which are not helpful in enabling intensive residential 

developments. The DV height limit further reduces the potential to increase density and 

intensive residential activities, which is contrary to the goal of achieving an increase in 

residential densities (Table 6.24).   

Table 6.21 Plan objectives that are not given effect by policies for MU Zone  

The NV (Auckland Council, 2013) The DV (Auckland Council, 2016) 

“Moderate to high intensity residential and 
employment opportunities, in a limited number of 
areas in close proximity to, or which can support the 
City Centre, Metropolitan and Town Centre zones and 
the rapid and frequent services network.” 

  

 

 

 

 

 

 



 

130 

Table 6.22 MU Zone policies that are not given effect by plan methods (no corresponding plan methods in 
the plan/not shown from the simulation model)  

The NV (Auckland Council, 2013) The DV (Auckland Council, 2016) 

- “enable the development of intensive residential 
activities” 

- “enable the development of intensive residential 
activities” 
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Table 6.23 Alignment between Mixed Housing Zone objectives, policies and the modelled development (based on plan methods)  

The NV (Auckland Council, 2013)   The DV (Auckland Council, 2016)   

Zone objectives Policies  How well do 
plan policies 
align with 
objectives? 

Do the modelling 
outcomes achieve 
objectives? 

Zone objectives Policies How well do 
plan policies 
align with 
objectives? 

Do the 
modelling 
outcomes 
achieve policy 
objectives? 

Business – MU Zone 
objectives: 

1. “Moderate to high intensity 
residential and employment 
opportunities, in a limited 
number of areas in close 
proximity to, or which can 
support the City Centre, 
Metropolitan and Town Centre 
Zones and the rapid and 
frequent services network.” 

“3. Enable 
the 
development 
of intensive 
residential 
activities” 

Partly. There 
is no 
corresponding 
policy for 
providing 
employment 
opportunities.  

Partly, based on the 
simulated development 
model, the plan 
outcomes achieve a 
moderate-intensity 
residential potential. 
However, it does not 
enable higher 
residential 
opportunities than the 
legacy plan 

Business – MU Zone 
objectives: 

(6) “Moderate to high 
intensity residential activities 
and employment 
opportunities are provided 
for, in areas in close 
proximity to, or which can 
support the City Centre Zone, 
Business – Metropolitan 
Centre Zone, Business – 
Town Centre Zone and the 
public transport network.” 

MU Zone policies: 

 (18) “Enable the 
development of 
intensive residential 
activities” 

 

Well-aligned Well-aligned 
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Table 6.24 Efficacy of the Plan methods for achieving policy outcomes for Mixed Use Zone  

Zone policies (Auckland 
Council, 2013) 

Policy techniques Plan 
methods 

Do plan methods 
give effect to 
policies? 

The DV Policies (Auckland 
Council, 2016) 

Policy techniques Plan 
methods 

Do plan methods 
give effect to 
policies? 

Mixed Use Zone:  

“3. Enable the development of 
intensive residential activities” 

1. “Enable the 
development of 
intensive 
residential 
activities” 

1. — 
 

No. There is a lack 
of a standard to 
enable intensive 
development 

Mixed Use Zone policies:  

(18) “Enable the development 
of intensive residential 
activities” 

1. “Enable the development 
of intensive residential 
activities” 

 

1. — No. There are no 
related rules to 
regulate intensive 
development.  

    “(20) Promote and manage 
development to a standard 
that: 

(a) recognises the 
moderate scale, 
intensity and 
diversity of 
business, social and 

(b) cultural activities 
provided in the 
zone; 

(c)  recognises the 
increases in 
residential densities 
provided in the 
zone; and 

(d) avoids significant 
adverse effects on 
residents.” 

1. “Promote and manage 
development to a standard 
that recognises the increases 
in residential densities 
provided in the zone” 

 

1. well-
connected 

 

Well-aligned   

     
 

 

 

 

   



 

133 

 



 

134 

6.5. Overall Results  

6.5.1 Efficacy of the AUP Plan Methods for Enabling Residential Intensification  

In comparison to the LDP, for only two of the six case study sites does the NV enable more 

GFA and also provide for more dwellings based on the plan rules. The DV, nonetheless, has 

more potential to deliver residential intensification than the NV. The DV plan methods enable 

more GFA and dwellings than the LDP for four of the chosen sites (Table 6.25). 

The two sites in the THAB Zone, however, show various improvements in achieving 

intensification with the AUP, particularly for the NV. This is partly due to the LDP 

specifications for each site, whereas the NV seems to have adopted a more generic plan-making 

process, without much consideration of what the legacy plans had achieved. This also raises 

concerns about whether the six residential zones are sufficient to reflect the complicated 

historical zoning conditions and contexts in transitioning to the AUP.  

Table 6.25 Case study results for AUP enabled theoretical maximum GFA and total dwelling number 
(compared with the LDPs) 

The NV Site A Site B Site C Site D Site E Site F 

GFA of plan-enabled envelope  – + = + – – 

Maximum dwelling number of plan-enabled envelope + + – + – – 

The DV Site A Site B Site C Site D Site E Site F 

GFA of plan-enabled envelope  + + + + – – 

Maximum dwelling number of plan-enabled envelope + + + + = + 

The AUP plan methods (particularly the NV) are not adhering to the principles supporting 

intensification. Overall, the AUP is weak in reflecting the plan outcomes for delivering a 

compact city and residential intensification. Further, some of the development standards 

relating to increasing density deserve more attention. As presented in Table 6.26, the standards 

in the NV, such as the minimum building setback, maximum building height, minimum 

front/rear yard, and maximum building length, are contrary to the main goals of the plan to 

attain residential intensification. It is apparent that the plan rules and standards of the DV align 

better with the plan goal of intensification.  
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Table 6.26 Plan rules/standards that are misaligned with the expected features for attaining intensification 

The NV Site A Site B Site C Site D Site E Site F 

Maximum density        
Maximum building coverage  * *     
Minimum dwelling size * *     

Maximum building height  *    * * 

Minimum building setback        

Minimum yards     * * * 

The DV  Site A Site B Site C Site D Site E Site F 

Maximum density       
Maximum building coverage        
Minimum dwelling size       

Maximum building height  *     * 

Minimum building setback        

Minimum yards  *    * * 

One could argue that it is neither feasible nor practical to only consider intensification while 

overlooking heritage, infrastructure and urban design quality, because residential 

intensification is just one result that the plan intends to achieve. However, the fact that several 

areas are at low implementation is a reflection of the inadequacy and inconsistencies of the 

AUP policies and standards for regulating future intensive development. It is also critical to 

note that the modelling for half the case study sites indicated the constraining effects of the NV 

standards on intensification. The NV showed less potential to provide more GFA than the LDP. 

These results reflect the insufficiencies of the policy governing the rules for designation and 

readjustment, which could threaten the efficacy of the plan tools and methods for delivering 

residential intensification in Auckland. Planners seeking to implement intensification should 

not only consider replacing the legacy plan rules with flexible development standards, but also 

integrate plan methods that reinforce the delivery of intensification and incorporate 

strengthened regulations to facilitate higher density housing developments.  

6.5.2 Efficacy of the AUP Plan Methods to Achieve the Intended Policy Outcomes for 

Intensification  

In line with the planning framework and RMA requirements in New Zealand, the objectives 

and policies of the AUP should be able to regulate what development can happen in each 

specified area. However, some NV zone objectives and policies are vague and too weak to 

indicate a proposed development and estimate a potential scheme. For example, one of the 
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objectives outlined for a THAB Zone is “to achieve development that is of a density that is 

appropriate for the physical attributes of the site, any infrastructure constraints, and the planned 

urban residential character of the neighbourhood”. This is weak and vague to define the form 

of development envisioned by the stated objectives and policies. The existing objectives and 

policies are generic and put greater emphasis on development controls than policy outcomes. 

The analysis results for whether plan methods achieve policy outcomes (objectives and 

policies) indicate a misalignment between planning theory and practice. The logic behind the 

rational comprehensive plan-making theory is that the policies should give effect to the plan 

objectives, and the plan methods should give effect to the desired plan outcomes (objectives 

and policies). The results, however, indicate that the AUP policies do not fully reflect the 

objectives, and the plan methods are not fully giving effect to the intended objectives and 

policies. The simulated development models demonstrate that the plan method of the NV is not 

guaranteed to achieve the articulated plan outcomes. Altogether, the analysis demonstrates two 

misalignments in the AUP: a misalignment between the planning theory and planning practice, 

and a misalignment between the plan-enabled development and expected outcomes.  

It must be underlined that the AUP plan methods are not giving sufficient effect to the stated 

policies and objectives. Some are either too vague or weak to guide and regulate the 

development, and others lack clear definitions and assessment methods for evaluating whether 

the proposed development achieves the intended outcomes. The minimum density controls 

have a significant impact on attaining intensification through regulating minimum allowable 

density. However, there is currently no policy or development standard in place that 

specifically addresses minimum density for promoting higher density developments. 

Furthermore, the policies of the DV are not sufficiently reflected by the plan methods, 

especially with regard to: 

• “an increase in the density, diversity and quality of housing 

• efficient use of larger sites 

• integrated residential development  

• a variety of housing types at high densities 

• enabling the development of intensive residential activities” (Auckland Council, 2016)  

Further, it is worth noting that the NV standards put a greater emphasis on the site-specific 

rules than considering neighbouring sites. For instance, the NV set up rules to protect on-site 



 

137 

amenities, but there is no corresponding rule to protect and enhance the neighbouring 

amenities. This observation shows the inefficiency of plan-making in the AUP for considering 

the neighbouring site and block as a whole.  

Where plan methods fall short in achieving intensification, with the minimum density control 

is not regulated, other regulations and policies may be needed to fill the gap. Moreover, it is 

crucial to note that the market will influence what will be built, and hence the capacity provided 

by the plan may not be implemented by market actors.  

The Auckland Council should establish clear and explicitly defined standards and plan 

outcomes to provide a regulatory option for interested developers as a mechanism for fostering 

intensification. The complexity of the interaction between developers and the plan-making 

framework underscores the importance of setting out clear and well-regulated development 

standards to guide developers’ activities. In the next chapter, the perspectives of key market 

actors and planning professionals are discussed. 

6.6. Summary 

Taken together, the results from this chapter demonstrate that the assumptions of the plan-

making model are not sufficiently reflected in the AUP, and the plan rules may not enable to 

achieve the intended outcomes, specifically: 

• The NV may not enable more dwellings than the legacy plans for the chosen sites, 

however, the DV rules overall can enable a larger number of units  

• The NV rules may not adhere to the outcomes intended for intensification, with several 

development rules even work against intensification  

• There are disconnections between plan methods and the stated plan objectives and 

policies associated with intensification in both versions. 
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Chapter 7. Developers and Planning Professionals’ Perspective and 

Experience of the Auckland Unitary Plan for Facilitating 

Intensification  

7.1. Introduction 

This chapter considers the main results and findings gathered from the qualitative interviews 

with property developers and planning professionals involved in consents and the plan-making 

process, to gain their perspectives and experience of the AUP (both versions) in delivering the 

expected intensification outcomes. After describing the interviewee’s profile and their 

involvement in the AUP, the respondents’ overall responses on the AUP for delivering medium 

to higher density housing developments are described, followed by their experience of AUP in 

the chosen case study developments which were presented in Chapter 6. These cover a range 

of topics: their understandings on the policy framework and plan methods, and the plan 

influences and effectiveness to achieve desired outcomes; their experience with the NV to 

deliver medium to higher density housing development; plan effectiveness and feasibility in 

facilitating higher density development; and their perceived plan obstacles and 

recommendations for plan improvement. The chapter concludes with a discussion on the 

participants’ views on the plan performance to achieve the desired policy outcomes for medium 

to higher density housing.  

The data collected and analysed consists of developers’ and planners’ attitudes, and their 

awareness and experience concerning the efficacy of the AUP to facilitate higher density 

housing development in practice. The professionals interviewed worked on six approved case 

study developments that were targeted for implementing medium to higher density housing in 

Auckland. This is evaluated from the information collected from interviews with the developers 

and with their consultants who applied for the permits, and with the processing officers who 

granted the permits. The interview data were divided into three groups: the developers (D) and 

(or) their planning consultants (PC); the Council processing officers (PO); and the policy 

planners (PP). The interviewees were given the right to choose not to answer any of the 

questions (for example, those that are related to financial feasibility), or any they might not be 

clear about or did not know the answers to. Thus, not all interview questions were answered 
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by each participant. Anonymised quotations are interspersed throughout the chapter to 

demonstrate the core ideas and understandings of the participants.  

7.2. Profile of Interviewees  

Twenty-three participants were interviewed: eight developers, six planning consultants, and six 

Plan Officers, two Policy Planners from the Auckland Council, and one Housing New Zealand 

Cooperation representative. The participant profiles and attributes are given in Appendix 1. 

7.2.1 Experience in the Industry 

Almost four-fifths of the interviewed developers and planners had more than 10-years’ 

experience in their industry when the interviews were conducted (see Figure 7.1). The majority 

(52 percent of all the participants) had 10 to 19-years’ experience, and 26 percent had worked 

in the industry for over 20 years. Only two of them had worked less than five years in their 

industry. Six participants had more than 20-years’ experience, including three developers, two 

consultant planners, and one Council processing officer.  

 

Figure 7.1 Interviewees’ years of experience 

7.2.2 Involvement in the Auckland Unitary Plan  

The participants were selected based on the chosen case studies, thus they were involved in or 

had experience utilising the AUP. By the time the interviews were conducted, three developers 

and three processing officers had not been involved in the development of the AUP, other 

interviewees (74 percent) were involved in the development process of the AUP (see Figure 

7.2). Among these participants, six respondents reported that they were directly involved in the 

plan-making of the AUP or had been consulted. Five of the participants had made submissions 
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on the AUP, and five consultant planners had submitted on behalf of clients, and one developer 

took part in a submission.   

 

Figure 7.2 Interviewees’ involvement in the development of the AUP 

The following sections present and discuss in relation to the themes of interview questions. 

The related questions for each group of respondents are shown at the beginning of each section.  

7.2.3 Experience in Medium to Higher Density Residential Development  

Developer interview question: What type of housing development are you normally involved with? 

The majority of the developers were experienced in medium to higher density housing 

development. One developer responded that his core projects were the single-level medium 

density duplex type of dwellings. Another asserted that he preferred not to get involved in the 

long processes of consent and development. The diversity of scale and development typology 

of developers (see Table 7.1) also provided information and practical experience about the 

diverse development typologies in Auckland.  

Table 7.1 Breakdown of developer participants 

 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 

Size M M L S S L L L L 

Major development type/focus MD A A A D1  D2  A D3 MD 

Note: Size based on the number of employees: S<5 (0 to 5 employees), M 5-10, L>10 
D: diverse types of developments, A: Apartments, MD: Medium density developments. 
1 Including medium-density, apartments and business land development 
2 Including apartments and town centre redevelopment 
3 Diverse types of housing at different density 
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In sum, these interviewees had sufficient experience to comment on the medium to higher 

density housing developments in Auckland and had adequate years of experience and 

knowledge on both the LDP and AUP policies and practices to provide for medium to higher 

density developments.  

7.3. General Comments on the AUP to Enable Intensification  

The analysis of interview data is organised based on the categories and sub-categories of 

interview question topics outlined in Chapter 4, including (a) policy framework, (b) plan 

method, (c) plan capacity and feasibility for enabling intensification, (d) plan obstacles in 

achieving the AUP policy outcomes for higher density development, (e) suggested plan 

improvements. The subsequent sections further present the interview results on these topics.  

7.3.1 Result Section 1: The Policy Framework  

7.3.1.1 Understanding of the policy framework   

Developer/planning consultants interview question: Was the policy framework (objectives and policies) clear, 

and did you understand what the plan was seeking to achieve? 

Processing officer interview question: What do you think the policy frameworks (objective and policies) are 

seeking to achieve? 

It was noted that developers, planning consultants and processing officers showed various 

understandings on the policy framework (objectives and policies). Nearly 40 percent of the 

developers claimed that they might not understand or look at the policy framework. They 

tended to rely on their consultants to give guidance on interpreting the plan objectives and 

policies. Nevertheless, the results further indicate the developers’ potential distrust of their 

consultants. Two developers commented that they felt their consultants might have difficulties 

understanding the plan outcomes. As one developer explained, the consultants we live with life 

and breath, we had a question about the plan that they did not even know the answer. 

The other interviewees (about 50 percent) claimed that they understood the policy framework 

or that the plan intentions were clear to them, and less than 10 percent perceived the policy 

framework was unclear (Figure 7.3). One large-scale developer observed that the NV was 

unclear on what it was intended to achieve, particularly at the higher regional level policy 

statement. 
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Figure 7.3 Developers understandings on the policy framework of the NV  

 

The planning consultants, however, overall agreed that the NV was clear on setting out what 

the plan intended to achieve or what they were going to assess. Nevertheless, some consultants 

had concerns about the conflicts between the plan’s intentions to intensify and the requirements 

of the AUP to protect the environment, the heritage and the volcanic view in the meantime. 

They did not think the plan was clear about which or what was more important when conflicts 

occur. One consultant suggested that there are always going to be conflicts in the Plan.  

The lack of clarity in the planning framework and intended outcomes was highlighted as 

another issue by both the developers and the planning consultants. The developers felt that the 

plan lacked definitions and explanations of some terminologies, and was unclear about what 

was expected by the plan. One developer commented the objectives and policies often tend to 

be flowery. This view was echoed by another developer suddenly all the stuff has changed that 

we did not know what was going to be mixed-housing or whatever.  

7.3.1.2 Influence of the policy framework of the NV on the development design.  

Developer/planning consultant interview question: Did the policy framework (objectives and policies) 

influence your design? 

It is most likely that developers viewed the AUP as an enabling tool rather than something that 

necessarily sets the vision for the place. A response from one developer highlights this – while 

it enables, it does not necessarily deliver. Very few of them take plan objectives and policies 

as the “foundation stone” for their project design and feasibility. Rather than being the deciding 
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factor, it was frequently considered to provide a framework for intensification to occur, by 

promoting it as a developable site.  

More than half of the developers felt their design outcomes were not affected by the policy 

framework of the NV, or they did not look at the policy framework (Figure 7.4). The rest of 

the interviewed developers and planning consultants claimed that their designs were guided or 

affected by the policy framework, often in terms of influencing the plan capacity and flexibility 

in the application process and affecting the development and design results. Some suggested 

that the urban design outcomes and the rules influenced their design, for example, the rules for 

height control and for protecting the neighbourhood amenities. Overall, they held the view that 

the rules had stronger effects on their design than the policy framework of the NV.  

 

Figure 7.4 Responses on whether the policy framework influenced their design 

 

7.3.1.3 Effectiveness of plan objectives and policies to achieve higher density development 

1. The Notified Version 

Developer/planning consultant interview question: Could you outline what you thought the Unitary Plan was 

seeking to achieve for your (client) site in land use / urban planning policy terms, that is, what were, in your 

view, the Unitary Plan’s objectives and policies relevant to your site seeking to achieve? 

Processing officer interview question: In your view, what are the THAB Zone, Mixed Housing, town centre 

and Mixed Use zones in the Unitary Plan seeking to achieve for higher density housing typologies? 

Policy planner interview question: How effective do you think the objectives and policies are for achieving 

intensification? 
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The interviews with the developers and (or) their consultants and the processing officers for 

the selected case studies provided evidence of the effectiveness of the NV objectives and 

policies in achieving higher density developments.  

Almost 30 percent of them perceived that the objectives and policies of the NV did not change 

much when compared to the LDPs (Figure 7.5). They noted that the LDP and the NV sought 

to achieve similar outcomes. Furthermore, in terms of the specific intensification outcomes, 

surprisingly, most of the interviewed developers and consultants perceived that the plan 

objectives and policies did not significantly improve or change much regarding intensification 

potential for their developments compared with the LDP. Merely four interviewed developers, 

planning consultants and processing officers supported the statement that the objectives and 

policies of the NV improved and were more effective in achieving higher density housing 

developments. One experienced consultant felt that the policy framework and outcomes of the 

NV for some zones (e.g., MU Zone) in general remained the same. 

Unlike the developers and consultants who had different ideas on the effectiveness of the plan 

objectives and policies, the policy planners were positive about the capability of the plan 

objectives and policies in attaining higher density housing. One policy planner replied that all 

the objectives and policies were focussed on encouraging additional growth, growth around 

centres, growth within the metropolitan urban area, intensifying and achieving the compact 

city, and the AUP had very similar objectives with the regional policy statement around 

residential intensification.  

It is evident that the three groups of participants had varied perspectives on whether the 

objectives and policies enhanced the achievement of the desired intensification. More than 45 

percent responded that they did not think the NV improved the density for their development 

sites. A few processing officers conveyed their doubts on the efficacy of the plan’s framework 

to deliver residential intensification and achieve higher density. For instance, a processing 

officer commented: 

it does not say it has to be at a higher density. So it could be you end up with massive 

apartments or a big house. It also does not say you have to have a mix of residential 

and business so that you could have all business, or you could have all residential, or 

you could have a mix. And it does not deal that well with that how to get that mix. 
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Another processing officer with over 20-years’ experience remarked that the policy framework 

probably has not acknowledged the inhibition of infrastructure constraints in some area.  

 

Figure 7.5 Interviewees’ responses on whether objectives and policies of the NV are effective for achieving 
higher density. 

 

2. The Decisions Version  

Developers/planning Consultant question: How have the plan objectives and policies of the DV been improved 

to achieve the higher density developments that the plan sought to achieve? 

Processing officer interview question: How well do plan objectives and policies of the DV deliver the higher 

density housing typologies the plan sought to achieve? 

Policy planner interview question: Did the Independent Hearing Panel improve the effectiveness of the AUP 

objectives and policies that are for achieving intensification?  

When it came to commenting on whether the public hearing and the Panel improved the 

effectiveness of the AUP objectives and policies to achieve the desired higher density housing 

typologies, participants’ views either focused on (1) whether the DV has made the plan 

intentions clearer, and (2) the aspirations and approaches of the DV. 

It was perceived by the larger proportion of officers that the DV was better in achieving the 

higher density housing typologies. One interviewee commented that the Panel has really done 

a good job to really intensify those centres. However, it remains controversial among 

processing officers whether the DV could achieve anything notably different from the legacy 

plan for some areas. The policy planner representatives spoke about it being too early to 
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comment on the effectiveness of the plan objectives and policies for the city-wide delivery 

overall.  

Another point worth noting is that some developers considered that despite there being more 

objectives and policies in the DV than the NV, the objectives and policies of the DV are more 

understandable. One participant claimed that the original concepts for drafting the AUP were 

to have a stripped-down plan that made it very clear what had to be done, and the Panel stripped 

out some parts (e.g., housing affordability) because they thought those are not necessarily plan 

matters.  

However, they seemed to be concerned about whether this planning approach and framework 

would favour or threaten their interests and enable them to implement their projects (e.g., 

medium to higher density housing). They further argued that this approach could potentially 

delay the consenting process due to the difficulties resolving different interpretations of what 

is acceptable and correct.  

The majority of the planning consultants, consent officers and policy planners agreed that it 

was frequently required to assess the developments based on the objectives and policies when 

the proposed developments do not comply with certain rules of the DV. This can indicate that 

these respondents clearly understood the policy outcome based approach employed in the DV 

(adopted by the Panel and accepted by the Auckland Council in the DV). One policy planner 

representative explained that the Council had objectives, policies, and rules like a suite of 

assessment criteria for multi-unit development which was quite specific for addressing 

different issues, but the panel recommended moving away from the assessment criteria 

approach. She further claimed that the Council tried to be more prescriptive, whilst the Panel 

tried to introduce more flexibility.  

Nevertheless, developer and planning consultant interviewees produced a diversity of 

responses in terms of the influences of this outcome-centred approach and its framework on 

the delivery of intensification. The majority took this approach as providing either (a) an 

opportunity, through providing the flexibility for developments and making the developers 

look at the quality design outcomes; or (b) a “tool” to allow them to develop their designs as 

intended; or (c) a burden, mainly caused by the uncertainty and vagueness of the plan objectives 

and policies. 
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Although the respondents largely agreed that the policy outcome based approach could 

potentially provide more flexibility than the rule-based assessment, and provide the opportunity 

to explain their design, there were concerns about whether this approach and framework would 

favour or threaten their interests, and whether it would enable them to implement their projects.  

The developers frequently commented that this policy outcome-focused approach is both a 

good and a bad thing. Firstly, this is because this approach is not simple to achieve. Some 

developers expressed their concerns that this approach still required going into site-specific 

details. They remarked that it was unclear how to make an assessment against the objectives 

and policies, and it was not simple for them to claim a development was consistent with all the 

standards. One planning consultant claimed that when not complying with a few rules, they 

would need to assess against objectives and policies which are vaguer and less specific. 

Secondly, another potential obstacle was that the Auckland Council would not have any 

obvious adverse effects to assess if the proposed development was within the rules and had 

good urban design. Whilst, if something was outside the rules, a lot more discussions would 

need to take place in the Council. This is partly because it remains inexplicit whether and when 

the plan objectives and policies are given more weighting than the rules, other factors, or other 

frameworks around it. There would be cases where developments address the effects sought in 

the zone but may not comply with the objectives and policies.  

Furthermore, the smaller-scale developers tend to be more concerned with this policy outcome-

oriented approach, than the large-scale developers who tend to focus on their expected 

outcomes and are more prepared to develop with less certainty. 

7.3.1.4 Summary of findings for Result Section 1  

Altogether, only half of the interviewed developers, consultants and processing officers agreed 

that the NV policy framework was clear to them. About 40 percent of the interviewees indicated 

that they did not understand the policy framework, but mainly relied on their consultants to 

provide advice. When questioned about whether their designs were affected by the policy 

framework of the NV, the majority of the developers and planning consultants considered the 

Plan was consistent with or provided similar objectives and policies as the LDP. In addition, 

40 percent of developers responded they did not look at the policy framework, and 30 percent 

of developers and consultants did not think their designs were affected by the policy 

framework. Overall, developers were of the view that the rules had a stronger effect on their 

designs than the policy framework. 
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Further, around 45 percent of the interviewed developers, consultants and officers perceived 

the NV did not assist in improving housing density. Almost 30 percent of them answered that 

the NV had not changed much when compared to the LDP in terms of the objectives and 

policies. Less than 25 percent supported the statement that the objectives and policies of the 

NV improved and were more effective in achieving higher density housing developments. The 

policy planners generally had a positive view on the DV in attaining policy outcomes related 

to higher density housing. However, a few processing officers had mixed views on whether the 

DV would facilitate the actualisation of higher density housing typologies. Despite this, it was 

most common for them to feel that the DV was enhanced in achieving the higher density 

housing typologies. Nevertheless, it was controversial on the policy outcome-focused approach 

in facilitating intensification.   

7.3.2 Result Section 2: The Plan Methods.  

Those interviewed were asked to indicate whether they thought the plan methods of the NV 

were clear to them and whether the methods were effective in achieving the desired policies 

and objectives. If they answered no, this was taken to mean that the plan methods were not 

clear enough for them or they did not fully understand the plan methods. If they answered yes, 

the researcher went on to ask if they thought their designs for the project had been affected by 

the plan methods of the NV.  

7.3.2.1 Understanding of the plan methods 

Developer/planning consultant interview question: Did you understand the plan methods (for example, 

rules and activity status)? 

Developers and consultants had a range of views on the plan methods of the NV and their 

efficacy in achieving the desired policy outcomes. Three of the interviewed developers asserted 

that they normally left it to the consultants, and that they did not understand or spend time on 

understanding the plan methods themselves. But they also implied that some consultants they 

relied on might not also fully understand the plan methods. Five developer interviewees 

claimed that they were familiar with the plan methods, but one of them asserted the plan 

methods were still unclear.  

The majority of the developers and consultants claimed that the plan methods of the NV were 

reasonable clear to them (Figure 7.6). The planning consultants, comparatively, held a more 

positive attitude than developers on the effectiveness of the plan methods in the NV. 
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Note: one developer and one consultant did not answer this question directly 

Figure 7.6 Interviewees’ responses on whether the plan methods are clear to them  

 

7.3.2.2 Influence of the plan methods on the development design  

Developer/Planning consultant interview question: Did the plan’s methods influence your design? 

When questioned about whether the plan methods of the NV affected their design, the 

consultants were not unanimous in their views about how the plan methods influenced their 

design. More than 60 percent of developers and planning consultants felt that their designs 

were influenced by the plan methods of the NV (Figure 7.7). A few developers answered that 

the plan methods of the NV radically changed their design outcomes. They normally follow 

the plan provisions when designing and aimed to comply with the rules as much as possible to 

avoid complications and requirements for notifications.  

Nevertheless, the remaining developers took a design-led approach and had greater influence 

on the project. They applied for consents for any infringements rather than trying to comply 

with all the rules. Generally, they felt the plan methods of the NV did not influence their design, 

or not for the chosen site specifically. Another reason that some perceived the plan methods 

had limited influence on their design was that they were not aware of any change in the rules 

of the NV that would lessen (or increase) what they could do on the site, compared with the 

LDP.   
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Figure 7.7 Interviewee responses on whether the plan methods influenced their design 

 

7.3.2.3 Effectiveness of the plan methods in achieving the plan’s desired policy outcomes  

1. The Notified Version  

Developer/planning consultant interview question: Did the plan’s methods in your view achieve the plan’s 

desired policy (objective and policies) outcomes? 

Processing officer interview question: Do you think the plan’s methods achieve the plan’s desired policy 

(objective and policies) outcomes for each of these zones? If not, why not? 

Policy planner interview question: Do the chosen methods used within the AUP enable the policy outcomes 

to be achieved through the development process? If not, why not?  

It was commonly perceived by the interviewees that the AUP (both versions) was merely 

“enabling,” but the AUP does not require developments to be at a higher density. One 

processing officer remarked that the AUP does not enable the Council to have the ability to 

encourage higher density when assessing an application that is not of a high-enough density. 

Another respondent echoed by stating that there was nothing in the AUP (both versions) that 

prevents building small-scale, one or two storey stand-alone houses. It was frequently 

mentioned by developers that there was not much difference in the rules or the policies of the 

NV that would change what could be done on the site.  

Overall, a large proportion of the interviewed developers tended to focus on the critical controls 

that shape project feasibility and development based on their understandings and established 

tactics, while the plan approach and expected outcomes play a less important role than the 

development controls. Some of them generally aim to comply with the rules and are driven by 

the plan rules. For instance, a consultant with 40-year experience observed that  
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For any project, the developer and the architect have to start to avoid any 

complications and process and risk notification, the first driver for design is to try and 

comply with the development control, and you only infringe it if it would compromise 

the development design not to infringe it. 

Some participants tend to make their design and what they consider to be high-quality 

developments as the focus, and thus may just not try to comply with the rules. For instance, 

one planning consultant claimed that we had a lot of influence over the project because we 

already had a design we thought was good for the site, so it was probably a bit reverse. Two 

developers maintained that they tended to take a design-focused approach rather than always 

trying to comply with all the rules.  

The processing officers, whose understanding of the plan methods play a critical role in 

affecting the development outcomes, also had different perspectives on the effectiveness of the 

plan methods in the NV. A few of them realised some of them are unclear, or there’s a little 

bit of confusion, whereas others considered the development controls to be aligned with 

policies and objectives, or perceived the NV to be talking about the same thing as the LDP.  

The policy planners, on the other hand, addressed the alignment between the plan methods and 

the objectives and policies. One policy planner answered that I would not say they are aligned 

correctly everywhere, but mostly they are. This comment, to some extent, echoes the results of 

Chapter 6, which indicate the potential misalignment between the plan methods and the 

intended outcomes in the NV. Nevertheless, focusing on the actual delivery of the plan 

objectives and policies, another representative held the view that  

The issue is that cross plan integration issue and the second issue is that the plan itself, 

it does not deliver anything. You have still got to deal with the market, you have still 

got to deal with the developers. If the plan delivers on its objectives holistically, but the 

market will influence that. 

This perception reflects the need to investigate the market influence on realising the intended 

plan objectives and policies.  

2. The Decisions Version 

Developer/planning consultant interview question: How do the plan methods of the DV achieve the plan 

objectives and policies associated with medium to higher density housing development? 
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As indicated in Figure 7.8, more than half of the developer and planning consultant 

interviewees responded that the plan methods of the DV achieved the objectives and policies 

relating to housing intensification or were consistent in attaining higher densities. However, 

typically, they held the view that there is a stronger reliance on the objectives and policies as a 

means of assessment criteria in the DV. They were concerned about the possible complexity in 

assessment against the vaguer objectives and policies.  

The DV was perceived to be more effective in realising the plan objectives and policies 

associated with higher density developments than the NV. The number of developers and 

consultants who perceived the plan methods achieved the plan objectives, and policies, 

increased from 23.35 percent for the NV to 66.67 percent for the DV.  

A few interviewees considered that the DV, to some extent, has improved the potential for 

attaining higher densities like the removal of density controls, but some sites were constrained 

by the height or height in relation to boundary controls in the DV. One planning consultant 

claimed that the development potential of his client’s site had been reduced for both the NV 

and the DV, compared with what could be achieved under the LDP. Nearly 20% of respondents 

thought the plan methods of the DV had not changed much in terms of achieving the desired 

policies and objectives.  

 

Figure 7.8 Comparison of the developers’ and planning consultants’ perspectives on the plan methods in 
achieving objectives and policies  

 

The virtually unanimous view of the policy planners was that the DV has fewer rules. They felt 

that having fewer rules for residential sites is likely to mean there is less for the applicants to 
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infringe. One policy planner further commented a lot more development can happen more 

easily.  

They further claimed that the AUP had introduced a new framework in terms of the realisation 

of density. Any infringement of the development standards would direct applicants back to the 

zone policies and the outcomes expected. Another important point raised was that any new 

development (in the THAB Zone) has to be restricted discretionary25 so that the Council would 

get some input into how any new bigger development is built and put on the ground, though 

they were aware that this would increase costs for developers. The height restrictions were also 

mentioned as allowing the Council to have an input and check the quality of a development. 

One of the policy planners felt that the AUP still intends to maintain the suburban built 

character of areas such as the MHS Zone. Therefore, the building coverage and the height in 

relation to boundary would be similar to what might have been in the suburban type zones of 

the LDP. She further claimed that it’s really about balancing, having a high-density 

development, while protecting and safeguarding the amenity on these properties that the 

Council would like to protect. 

However, the Council officers had concerns about the effects of the rules in the DV. For 

example, one experienced processing officer remarked that it was difficult to say that all the 

standards have been met. Another pointed out that the standards of both versions of the AUP 

might not provide sufficient plan tools to enhance urban amenities. He claimed that: 

the Council did not have the teeth to get the two metres set back which is required under 

the legacy plan to achieve a better public amenity at the front yard, because the Unitary 

Plan did not require it. 

7.3.2.4 Summary of findings for Result Section 2 

In sum, a large number of developers and planning consultants agreed that the plan methods of 

the NV were clear or reasonably clear to them. Less than 10 percent considered the methods 

were unclear for them to understand. More than 60 percent of them replied that the rules of the 

NV influenced their designs. Whilst a few developers and planning consultants answered that 

the rules radically changed their design outcomes, and normally they took a plan-led approach 

and tried to comply with the rules, others took a design-led approach and applied for consents 

                                                
25 See Chapter 3 for definition 
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for infringements rather than complying with all the rules. Regarding the effectiveness of the 

plan methods in achieving the plan objectives and policies, less than 30 percent of the 

developers and consultants thought the plan methods of the NV attained the desired objectives 

and policies, but this increased to 66.67 percent for the DV.  

7.3.3 Result Section 3: Plan Efficacy to Enable Intensification 

Interviewees were asked about their perceptions and experience of the efficacy of the NV at 

enabling medium to higher density developments. These included their perspectives on (1) the 

plan efficacy to provide for higher density housing typologies, and (2) the efficacy of plan 

framework and methods to facilitate financially feasible developments.  

7.3.3.1 Efficacy of the NV to assist in achieving higher density housing typologies 

Developer/planning consultant interview question: Do you think the NV is sufficient to expand the provision 

of higher density housing typologies? 

Developer/planning consultant interview question: Overall, did the NV assist you in achieving higher density 

typologies? 

The participants overall were positive about the efficacy of the NV in expanding the provision 

of the higher density housing typologies. More than 60 percent of the developers and planning 

consultants were of the view that the NV overall could provide more medium to higher density 

developments in Auckland (Figure 7.9). One consultant planner expressed the opinion that the 

NV has the potential to enable more intensification developments, largely because the 

simplified plan methods, the removal of certain development controls, or the plan were easier 

to understand and navigate compared to the former seven district plans and four regional plans 

in various formats. Some felt that the NV, to some degree, seemed to have enabled more 

redevelopment capacity for intensification than the LDP. There was also general agreement 

among the developers and planning consultants that the NV became beneficial for small-scale 

developments and redevelopments.  
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Figure 7.9 Interviewees responses on whether the NV is sufficient to expand the provision of higher density 
housing typologies 

Less than half of the interviewees agreed that the NV assisted them in achieving higher density 

developments in their practice (Figure 7.10). In particular, a developer spoke about he achieved 

improved density because the NV benefited them because it created the avoidance of a fully 

notified consent. Another developer also stated that the NV rules facilitated higher density 

typologies as they allowed provision for four-level, five-level apartments, and a lot more 

amalgamation and smaller-lot size, small terrace housing product.  

Nevertheless, more than 30 percent of the interviewees did not think the NV assisted them in 

their projects (Figure 7.10). Some of them felt that what the NV enabled on their sites was less 

intense than the LDP. Three developers commented that the reduction of the height limit in the 

NV would make their projects unviable. Several developers and consultants also expressed 

concerns about whether the allocated council resources match the increasing number of consent 

applications. Around 30 percent of the interviewed developers and planning consultants felt 

that the NV did not aid them in attaining higher densities than the LDP. 

The responses from other participants (23 percent of the interviewees) indicate that they had 

mixed perspectives in this regard. For instance, one large-scale apartment developer asserted 

that: 

there are some steps in the right direction because there’s a new zone terraced housing 

apartment that was not there before which is good, which is quite a large zone…so 

that’s giving a whole lot more flexibility so those other positives as well. My main issue 

is that the height limits are too low across all the zones. 
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Figure 7.10 Responses on whether the NV assisted them in achieving higher density development 

 

7.3.3.2 Efficacy of the plan framework and methods to financially enable higher density 

developments  

Developer/planning consultant interview question: Did the plan’s policy framework and methods enable you 

to have a financially feasible project? 

Policy planner interview question: When developing the plan objectives, policies and methods, was the 

commercial viability of these methods a real consideration through the plan-making process?  

Policy planner interview question: Do you think the market will respond to the development options provided 

by the plan?  

1. Policy planner representatives   

One policy planner claimed that commercial viability had been a consideration in the panel 

hearing and a consideration of the council planning witness, who supported the Council’s 

position, attended the mediation and caucusing with representatives of a lot of developers. She 

explained that the developers’ views had been well canvassed and taken on board, ultimately 

by the Panel. However, another policy planner also claimed that the application of zones had 

not been based on market demand, but on where it makes sense to have that intensification in 

the long term. 

When asked about the plan capacity identified for intensification, policy planners agreed that 

it would take a while for the market to catch up with building the typologies anticipated, such 

as in the THAB zone areas. One of them claimed that there were areas where there were very 

strong communities who did not want any change, and in those areas, they perceived that 

change had to happen slowly. 
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In terms of the market responses to the development options and the capacity provided by the 

AUP, one policy planner pointed out that the transition to higher density developments is going 

to happen a lot more quickly in areas close to busy centres on good public transport routes, and 

where there is market demand. One policy planner commented that the Council also recognised 

that the THAB zone might not deliver what it is intended to deliver in the short term. 

Nevertheless, the Council aimed to monitor the situation to see if more intensified development 

would occur rather than lower scale developments. She further claimed that the amount of 

capacity released by the AUP was based on the Auckland Plan projection, which is a 30-year 

strategy, whereas the AUP under the RMA is to be reviewed every ten years. One policy 

planner representative also acknowledged that the developers might not take all the released 

capacity at once, and she added that it might be over a few plan iterations until we reach that 

sort of built form that the Auckland Plan is envisioning with that sort of intensification target. 

2. Developers and planning consultants’ perspectives and their perceived plan obstacles. 

More than 60 percent of the developers and consultants were of the view that the NV was 

sufficient to expand the provision of the higher density housing typologies (Figure 7.9). 

However, less than 50 percent felt that the NV assisted in achieving higher density development 

for their sites (Figure 7.10). This decreased to 40 percent who felt the policy framework and 

methods of the NV enabled them to have a financially feasible project (Figure 7.11). There 

were concerns that whilst the AUP (both versions) may have made the development potential 

available, the plan may have not successfully delivered it, because other matters need to be 

considered; for example, the mechanisms and funding for land acquisition.  

A few developers pointed out that the NV itself would not bring about any significant change 

in terms of feasibility and outcomes, or expressed a view that planning was only a part of the 

reasons. An underlying reason could be that the NV was considered to have few enhancements 

through the policy framework or plan methods themselves, but largely because the plan became 

streamlined and easier. For example, as a large-scale developer commented, the NV made their 

projects easier to achieve, largely because the process of the AUP became simpler.  
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Figure 7.11 Interviewees’ responses on whether the NV’s policy framework and methods enable them to 
have a financially feasible project 

 

The majority (about 60 percent) of the interviewed developers and consultants had either a 

negative or mixed attitude to this question (Figure 7.11). The specific concerns and obstacles 

to enable financially feasible medium-to-higher density housing projects are further illustrated 

in this section.  

(1) Overall comments on both the NV and the DV 

a) The potential loss of intensification capacity 

There were significant concerns expressed by developers and consultants on the potential loss 

of development capacity brought about by the AUP (both versions). The influencing factors 

associated with the loss of development potential mainly included: (1) the plan being 

“enabling” rather than providing strong instruments for promoting intensification; (2) the plan 

is diverging from the original plan intention for intensification; and (3) compromises, conflicts 

and inexplicit weightings in the plan.  

First, a number of the respondents criticised the AUP for not setting development minimums, 

which potentially allows for low-density and large-size single developments in higher intensity 

zones, which may not reflect both the plan and zone objectives for intensification.  

Secondly, there were significant concerns about the loss of potential development capacity 

resulted from the other planning provisions (such as the historical heritage overlay). For 

example, the preservation of places perceived to have special residential character means most 

of that area is knocked out and cannot necessarily be redeveloped. It was perceived by a number 

of participants that the planning system in New Zealand needs to deal with a broad range of 
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issues such as groundwater, contamination and earthwork volumes which are not necessarily 

planning matters. Additionally, the management of these issues belongs to different entities, 

which potentially leads to more conflicts and discussions among stakeholders and plan users, 

and subsequently the intensification goals may be compromised. The unspecified weightings 

on the intensity with other competing plan goals will likely make the plan users unsure about 

the focus of plan intentions, and cause the loss of development potential. The consent process 

might not be easier as it still requires examining site-specific conditions and contexts.  

Concerns about the potential loss of the development capacity also implicated the disconnect 

between the zoning and the capacity, and the specific rules such as height restriction, outlook 

requirement, heritage building interface, and view shaft.  

b) The prolonged permit processing process 

There were arguments that the outcomes and impacts anticipated by the plan were not clearly 

articulated, without any (or with limited) obvious adverse effects to assess, and sometimes, 

vaguely written without explicitly articulating the degree of change sought or the timeline for 

achieving targets.  

It was also felt by the respondents that there was no clear guidance on whether the plan 

objectives and policies are given more weightings than the rules (especially when the 

development is outside the rules), other factors, or other frameworks around it. These were 

linked to the uncertainties about which outcome is more important, and what is correct or 

acceptable. These were considered to leave too much room for discussion among stakeholders, 

which may potentially lead to a prolonged consent process.  

c) The plan-enabled capacity does not overlap with the economics 

The application of the zones in the AUP was perceived to have not been based on market 

demand, but only on the intensification the Auckland Council thought was appropriate. There 

were great concerns at the unsuitable spatial distribution of the areas that have been identified 

for medium to higher density housing. Some areas identified for intensification were perceived 

to have less deliverable capacity, to be in locations without the required infrastructure facilities 

or market demand like coastal regions. It was observed that there was a mismatch between the 

dynamics of high-intensity suburbs and what was attractive in the market for delivery. A lot of 

intensification was pushed to areas that are otherwise suppressed from a development 

perspective, or which did not provide a high degree of residential amenities. For example, two 
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developers remarked that South Auckland26 did not appear to have reached the viable market 

points for medium to higher density housing. Therefore, developers may build less than what 

the plan enables, resulting in the loss of the future development capacity. It was remarked by 

one respondent that political expediency out-weighs the development in readiness or outcomes 

that we would hope to have got in those key locations.  

Further, there were concerns that the assumptions and expected outcomes expected in the plan 

might go against community aspirations and cultural mindset. The planning framework and the 

spatial capacity was considered by a few developers to be focusing on one single facet – 

transport – without sufficient reflection on the other demands such as for amenities, services 

and employment. For instance, the expanded centre zone areas (areas needing a 15-minute walk 

to reach a transit node) are likely to not achieve the intensity the zoning provisions signal. In 

these expanded areas, developers may need to provide parking spaces, which will increase 

construction costs and subsequently bring about economic disconnect. As a consequence, these 

expanded centre zone areas are unlikely to meet the plan expectations to achieve the density 

enabled. 

There were further comments on the boundary identification between zones, to the effect that 

often it seems arbitrary. For instance, some areas identified as the MU Zone are only strips 

along the identified main roads, but are not entire blocks. As a result, those areas considered 

by the developers as the prime locations for medium to higher density housing may not be 

viable in terms of scale.   

d) Insufficient consideration of the range of development possibilities provided by the 

plan 

There were concerns about the conflicts among residents’ demands and developers’ risks and 

profit. Several developers spoke about how delivering affordable housing is a difficult 

challenge because it is not feasible to achieve easily. Some developers found that the denser 

sites are more profitable but with more risks and more investment needed. Additionally, it is 

difficult to amalgamate land and to raise the finance to get projects underway.  

A couple of the developers commented that the issue is that the deliverable projects in the more 

market attractive areas may not necessarily address housing choice and housing affordability. 

                                                
26 The housing market price for the medium to higher density housing in South Auckland was perceived to be 
relatively low compared to other areas. 
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This is partly because apartments are a lot more expensive to build, and they have to achieve a 

premium sales price. For instance, the sites available for terraced housing and apartment 

building in high-market-demand locations (for example, the inner-city suburban areas) are 

likely to turn out to be the highest-end development which may not address housing choice and 

affordability challenges in Auckland. 

e) Misaligned infrastructure provision 

The supply of infrastructure at the right time with the right capacity to enable up-zoning was 

perceived by a few processing officers and several developers as another critical factor 

influencing the intensification development financially. They expressed concerns that there 

were disconnects between the zoning and infrastructure provisions in some areas, and some 

parts of the up-zoned areas cannot be delivered because the infrastructure does not cope. A 

senior processing officer with over 20 years’ experience asserted that the AUP needs a serious 

look at infrastructure constraints because the Unitary Plan intensification in some parts of the 

Auckland area is not matching the infrastructure.  

f) Lack of incentives to encourage developments 

From the processing officers’ perspectives, the omission of some development controls 

considerably facilitated the market responsiveness to higher density housing developments, for 

example, there are no density controls in the DV. Nevertheless, providing incentives was 

suggested to encourage developers, such as for land amalgamation, and for developments in 

areas with infrastructure and finance constraints.  

(2) The Decisions Version 

In addition, respondents also spoke about the influence the outcome-focused plan approach in 

the DV has on the feasibility of higher density housing developments. Their perceptions of the 

efficacy of the policy outcome-based approach to contribute to better practice in delivering 

intensification generated a mixture of responses. 

The policy planners remarked that the Panel took an outcome-based approach and moved away 

from the assessment criteria approach, for structuring the residential provisions, to being more 

enabling in the DV, and there is a lot of flexibility with how the rules can be applied. One 

policy planner held the views that the Panel focused on getting the outcomes to enable more 
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development more easily for less cost; they streamlined the plan and empowered the planners 

more to assess development applications. 

However, one policy planner also pointed out that the Council tried to be more prescriptive, 

and the Panel tried to introduce more flexibility. The Council approach had more assessment 

criteria, which was more prescriptive about what kind of development could happen where. In 

contrast, the Panel has gone with using the policies as the assessment criteria, which were 

written in quite a different way to how the Council planners have written assessment criteria. 

One policy planner seemed to have concerns with this, stating that when introducing more 

flexibility, sometimes you lose some of the clarity of the detail. She also spoke about the Panel 

had taken out too many rules, and for this, they need to monitor to see if they [the Panel] have 

taken too many without getting a lesser quality development. The policies in the Panel’s 

recommendations were perceived to be broader and more difficult to be contrary to than the 

assessment criteria.  

For the majority of developers and consultants, this approach provided a simplified and flexible 

tool to focus on the results of developments, rather than just hard and fast rules. Nevertheless, 

it was perceived by a few developers that this approach might not change much in terms of 

project feasibility. On the contrary, it could be harder for developers to estimate the financial 

feasibilities and evaluate what could be done based on the plan. Further, concerns were voiced 

about the urban design outcome assessment because it is not easy and not necessarily a fast 

process. These challenges, along with the potential conflicts and distrust among developers, 

consultants and council officers, were perceived to affect the attainment of the desired 

outcomes.  

It was frequently raised by the respondents that the plan provisions need to be clear and concise 

about the outcomes the plan intends to achieve. The developers highlighted that it is unclear 

which policy direction will take precedence or what rules are cited as relevant in each of their 

consent applications. As pointed out by several developers and planning consultants, it 

eventually requires an assessment against the vaguer and less clear objectives and policies 

involving differences in interpretations and causing a longer time for gaining a permit. 

The process still needs high-level involvement from architects to assess the site and to confirm 

compliance. Some consultants asserted that it put a lot of onus on the consultants to say that 

all the standards have been met and it quite front-loaded developers to cover a lot of 

information in the application. A few consultants also claimed that planners and architects 
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recognise the policy outcome-focused approach, and so they are outcome and development 

focused. However, there was often a push from the developers to keep the costs down, which 

consequently involved a bit of balancing sometimes between the design outcomes with the 

development costs. 

Another relevant factor frequently mentioned was council capacity, culture and leadership. 

Respondents commonly perceived inconsistency in the administration and interpretations as 

one of the key challenges for plan delivery and implementation. For example, one developer 

stated that I do not think the Unitary Plan makes it any better. I think it makes it worse. The 

practical knowledge of staff, professional value and council culture were other themes 

frequently linked to the prolonged consent process for higher density developments. A few 

participants also pointed out that there is not much in the AUP that can make a developer 

deliver intensification, with design and quality control, in an integrated way, and do it well. 

7.3.4 Result Section 4: The Influencing Factors for Achieving the Intended Outcomes for 

Higher Density Development 

After the perceived influences of plan framework and methods on the feasibility of higher 

density developments, we turn to investigate factors that prevented or were perceived to 

prevent achieving intensification. The factors discussed in section 7.3.3.2 that affect 

developers’ financial feasibility should also be considered as influencing factors for achieving 

intensification.  

Developer/planning consultant interview question: What factors prevented you from achieving the plan’s 

desired policy outcomes associated with medium to higher density housing? 

Processing officer interview question: What factors, in your view, influenced the results? 

Policy planner interview question: What are the barriers to effective implementation of the AUP in practice? 

Three of the interviewed developers and consultants asserted that the plan itself did not prevent 

them from attaining the expected policy outcomes. A few developers considered that the AUP 

would not make much difference regarding the outcomes or feasibility. One developer pointed 

out that the Unitary Plan in itself will not bring about significant change in terms of outcomes… 

A bad plan can prevent development from occurring, but a good plan does not necessarily 

ensure that it will occur.  

A few processing officers explained that some factors relating to the AUP could enhance the 

potential of the NV to provide for higher densities, such as the non-notification clause, the 

exclusion of the density control (in the DV), and the emphasis on on-site amenities. However, 
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although these factors may encourage the desired policy outcomes, the majority of participants 

spoke about the factors that inhibited achieving intensification.  

7.3.4.1 Some specific plan methods are not aligned with plan goals for intensification 

Some developers claimed that the plan rules do not reflect the principles and goals for 

intensification. Several of them pointed out that the MHS Zone and the SH Zone have 

predominantly similar development standards. As a result, the development typologies for the 

MHS Zone are likely to be similar to the SH Zone. The areas identified as Single House and 

MHS Zones make up around 62 percent of the residential Zones in Auckland (Auckland 

Council, 2016), from which most likely Auckland will remain its character of a suburban 

environment.  

The other specific rules that were perceived as influencing higher density housing projects 

included lower height restrictions (e.g., two levels for MHS Zone), height in relation to the 

boundary, the strict constraints for SH Zone areas, the outlook rule, the minimum storage, and 

minimum apartment size. 

7.3.4.2 The plan internal and external misalignments, disconnections, and conflicts 

The importance of alignment and connection between the AP and the AUP was highlighted by 

a developer, who commented that the AUP fails to breathe life properly into the collective 

document of the Auckland Plan 2012. It does not take up the challenge of building a quality 

compact city with high liveability. Three consultants and processing officers recognised that 

the NV was not sufficiently aligned with the AP 2012. One respondent pointed out that the NV 

did not deliver the number of dwellings designated in the AP 2012. Another developer 

explained that the “liveable city,” and “design-led approach” in the AP 2012 were not translated 

into the NV. He further suggested that the DV was closer but still had opportunities for 

refinement and improvement; this view echoes the results, in Chapter 5, from investigating the 

alignment between the AUP and the AP 2012.  

The disconnection between the plan methods and the desired outcomes of the NV was also put 

forward by some interviewees as a challenge. The interviewees were divided on whether the 

methods of the NV were sufficiently aligned with, and gave effect to, the objectives and 

policies associated with higher density developments. Four participants (including one policy 

planner, one consultant and two Council officers) considered the development controls were 

aligned, or linked with, the policies and objectives. One consultant planner responded that in 
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most cases, they were connected when aligning an individual objective to its outcome through 

the rule. Three other interviewees, however, were of the opinion that the rules did not reflect 

the policies and did not achieve the anticipated policy intentions, and there was a disconnect 

between the rules and objectives and policies of the NV. It was claimed that there was a 

disconnect in the NV, but a much closer alliance in the DV. 

7.3.4.3 Ambiguous plan purpose, content, and assumptions 

Another recurring theme was the non-explicit weightings between intensification with other 

plan purposes, and the insufficient policy focuses on density. Concerns were expressed that the 

compromises and conflicts in the plan would hold back intensification.  

About half of the interviewed developers and consultants pointed to the specific rules (or 

methods) that discouraged them from achieving the intended objectives and policies. They also 

spoke about the overlay controls making the outcomes difficult to achieve.  

It was also evident that some rules were unclear to the interviewees, and more activities were 

identified as limited notification activities in the NV. The developers and planning consultants 

frequently mentioned the height in relation to boundary rules and the outlook development 

controls as being restrictive. Two processing officers advised that they also had issues and 

problems in interpreting certain rules.  

7.3.4.4 Inconsistency of administration and human interpretations 

A critical factor perceived by the developers and consultants, which prevented them from 

achieving intensification, was the inconsistency of interpretations. This included the conflicts 

between the consultant planners and Council planners, between developers and consultants, 

and between different Council teams. These interpretation differences were widely recognised 

and criticised by the interviewees. Some developers and planning consultants cited that urban 

design and traffic requirements were often in direct conflict. One consultant planner described 

that, in his experience: 

If the processing officers treat the rules for example as golden, you cannot infringe any 

rules, and they fail to look at objectives and policies of what they want to achieve, so it 

becomes really, really difficult… At the end of the day in our view, it might not 

necessarily achieve a better outcome, but that’s what we have to do. 
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Inconsistency of administration and interpretations by the processing team was regarded by the 

policy planners as also a potential implementation constraint. The uncertainty in the industry 

in terms of how the plan will work and how the resource consent department will interpret the 

plan was one of the biggest barriers perceived by one policy planner. She further demonstrated 

that how it [the AUP] is all interpreted and how it’s all implemented is probably the next big 

challenge.  

Additionally, Council leadership was frequently perceived as an obstacle for project delivery 

by the planning consultants and developers. For example, one developer stated that I do not 

think the Unitary Plan makes it any better. I think it makes it worse. Staff practical knowledge, 

professional value and council culture were other themes frequently linked by developers and 

consultants to the prolonged consent process. They also raised questions on whether the 

Council resources (including fund, human, administration) can sufficiently meet the increasing 

number of applications and support the plan delivery.   

7.3.4.5 The plan making and development process 

Other frequently mentioned issues were largely about plan-making and the development 

process. The planning framework of the AUP was considered by a few developers to be 

designed to focus on transport, without sufficient reflection on other demands such as 

amenities, services and employment; and did not focus on the plan intention for intensification. 

The plan was argued to be insufficient in integrating the various plan priorities and was limited 

to reflecting on the previous plans and past decisions.  

A few planners held the view that the submission process was not a very appropriate tool for 

getting communities involved in the plan-making process. It was recommended that the best 

approach is to start from community aspirations and to have a much longer discussion with the 

community.  

The time limitation for the plan development of the AUP was mentioned by a policy planner 

as one of the constraints. She pointed out that they used to have a lot more time and put a lot 

more research in the front end of plan-making. However, because the plan-making process of 

the AUP has been sped up, the AUP was put in place relatively quickly to have a framework 

that could be worked with, which had both benefits and disadvantages. On the one hand, the 

plan-making traditionally took quite a long time, and on the other hand, she acknowledged that 

some issues (particularly the housing shortage) in Auckland did need quite a speedy response. 
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Respondents identified that at the granular level, the plan-making of the AUP had been a bit 

reactive in response to submissions. It was submitted regarding the specific piece of land, 

therefore the plan may not have adequately considered the neighbour or the whole block in that 

area. 

Other challenges or difficulties participants mentioned regarding the AUP providing for higher 

density housing included: 

• the mismatched infrastructure provision and Council resources 

• construction costs being too high  

• not being specific and not protecting amenities and quality 

• imbalanced flexibility provided by the plan 

• ineffective public transport 

• difficulties for amalgamation 

• community preference, education and engagement  

7.4. Experience on the Case Study Developments    

In addition to the above illustrations of respondents’ general comments on the AUP for 

facilitating intensification, their experience on the chosen case study sites was canvassed. The 

interview questions that are specific to the case study developments are presented in Table 7.2. 

Table 7.2 Interview Questions that are Specific to Case Study Developments  

Topics Developers/planning consultants 
interview questions 

Council officers’ interview questions 

Desired policy 
outcomes 

Could you outline what you thought 
the AUP was seeking to achieve for 
your (client) site in land use / urban 
planning policy terms? 
 

In your view, what are the AUP zoning 
(Terrace Housing and Apartment 
Buildings, Mixed Housing, Town Centre 
and Mixed Use) for this site seeking to 
achieve for higher density housing 
typologies? 

Policy framework Did the policy framework influence 
your design? 
 

What do you think the policy frameworks 
are seeking to achieve for these zones? 

Plan methods  Did the plan’s methods influence your 
design?  
 

Do you think the plan’s methods achieve 
the plan’s desired policy (objective and 
policies) outcomes for each of these zones? 
If not, why not? 
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Topics Developers/planning consultants 
interview questions 

Council officers’ interview questions 

Efficacy of the Plan to 
achieve higher density 
housing developments 

Overall did the plan assist you to 
achieve higher density typologies? 

Would the plan facilitate intensification to 
achieve higher density typologies? 

The interviewees’ responses to these questions regarding each case study are presented in this 

section. 

7.4.1 Case Study Development A  

7.4.1.1 Desired policy outcomes  

It was suggested that there was not much difference in the desired policy outcomes of the NV, 

when compared with the LDP. The processing officer for this site demonstrated that the AUP 

is beneficial for developers in terms of what they think will be more helpful for achieving the 

higher densities. Nevertheless, there were concerns on the reduced height in the NV for the 

site, for which the NV was criticised for not really applying for what they [the Council] are 

planning.  

7.4.1.2 Policy framework 

It was perceived by the planning consultant that the policy framework of the NV intended to 

achieve more buildings and greater housing supply. He further illustrated that the NV stemmed 

from the RPS about keeping it compact urban form, centre-based approach, which he agreed 

to be an appropriate approach. The policy framework of the NV was considered as a good start 

for achieving the goals. However, it would take time to achieve the full extent.  

7.4.1.3 Plan method 

It was agreed between the consultant and council officer for this site that the plan methods for 

protecting the neighbourhood amenities impacted on the design and site development and 

further affected their design. The urban design elements were emphasised to have had much 

influence on this site. When asked whether they think the plan methods achieve the desired 

policy outcomes, the processing officer replied, the development controls are sufficiently 

aligned with policies and objectives. However, the consultant observed that the activity status 

and the thresholds for higher density zones would make it hard to get consent. 
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7.4.1.4 Efficacy of the Plan to achieve higher density housing developments 

The processing planner for this site overall was positive with the NV enabled higher densities. 

The consultant claimed that the NV did not assist for this site, because it did not make much 

difference compared to the LDP.  

The interviewees’ perspectives and practical experience on the NV regarding this site are 

summarised and outlined in Table 7.3 below.  

Table 7.3 Participants’ responses on the NV for Site A 

 Consultant Processing officer 

1.Desired policy outcomes Did not change much, but 
reduced the height  

Yes 

2. Policy framework Yes, compact urban form, 
centre-based approach 

Yes, achieve more buildings and greater 
housing supply 

3. Plan methods  Mixed  Yes, the development controls sufficiently 
aligned with policies and objectives 

4. Plan efficacy to achieve 
higher density developments 

Not for this site, did not 
make much difference.  

Yes 

Note: the developer for the Case study A did not accept the invitation to be interviewed after multiple attempts 

7.4.2 Case Study Development B 

7.4.2.1 Desired policy outcomes 

The planning consultant for this site was generally positive that the NV would achieve the 

desired policy outcomes. The developer had concerns that the reduction of height in the NV 

might lead to the loss of development potential in some areas for future developments. The 

consultant further claimed that 

the Council did not want to have a precincts credit, they wanted general zones over 

everywhere so in a way we lost some of the advantages under the Unitary Plan, and 

they have less height and less development potential.  

In contrast, the Council officer perceived that the NV did not change much in terms of the 

desired policy outcomes relating to this site. He stated the NV articulated a similar outcome to 

what the Legacy Plan zoning was, and the NV did not necessarily achieve anything notably 

different from what the legacy zone planning was in that area. 
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7.4.2.2 Policy framework 

Both the consultant and Council processing officer for this site agreed that the policy 

framework of the NV was clear about what they were trying to achieve. The processing planner 

asserted the NV started from how many people needed to be accommodated and how to fit 

them in to provide clear guidance on the policy directions. Also, the consultant illustrated that 

the policy framework was clear, and it would be achieving higher densities. 

7.4.2.3 Plan method 

Both the consultant and processing planner had positive views on the Plan’s method to achieve 

the articulated policies and objectives in the NV. The officer commented that the development 

controls were aligned with policies and objectives. The consultant for this site replied that the 

plan methods would achieve the policy outcomes, but for this site particularly, they already 

had a design and showed the council the good outcomes, which raised the development 

potential of the site to achieve higher density.  

7.4.2.4 Efficacy of the Plan to achieve higher density housing developments 

The developer held mixed views on the efficiency of the NV to achieve higher density housing 

development, as he stated that the NV assisted for most of his projects, but not for some sites. 

The consultant claimed the NV assisted in having a financially feasible project for the 

developer. Also, the Council officer felt positive towards the plan’s effectiveness to achieve 

higher densities.  

The interviewees’ perspectives and practical experience on the NV regarding this site are 

summarised and outlined in Table 7.4 below.  

Table 7.4 Participants’ responses on the NV for Site B 

 Developer  Consultant Processing officer 

1.Desired policy 
outcomes 

No. The height is 
reduced 

 Yes, but the reduced 
height can cause the 
loss for future 
development potential  

Did not change much.   

2. Policy framework Did not know, relied 
on consultants  

 Yes, it was clear and 
would be achieving 
higher densities  

Yes, the Plan started from how 
many people needed to 
accommodate and how to fit 
them in to provide clear 
guidance 
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 Developer  Consultant Processing officer 

3. Plan methods  Did not know, relied 
on consultants 

 Yes, but not for this site Yes, the development controls 
were aligned with policies and 
objectives 

4. Efficacy of the Plan 
to achieve higher 
density housing 
developments 

Mixed, assisted for 
most of his projects, 
but not for some 
other projects.  

 Yes Yes, achieve higher densities 

7.4.3 Case Study Development C 

7.4.3.1 Desired policy outcomes 

The consultant for this site maintained that the objectives and policies of the NV were not easy 

to understand, while the DV was comparatively easier to follow than the NV. The processing 

officer for this site claimed that the objectives and policies relating to this site were quite strong 

and useful.  

7.4.3.2 Policy framework 

The consultant planner perceived that the policy framework of the NV was getting good urban 

design outcomes. The policy framework of the NV affected the bulk and location controls like 

building heights, and he observed that the limitation for this site was the height. The Council 

officer, on the other side, considered the policy framework of NV for this site was to achieve 

the mixed activities of residential and business. She further manifested that the AUP is good in 

putting in the objectives and policies about not having residential at the ground floor to enable 

the mixture of business activity and residential development on top. She also mentioned that 

she thought the objectives and policies were useful to aid in figuring out what the Council 

wanted to achieve.  

7.4.3.3 Plan methods 

Both the consultant planner and consent planner noticed that the rules generally followed the 

objectives and policies and the plan methods were aligned with the policy outcomes. The 

processing officer further commented that it was good that the AUP was trying to refocus on 

RMA issues. 

7.4.3.4 Efficacy of the Plan to achieve higher density housing developments 

Both the consultant and officer had mixed attitudes on the efficacy of the NV to achieve higher 

density developments. The planning consultant remarked that it does provide adequately for 
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the foreseeable future. He also mentioned another issue was the potential mismatch between 

the Council resources and the requirement to speed up the consenting process.  

The officer, however, had concerns that the Plan was overall “enabling” rather than “requiring” 

densities. She asserted that the NV should set up minimums for areas or sites (e.g., the THAB 

Zone) where the higher densities were pushed. The maximum densities standards, for example, 

would not stop the two-lot subdivision. She also postulated that maybe stronger objectives and 

policies that did not allow for low-density development could be developed in the Plan, as for 

densities to achieve. She added that it could be not just enabling, it could be requiring. 

The interviewees’ perspectives and practical experience on the Unitary Plan regarding this site 

are summarised and outlined in Table 7.5 below.  

Table 7.5 Participants’ responses on the NV for Site C 

 Consultant Processing officer 

1.Desired policy outcomes Yes. Yes, they were strong and useful. 
2. Policy framework Yes, achieve good urban design 

outcomes 
Yes, achieve the mixed activities 
of residential and business 

3. Plan methods  Yes, the rules followed the 
objectives and policies 

Yes, plan methods achieved and 
aligned with the policy outcomes  

4. Efficacy of the Plan to achieve 
higher density housing developments 

Yes, but worried about the 
Council resources for 
consenting 

Yes 

Note: the developer for Site C did not accept the invitation to the interviewed after multiple attempts 

7.4.4 Case Study Development D 

7.4.4.1 Desired policy outcomes 

Generally, the developer for this site declared that the NV had benefited them from the fact it 

created the avoidance of a fully notified consent. He explained that the development was a non-

complying activity under the LDP, but the Council assessed the development under the NV. 

He concluded that they achieved improved density because of the NV provided the possibility 

for higher density than the LDP. The interviewed officers, when asked about this question, 

commented that the NV was not out of alignment with what was already in the Manukau Plan 

[one of the LDP]. They felt that the two plans had the same objectives. The two plans both 

envisaged a mixed combination of different typologies and a variety of houses.   
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7.4.4.2 Policy framework 

The council officers expressed their mixed attitudes on the policy framework of the NV. On 

the one hand, the officer demonstrated that it was a philosophical approach to allow increased 

intensity… and better use of infrastructure. On the other hand, he posited that the policy 

framework probably had not acknowledged the inhibition of infrastructure constraints in some 

area. The developer, however, had limited understanding of the policy framework as he 

conceded that they normally left this to their consultants. Specifically, on this site, he perceived 

the Plan was overall similar to the LDP or supportive of their proposed development. The 

plan’s expected outcomes were aligned with what they wanted to achieve for this site.    

7.4.4.3 Plan method 

The developer indicated that he did not really understand the method of the AUP and largely 

left it to the consultant. However, he specified that he was not aware of any constraints under 

the NV for this site. He noticed that they might have achieved lower density than what the NV 

allowed, but he was positive that the plan helped to relax or improve some of the rules to get 

better density. Like the developer, the consent planners pointed out that the plan had achieved 

what the outcome is, and the NV generally talked about the same thing as the LDP. 

7.4.4.4 Efficacy of the Plan to achieve higher density housing developments 

Although the developer felt positive about the plan’s efficacy to achieve higher density 

development, he worried that there will be instances where maybe it gives too much flexibility, 

and in some cases not enough. He gave an example with one of his projects, for which the plan 

provided more density than the market demand in South Auckland. Thus, in his words, the Plan 

allows for something it does not always make it cost-effective. The officers also generally had 

positive views on this matter. However, one officer took the MU Zone as an example and stated 

that the NV did not deal well with how to get that mix and it did not stipulate there has to be a 

mix of residential and business, so developers could have all business or have all residential, 

or they could have a mix. Besides this, they emphasised the importance of directing future 

developments to where the infrastructure suits the needs and where the communities desire to 

live.  

The interviewees’ perspectives and practical experience regarding this site are summarised and 

outlined in Table 7.6 below.  
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Table 7.6 Participants’ responses on the NV for Site D 

Topics Developer  Processing officer 

1.Desired policy outcomes Do not know Did not change much, but positive that 
the plan achieved the outcomes 
expected 

2. Policy framework The policy framework did not 
specifically influence design. The 
plan was aligned with what was 
proposed 

Mixed. To allow increased density, but 
has not acknowledged the inhibition of 
infrastructure constraints in some areas 

3. Plan methods  Yes, similar or supportive to the 
proposal 

Same to the legacy plans, both plans 
achieved the objectives and policies 

4. Efficacy of the Plan to 
achieve higher density 
housing developments 

Yes, avoid a fully notified consent - 

Note: the consultant for Site D did not accept the invitation to the interviewed 

7.4.5 Case Study Development E 

7.4.5.1 Desired policy outcomes 

The developer for this site particularly mentioned that the NV certainly reduced the potential 

building height, which did not work to achieve the plan’s desired outcomes to attain higher 

densities. This point was echoed by the consultant, who suggested that the development 

potential for this site was reduced under the NV. Further described by the consultant, the policy 

outcomes of the MU Zone generally remained the same as the LDP about an active streetscape 

and a well-designed building that engages with the street, protecting the amenity of neighbours 

and providing additional housing and appropriate levels of parking. The consent officer 

perceived that the MU Zone in the AUP allowed for high-density, and a mixture of residential 

with commercial; however, she also commented that it did not necessarily allow for the amenity 

of the high-density housing to be addressed.  

7.4.5.2 Policy framework 

The developer also claimed that he did not know much about the policy framework of the AUP, 

as he did not focus on the plan policies. The consultant perceived that the plan remained the 

same on the policy framework, whether it was the AUP or not. For this reason, he did not need 

to define or look too much at the difference between the policy frameworks of the plans. When 

asked about whether the NV policy framework enabled them to have a financially feasible 

project, he responded that the NV would not have helped, and the height control was a critical 

factor for that. The four levels under the NV would not work for the developer because that is 

25 percent fewer units. The consent officer replied from a view that the NV was allowing a 



 

175 

density that could be higher if that is where somebody wanted to go for, but it does not say it 

has to be at a higher density. So it could be ended up with massive apartments or a big house.  

7.4.5.3 Plan method 

The developer replied that he was not aware of any changes in the rules or the policies of the 

NV that would provide more opportunities for this site than the LDP. The consultant held the 

view that the plan methods of the NV achieved almost all the policies and objectives, other 

than the height for this development being reduced, which did not align with the NV objective 

for the area. The consent officer, nevertheless, thought the plan methods realised the policy 

outcomes.  

7.4.5.4 Efficacy of the Plan to achieve higher density housing developments 

The developer perceived the AUP would help, as the Plan had fewer controls but looking at 

the wider picture in terms of does it achieve a good urban design outcome, which he felt was 

a good direction. However, the planning consultant realised that the NV did not help for this 

development site, because of the reduction in the height limit. He further explained that a lot 

more things became limited notified under the NV, which he assumed would cause delays and 

make the consenting process more costly because:  

again, it comes down to that interpretation of the policies and objectives and not having 

clear definitions of assessment criteria if you wish to assess development, makes it more 

likely that you will have professional disagreements over things and that may result in 

consents being notified or limited notified more often.  

The Council Officer pointed out that there was not a minimum or a maximum number of 

apartments. Therefore, she suggested that it would be helpful to make it restricted discretionary 

activities to build apartments to get diversity. 

The interviewees’ perspectives and practical experience regarding this site are summarised and 

outlined in Table 7.7 below.  

Table 7.7 Participants’ responses on the NV for Site E 

Topics Developer  Planning Consultant Processing officer 

1.Desired policy 
outcomes 

To achieve the purpose 
of mixed-use, but a 
height overlay reduced 
the height 

Mixed Use, but reduced the 
development potential 

Allow a density that 
could be higher, 
market-driven 
outcomes  
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Topics Developer  Planning Consultant Processing officer 

2. Policy framework Driven by urban design 
outcomes  

The policy framework and 
outcomes remain the same, 
but the height was reduced  

Create a mixture of 
developments  

3. Plan methods  Yes Mixed, achieved most 
objectives and policies, but 
the potential is reduced for 
the height reduction  

Yes 

4. Efficacy of the Plan to 
achieve higher density 
housing developments 

Not much different, but 
it reduced the height  

Not for this site. The plan is 
one part of the answer 

Mixed, no minimum 
for density  

7.4.6 Case Study Development F 

7.4.6.1 Desired policy outcomes 

The developer replied that the reduced height of the NV makes it a little bit difficult to deliver 

stuff to make these sites feasible and achieve the desired outcomes. The consultant, different to 

the developer, perceived the Unitary Plan had been simplified and streamlined, particularly in 

the residential zones. However, she also claimed that the intention of the zones was largely 

similar with the LDP in terms of objectives and policies and under the Unitary Plan there has 

been no change there. This was echoed by the Council processing officer, who considered the 

NV had not changed too much from the MU Zone, the Plan was similar to the LDP for its 

objectives and policies. For instance, the officer illustrated that the MU Zone had always been 

allowed for residential use and with no density controls, which remained similar in the NV.   

7.4.6.2 Policy framework 

The developer for this site also answered that he did not look at the policy framework that 

closely. The consent officer considered the policy framework mainly sought to achieve good 

urban design. The planning consultant perceived that the policy framework was very much 

consistent with the objectives and policies of the LDP. Nevertheless, she added that there were 

always those difficulties for the residential interface and also, with a MU site, there is always 

going to be conflict. 

7.4.6.3 Plan method 

Regarding the plan methods of the NV, the developer perceived that some of the methods were 

still unclear to him, and were even not clear to his consultant. The planning consultant held the 

point of view that the plan methods were reasonably clear and gave more flexibility in 

addressing the strengths of the site.  
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7.4.6.4 Efficacy of the Plan to achieve higher density housing developments 

The developer directly responded that the NV did not help with this site, and the height limit 

was reduced in the NV. Thus, he felt that it made it difficult to make this site feasible. The 

consultant planner replied the NV remained similar to the LDP for this site and had similar 

zoning, which meant a similar density of development with similar constraints. The consent 

officer for this site commented from a more general view that she thought the AUP being black 

or white was inappropriate in all circumstances, and it did not provide flexibility in the ranges 

and places. She also recommended that the AUP should give clear signals on what could be 

achieved.   

The interviewees’ perspectives and practical experience regarding this site are summarised and 

outlined in Table 7.8 below.  

Table 7.8 Participants’ responses on the NV for Site F 

 Developer Consultant Processing officer 

1.Desired policy 
outcomes 

Did not change 
much; but the 
height is reduced  

Not much different to 
the legacy plan, and in 
line with the consent 

Did not change much  

2. Policy framework Not this one, did 
not look at policy 
framework closely  

Guided development; 
Consistent with the 
legacy plans  

Yes, achieve good urban design, 
amenities, consideration of the 
character and the surrounding 
environment 

3. Plan methods  No, limit the 
potential for this 
site  

Removed or refined 
overlays   

Similar to the legacy plans  

4. Efficacy of the Plan to 
achieve higher density 
housing developments 

No, reduced height 
makes the site 
infeasible  

Similar zoning, density 
and similar constraints  

Mixed 

It is concluded from the above discussions that: 

• The desired policy outcomes of the NV were commonly perceived by the respondents 

as similar or remaining the same as the LDP  

• They had diverse perspectives on the effects of the policy frameworks, which could 

indicate their different understandings on the policy framework. The developers 

frequently mentioned that the policy framework did not affect or assist in their sites, 

while the planning consultants often talked about the policy framework of the NV 

remaining similar to the LDP 
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• The interview results for the case studies generally aligned with the case study analysis 

results, in terms of the plan methods and plan efficacy to achieve the intended outcomes. 

Specifically, the case study sites that resulted in more positive results (with the potential 

to provide for more higher density developments than the LDP) are more likely to gain 

positive comments from the respondents. Nevertheless, it was common for the 

consultants to claim that the NV overall did not change much when compared with the 

LDP 

• The insufficient response of the plan to the lower density residential interface, the 

reduction in height limit, the overlay control, and the urban design elements are the 

most frequently recurring themes that were considered to have affected the 

development results for the chosen sites. The other factors, such as construction costs 

and financial challenges, were commonly mentioned in the interviews.  

7.5. The Suggested Plan Improvements  

Developer/planning consultant interview question: How could the plan be improved to assist the delivery of 

medium to higher density housing? 

Processing officer interview question: How could the plan be improved to assist the delivery of medium to 

higher density housing? 

Processing officer interview question: What are the key rules and methods that will improve the effectiveness 

of AUP to deliver residential intensification? 

At the end of the interviews, the developers, planning consultants and processing officers were 

asked to offer their suggestions for the improvement of the AUP to deliver medium to higher 

density housing developments. The most frequently mentioned recommendations are 

demonstrated below. 

7.5.1 Robust Assessment on the Market Indicators and Plan Founding Assumptions 

The respondents frequently commented that the policy framework and the intended plan 

outcomes are non-explicit, without relative weightings for the various (and sometimes 

competing) plan goals. It was advocated that the plan outcomes for intensification are most 

likely to be achieved if they are based on consultation with a wide range of stakeholders and 

with long-term development outcomes in mind. Local authorities need to be open to make sure 

the various audiences share common understandings of the expected outcomes, plan 

frameworks and policies, and establish procedures for monitoring and reviewing the plan 
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outcomes and carry out these monitoring and evaluations, with a timeline. However, according 

to Laurain et al. (2010), the plan outcomes are not evaluated by local governments in New 

Zealand, despite the fact that they are required to monitor and report on the outcomes of their 

plans at least every five years. 

To share common understandings that help align stakeholders’ ideas and pull resources and 

capacity together, requires the setting up of measurable outcomes (e.g., numerical objectives), 

by which the plan development is initiated, and which it communicates with and is always 

monitored against in practice. Sufficient considerations of market objectives should be 

combined in the development of plan outcomes, and the plan review of the AUP accordingly 

should put more weightings on the market objectives and improve the feasibility of the spatial 

distribution of development capacity. As such, the plans should be based on a robust 

assessment of housing needs and spatial feasibility and monitor whether the plan founding 

assumptions and issues reflect them. 

7.5.2 Clearer and Stronger Objectives and Policies with Explicit Weightings  

A recurring theme in the improvements suggested was the provision of clear objectives and 

policies in terms of achieving higher density housing and a reduction of constraints that 

potentially prolong the consenting process. For instance, the plan objectives and policies were 

recommended to guarantee that there are minimum rules in place even though there might be 

a lot of flexibility about it, and thus not have low-density standalone developments in the 

intensity zones but achieve the density expected by the plan (or zone) objectives and policies. 

Frequently the developers and planning consultants suggested that weightings should be given 

to the diverse and sometimes conflicting plan objectives (e.g., maybe having density as the 

focus for a certain period or in certain areas) and also to the plan objectives and plan rules 

(assure the objectives and policies weigh more than the plan rules when noncompliance 

occurs).  

The planning professionals widely agreed that the DV takes an urban design- and outcome-

focused approach, which requires the plan to clearly outline plan outcomes. Some developers 

claimed that they were unclear as to which policy direction and objective would take 

precedence when conflicts occurred. On the one hand, the AUP (both versions) is intended to 

enable intensification, yet, on the other hand, takes the capacity away, and in the meantime, it 

creates ambiguity and uncertainty in some of the other frameworks that are around it. 
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The planning professionals emphasised that the plan-making should always be starting with 

the outcome and always monitoring against that outcome. Further, explicit weightings and 

scope should be given when the intensification capacity competes with other planning 

intentions. Thus, to minimise the loss of potential development capacity, it should mandate 

minimum density and restrict large-size standalone housing occurring in high-intensity zones. 

An experienced consultant planner with over 40-years’ experience commented that  

on the one hand they are trying to protect the views through to the volcanoes, and on 

the other hand they are trying to, within those view shafts, maximise development 

potential for a compact city, and there is an inherent conflict between those two things.  

Local authorities should recognise the limited understanding of the developers on the policy 

frameworks, and provide sufficient support and guidance to ensure their involvement and 

reinforce the concepts of “outcome-centred approach” and its implications. The outcome-

centred approach could be more effective if developers, planners and the plan-making authority 

share common ground by explicitly establishing the objectives and focus of development, and 

plan methods give effect to deliver the plan intentions. Involving communities and developing 

partnerships with stakeholders in outlining the plan outcomes can aid in aligning the ideas and 

pull together resources and capacity to achieve the goals.  

7.5.3 Stronger Plan Rules 

Developers and planning consultants also had concerns about some specific rules in the DV, 

for example, a developer stated that those setbacks are ridiculous. One consultant commented, 

there are many overlays and too many areas where it still could potentially be notified, and 

that is the biggest hurdle. It was also recommended that rules are set up that are adaptable to 

different circumstances and provide for more intensification potential. Two other consultants 

suggested having more and clearer rules. However, several large-scale developers felt it is 

beneficial not to have hard and fast rules so as to provide flexibility to explain their projects 

or designs.  

Additionally, as illustrated by one processing officer, because of human nature being what it 

is a large percentage of developers will do whatever that maximises the amount of profit, 

therefore, the Unitary Plan should set up clear minimums for some rules. Another processing 

officer echoed this point by suggesting setting up minimums like in the THAB zone or areas 
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the Council wanted to push density, or, depending on the site area, set up a minimum density 

requirement, to stop the low-density, two-lot subdivision. 

The processing officers also made suggestions for the key rules or methods that will improve 

the effectiveness of the AUP to deliver intensification. These mainly included (1) enabling to 

build to a greater height; (2) a non-notification clause to provide a good incentive for 

developers to start developing in areas without the risk of going through notification; (3) 

allowing for mixed activities as a permitted activity; (4) setting up an approach that focusses 

on the assessment of built form and the on-site amenity; (5) providing incentives for developers 

to build more units on a particular piece of land, and giving a bonus to developers who 

aggregate existing residential sites and redevelop them. 

7.5.4 Ensure the Plan Integrates Quality with Intensification 

Urban amenity is a profound component of residential intensification to ensure the quality of 

developments (Bunker & Ruming, 2010). Nevertheless, the NV seems to have limited controls 

for protecting neighbourhood amenities. Instead, as described by an experienced consultant 

planner, the NV is perceived as concentrating on on-site amenities. This perspective was 

echoed by two processing officers claiming that there was no real policy or objective in the NV 

that talked about protection of the amenity of the neighbouring occupier. One processing 

officer described that the two-metre set back which is required under the legacy plan to achieve 

a better public amenity at the front, they did not have the teeth to get that because the Unitary 

Plan did not require it. The other officer also remarked that although the plan objectives and 

policies demonstrated a desire to provide good on-site amenity, the NV did not dictate how that 

was to be achieved without affecting neighbours too much. The consultants and processing 

officers suggested the neighbourhood amenities should be considered when developing a plan 

and put forward effective objectives, policies and methods for enhancing both on-site amenities 

and maintaining neighbourhood amenities.   

7.5.5 Align Infrastructure Supply with Up-Zoning and Improve Public Transport  

Both Council processing planners and developers were aware of the existing servicing 

infrastructure constraints for implementing the anticipated density, which largely includes 

misaligned infrastructure provision, incorrect spatial zoning for areas without suitable 

infrastructure, and inefficiency of public transport. Based on the participants’ perceptions and 

experience, aligning future intensive developments within or around areas having sufficient 
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supportive facilities and infrastructure will be essential for facilitating the delivery of 

intensification. 

7.5.6 Consider the Site-Specific and Local Market Issues 

Another challenge some developers and officers pointed to was the fact that the NV aimed to 

simplify the zoning and its rules, but gave less attention to examining the area-specific 

conditions or the views of local communities. For instance, one developer felt that the NV, in 

some cases, provided less flexibility while others provided too much. He illustrated this with 

the example that the development typology the NV enabled for one of his sites in South 

Auckland was not the housing type that the local market was willing to take up. Therefore, he 

might have built to a lower density than the NV enabled.  

A processing officer also pointed out that the NV tried to blend everything across the wider 

city and does not take into account site-specific issues or local market issues. Another 

developer also felt that the setback rules in the NV did not fit on every site.  

7.5.7 Conduct Design Review and Have an Audit Review Process 

The responses from the interviewees on the outcome-led approach were mixed. A majority of 

the developers agreed that such an approach provided them with the flexibility to explain and 

achieve what they wanted to do and assisted in enhancing urban design quality. However, some 

developers claimed, the good urban design requirement can increase the costs for them. Also, 

some consultant planners had the view that the outcome and urban design-based approach 

could cause more delays for obtaining agreement on what is a good outcome and what is 

acceptable. As explained by one consultant planner, urban design is a very controversial area 

in some ways. 

A developer (from a large-scale company) pointed out that the outcome-orientated approach 

mainly intends to look at the quality. She took the outlook rule as an example, explaining that 

it’s about the quantity of outdoor space rather than the quality and it’s about the actual 

distance of outlook rather than looking at what are they looking onto and what is there and is 

someone looking their way. She also shared that their own design review panel looked at the 

rules and then came to a professional judgement on what is acceptable and whether breaking a 

rule slightly could achieve a better outcome.  
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She recommended that the plan should have a robust design review process, and that Council 

professionals should be capable of making professional judgements. Nevertheless, she 

expressed her concerns on the functions of the AUP or the Council being allowed to make a 

professional judgement because, in her experience, they had situations where they had to 

mediate between different experts for consenting applications, which therefore became no 

longer the planners’ job. Further, she commented, it’s that kind of process that is frustrating, 

and I do not think the Unitary Plan makes it any better. I think it makes it worse. 

7.5.8 Provide Incentives for the Development Sector 

It was commonly remarked that there was little in the AUP that could make a developer adopt 

intensification with quality in an integrated way and do it well. The developers would prefer to 

have incentives and the flexibility to implement higher density housing developments. 

Processing officers also perceived that there were constraints and barriers for the development 

sector to provide higher density developments such as land amalgamation. They argued that it 

is market-driven rather than driven by the plan; the market sector should be provided with more 

feasible planning tools to assist in achieving residential intensification. Some interviewees 

(including one processing officer) also suggested incentives for site aggregation, and the 

subsequent comprehensive design, would be desirable, and also perhaps a bonus for building 

more units on the land. In addition, financial opportunities for the small-scale developers would 

be an aid in delivering developments.  

7.5.9 Reduce Interpretation Differentials and Strengthen the Council Capacity and 

Leadership 

One of the most frequent recommendations made by respondents was the need for consistent 

interpretations and leadership within the Council. The developers expected the Council to 

provide sufficient guidance and leadership about where and what development should occur 

and strengthen the consistency of interpretations and their practices, and the transparency of 

the processes. One Council policy planner further demonstrated that the implementation of the 

AUP should be monitored, particularly in terms of which approach is considered by the consent 

team for enabling a more flexible quality approach. The Council policy team needs to see how 

the consenting planners are using those policies and whether they are achieving the intended 

outcomes, and how the stakeholders within the industry adapt to these provisions. 
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The interpretation differences among the developers, planning consultants and the Council 

planners, and among different Council teams, were the inhibitors most frequently raised by 

interviewees. One consultant planner pleaded for a consistent approach from everybody to 

interpret the Unitary Plan. To realise this, one of the experienced consultant planners 

recommended conducting a review and monitoring the consent process, particularly to consider 

the delays in consenting. From his understanding, a peer-review auditing process would assist 

in shortening the timeframe of the consent processes.  

7.5.10 Other Recommendations  

Apart from the above plan-related suggestions, developers and consultants also put forward 

other suggestions for modifications to the plan to assist in providing medium to higher density 

housing in Auckland, including:  

• improving the feasibility of spatial planning  

• releasing some height restrictions 

• more flexibility in SH Zone 

• more restrictions on notifications 

• appointing more private consultants for processing consents  

• facilitating the availability of finance for small developers 

7.6. Summary  

Twenty-three participants’ perspectives on the AUP facilitating intensification have been 

collected and analysed. Their perceptions and practices included understandings of the AUP 

policy framework, the plan methods, the plan effectiveness for promoting higher density 

developments, factors influential in achieving policy outcomes, and suggestions for plan 

improvements.  

Nearly half of the developers replied that they did not focus on the policy framework. They 

had diverse views on the effectiveness of the plan methods in achieving the policy outcomes; 

some considered the plan methods and rules to be aligned with the objectives and policies in 

the NV, whilst the majority perceived that the NV had not changed significantly compared with 

the LDP in terms of objectives and policies. Some developers and planning consultants felt the 

NV assisted in achieving medium to higher density typologies in practice. However, some did 

not think that the NV has changed what they had in the LDP.  
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A summary of the key findings from the interviews is presented below: 

• Only half of the interviewed developers, planning consultants and processing planners 

thought the policy framework of the NV was clear to them 

• Developers may not understand or look at the policy framework. Planning may not be 

as previously viewed as the overarching explanation for sluggish housing production 

• Less than half of developers and consultants considered their designs were affected by 

the policy framework. Rather that the rules had a stronger effect on their designs than 

the policy framework.  

• Almost 30 percent of developers, consultants and officers answered that the NV did not 

change much in terms of the objectives and policies. Around 45 percent perceived that 

the objectives and policies did not assist in improving housing density. Less than 25 

percent felt its objectives and policies improved and were more effective in achieving 

higher density housing developments 

• Nearly half the developers and planning consultants agreed that the plan methods of the 

NV were clear or reasonably clear, whilst less than 10 percent of them considered the 

methods were unclear for them 

• More than 60 percent of the developers and planning consultants responded that the 

rules of the NV influenced their designs 

• Less than 30 percent considered that the NV methods achieved the desired objectives 

and policies, although this number increased to 66.67 percent for the DV 

• Almost two-thirds of developers and planning consultants perceived that the NV was 

sufficient to expand the provision of higher density housing typologies. However, less 

than 50 percent of them replied that the NV had enabled or assisted for their sites in this 

respect. Only 40 percent considered whether the policy framework and methods of the 

NV enabled them to have a financially feasible project. 

A key finding was that the DV was an improvement in terms of achieving the expected 

objectives and policies and provided stronger and clearer objectives and policies relating to 

residential intensification. The majority of the interviewees asserted that the Panel and the 

public consultation process enhanced the efficacy of the AUP for achieving the desired policy 

outcomes for intensification.  

The most frequently mentioned obstacles included the plan’s internal and external 

misalignments, disconnections, and conflicts; the urban design-, outcomes-based approach; 
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ambiguous plan purposes, content, and assumptions; inconsistency of administration and 

human interpretations; and the plan-making and development process.  

The developers and planning consultants also expressed concern about the practices of 

achieving quality urban design outcomes for medium to higher density developments. Potential 

challenges include extra cost for developers for urban design, and inconsistent interpretations 

of urban design outcomes for consultant planners and processing officers, although some 

developers considered the outcomes-focused approach provided flexibility for them to explain 

their development and design ideas. Participants had mixed attitudes regarding the outcome-

driven approach employed by the Unitary Plan, which requires strong and clear objectives and 

policies. However, interviewees were far from unanimous in their views about whether the 

policy outcomes were clear and strong enough to provide sufficient guidance.   

Generally, the interviewees’ responses on the case studies align with the case study results in 

terms of the plan methods and plan efficacy to achieve intensification. They also held mixed 

views on the policy framework and plan effectiveness to provide for higher density 

developments than the LDP. The developers seemed to have disparate views on the policy 

frameworks. However, the consultants frequently spoke about the NV remaining similar to 

what the LDP anticipated to achieve.  

In conclusion, developers and professional planners felt the NV could be strengthened by 

providing a clear policy framework and effective objectives and policies, by guaranteeing the 

plan methods are sufficiently aligned with the policy outcomes, and by assisting higher density 

developments financially. The DV was considered to be an improvement regarding its 

objectives and policies and attainment of the intended policy outcomes and to provided certain 

flexibility and potential for intensification. The strategies and recommendations are presented 

in section 7.5 for facilitating the achievement of expected outcomes.  
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Chapter 8. Research Findings and Discussion 

8.1. Introduction 

In this chapter, the key findings of this research are drawn together. It considers and discusses 

the implications of these findings for urban planning theory, practice and education, not just in 

the New Zealand context, but also for other cities employing a rational-comprehensive plan-

making model to achieve intended plan outcomes generally. It offers strategies and 

recommendations for enhancing land-use plan efficacy (the AUP Operative in part) to achieve 

the intended plan outcomes in terms of realising residential intensification. 

8.2. Returning to the Research Questions 

This section addresses the research questions that have guided the thesis and how they align 

with the key research findings. The alignment analysis, case studies and qualitative interviews 

on both the NV, and the DV, of the AUP have been investigated in terms of research questions 

and sub-questions:  

(1) How well does the AUP Regional Policy Statement (RPS) align with intensification visions 

of the AP 2012, and are given effect by lower-level objectives and policies? 

• How well do the AUP RPS objectives and policies have regard to the visions and policies of 

the AP 2012 associated with residential intensification? 

• How well do the AUP district- and zone-specific objectives and policies align with the RPS 

objectives and policies? 

(2) How well do the land use plan methods achieve the expected intensification outcomes? 

• How well do the land use plan methods enable residential intensification compared to the 

Legacy District Plans? 

• How well do the land use plan methods achieve the plan objectives and policies associated 

with intensification? 

(3) From the perspective and experience of developers and planning professionals, how well 

does the land use plan deliver the stated policy outcomes to facilitate intensification? 
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8.2.1 How well does the AUP Regional Policy Statement (RPS) align with intensification 

visions of the AP 2012, and are given effect by lower-level objectives and policies? 

8.2.1.1 How well do the AUP RPS objectives and policies have regard to the visions and 

policies of the AP 2012 associated with residential intensification?  

The first question examines whether the Regional Policy Statements (RPS) of the land use plan 

(both the AUP NV and the DV) have regard to the objectives and policies in the AP 2012 for 

intensification. The findings illustrate that the visions in the AP 2012 have not been fully 

connected to the AUP (either version). It means that the AUP’s objectives and policies 

associated with intensification were only partially guided by the AP 2012. This raises the 

question of whether the AUP (both versions) was capable of achieving the strategic visions of 

the AP 2012. Further, the alignment between the objectives and policies of the AP 2012 with 

the RPS in the AUP have not been enhanced in the DV.  

These findings indicating disconnections between the AP 2012 and the AUP prompt critical 

questions: ‘Does the spatial plan matter?’ and ‘Why is the spatial plan needed if it is not linked 

by the land use plan’. The AP 2012 seemed to have limited influence in guiding the AUP (both 

versions) regarding future intensification. As observed by a couple of those interviewed, the 

AP 2012 has set out visions that they agreed were beneficial, whereas the NV “let down the 

Auckland plan”, particularly in terms of the visions for a “liveable city, with 70 percent of new 

houses in the existing urban environment, and design-led approach”.   

The misalignment between the AP 2012 and the AUP demonstrates that the AP 2012’s 

objectives and policies associated with intensification were not sufficiently taken as directions 

to guide the AUP for future change. Neither version of the AUP was written in such a way that 

would further commitment to those visions and directions. For these reasons, there is a potential 

risk that the AUP will not be an effective mechanism for translating the positive changes 

promoted in the AP 2012.  

8.2.1.2 How well do the AUP district- and zone-specific objectives and policies align with the 

RPS objectives and policies?  

Both the rational-comprehensive plan-making model and the conceptual framework of the 

planning system in New Zealand require that the (district) plans are developed in a logical, 

rational and consistent way (Haarhoff et al., 2012). Key assumptions of this plan-making 
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framework include that the regional objectives and policies are given effect by its lower-level 

objectives and policies. 

However, the findings of this study demonstrate that neither version of the AUP fully met these 

assumptions. There are disconnections between the RPS objectives and policies and the district 

and zone-specific objectives and policies. The district and zone-specific objectives and policies 

of the NV were partly aligned with its RPS objectives and policies, however, were strengthened 

in the DV. Compared to the NV, the RPS objectives and policies in the DV are more likely to 

be translated to the lower-level objectives and policies.  

The RPS objectives and policies in the AUP were not sufficiently connected to the spatial plan 

of the AP 2012. The disconnections between the district- and zone-specific objectives and 

policies with the RPS objectives and policies of the AUP signify that the RPS was also not 

fully given effect by the lower-level objectives and policies.  

8.2.1.3 Overall results  

First, comparatively, the internal alignment of the DV is improved, but its alignment with the 

AP 2012’s objectives and issues has decreased when compared with the NV. This may indicate 

that the public participation process and the independent expert panel contributions were 

successful in making an improvement to the internal alignment of the land use plan, but more 

attention needs to be paid to its alignment with the spatial plan of the region. This may denote 

that community aspirations differ from the goals of the Auckland Council stated in the AP 

2012. Perhaps, this also suggests communities had different views from the Auckland Council 

in regard to the goals, functions, roles and matters of the AUP, especially in terms of questions 

of which planning matters should be included in the plan, and what could be achieved or 

facilitated by the plan.  

Second, the alignment of the NV of the RPS with the AP 2012 issues and policies was stronger 

than its internal alignment, whereas its internal alignment level with RPS objectives was the 

lowest. It appears that the RPS objectives are not sufficiently aligned with the AP 2012 

objectives; neither was fully given effect by the lower-level objectives. In contrast, the internal 

alignment of the DV with the RPS objectives and the district objectives was enhanced and 

became the category with the strongest alignment. Moreover, the RPS objectives of the DV 

were given strong effect or made mandatory in the Auckland-wide and district objectives, but 
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all RPS policies mainly used non-mandatory expressions. Some of the policies in the DV are 

not expressed in a way that clearly gives effect to the goals to be achieved.  

Third, external alignment between the AUP and the AP 2012, and the internal alignment of the 

AUP, also varied for different policy types. Both versions of the AUP have shown stronger 

alignment with the AP 2012 for features enabling higher residential densities and efficient land 

use to achieve a quality compact urban environment, and deliver high-quality and efficient 

infrastructure and transport planning. Nevertheless, they showed overall weaker alignment for 

objectives and policies relating to housing supply and quality, public transport, connections 

and accessibility. In particular, strategies such as ‘demand good design in all development’ and 

‘environmental design principles’ in the AP 2012 were not linked to the NV. The AUP 

appeared to be specific about intensification-related strategies for the identified centres and 

transit nodes with infrastructure provisions. However, more considerations ought to be paid to 

other supporting policies in the AP 2012, such as housing supply and quality, and transport 

policies. 

In summary, there were disconnections both between the AUP (both versions) and the AP 

2012, and within the AUP itself, which lead to the conclusion that the two versions of the AUP 

were unlikely to fully meet the conceptual model of the plan-making system in New Zealand 

and its assumptions. The insufficient degree of alignment between the AUP and the AP 2012 

seems to raise questions about whether the spatial plan was sufficiently considered when 

drafting and developing the AUP. Surprisingly, the overall score (based on the external 

alignment with the AP 2012 and the AUP internal alignment) of the DV decreased in 

comparison with that of the NV, mainly due to the DV diverging further from the AP 2012 in 

terms of the intensification objectives and policies. The discrepancy between the AUP’s RPS 

(in both versions) and the AP 2012, and the internal misalignment between the RPS (both 

versions) and lower-level objectives and policies, makes it challenging for the AUP to yield 

the expected outcomes and realise the visions articulated in the AP 2012. 

8.2.2 How well do the land use plan methods achieve the expected intensification 

outcomes? 

The second research question examined how well the plan methods of the AUP achieve the 

desired plan outcomes for intensification, based on the investigations of two sub-questions: (1) 

how well the plan methods have enabled the intended plan outcomes (objectives and policies) 
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associated with intensification, and (2) how well the plan methods have enabled higher density 

developments, when compared to the LDPs. 

8.2.2.1 How well do the land use plan methods enable residential intensification compared to 

the Legacy District Plans? 

First, the findings of simulation modelling on the case studies indicate that the AUP 

(particularly the NV) only partially achieved its intended outcomes for intensification. Indeed, 

it also showed that a number of the methods even opposed the intended outcomes and planning 

purposes supporting intensification. The expected outcome of an increasing number of 

dwelling units was only partly successful in the case studies, for both the NV and the DV, when 

compared to the LDPs. Among the six case study developments, half of them showed a 

reduction when compared to the LDPs for theoretical maximum GFA and dwelling number 

with the NV. Two case studies showed an improvement in providing both larger plan-enabled 

theoretical maximum GFA, and dwelling number and one site showed similar results to the 

LDPs. This further signifies disconnection between plan methods and plan intensification 

goals, and the gap between planning theory and practice in providing plan methods to give 

effect to the intended outcomes. 

However, although the site-specific analysis results show that the NV only partly enabled 

higher densities, both versions of the AUP zoned more land for higher density developments 

than under the LDPs. It seems that the Auckland Council was cautious in putting forward 

high(er) density developments, but it tended to rezone and release more land for higher density 

typologies. However, the zoned land for higher density typologies relied on the market to pick 

up. Nevertheless, as argued by a number of those interviewed, part of the capacity and locations 

identified in the AUP (both versions), may not overlap with economic feasibility, which casts 

doubt on whether the mechanism and approach of the AUP will eventually deliver the number 

of dwellings anticipated.  

With regard to the DV, the findings indicate that it can potentially enable a larger number of 

dwellings than the LDPs and the NV, for the majority of the selected case studies, apart from 

the sites in the MU Zone. The potential for the two sites in the MU Zone had been decreased 

primarily because of the reduced building height, which resulted from the height variation 

control for the area. It raises questions on the compromises and conflicts in the plan for 

intensification when competing with other plan purposes, and the AUP is not explicit on 

relative weightings between these competing goals. This was reflected in the statements from 
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the interview respondents that the AUP is not specific about what and when is more important 

when dealing with competing interests.  

These findings further reinforce the need for Auckland Council to monitor the plan at a more 

granular level and consider including weightings for plan purposes (such as where the 

preservation of a few buildings perceived to have special character means that most of an area 

is excluded from intensification). The plan-making process of the AUP should have involved 

a fuller reflection on how or what the legacy plans have achieved or could achieve. Plan 

evaluation plays an important role in enhancing the legitimacy of planning and enhancing the 

quality, implementation and outcomes of the plans (Guyadeen, 2016), yet remains 

underutilised in Auckland. This also raises the question of whether six residential zones as 

designated in the AUP is enough to cover the complexity of historical zoning and conditions, 

which could reduce the intensification potential for some areas previously identified for 

increased housing density.  

Furthermore, this research examines the extent to which the AUP included provisions relating 

to achieving residential intensification and higher density housing. It was found that the NV 

was weak overall with respect to including provisions supporting intensification. The plan’s 

methods and development standards have not sufficiently aligned with the principles for 

supporting intensification, and some of them were contrary to the expected effects to enable 

intensification (for example, the reduced threshold for maximum building coverage and the 

increased minimum dwelling unit size in the NV THAB Zone). The degree of adherence which 

supports intensification has been improved in the DV. This raises doubt on the extent to which 

the plan methods align with the intensification goals and further questions whether the local 

authority supports and is planning for intensification. Several major features of the 

development standards for intensification are at low implementation. For example, typically, 

the rules supporting (rather than going against) intensification are expected to reduce the 

threshold for minimum dwelling size (Talen, 2001). Nevertheless, the minimum dwelling size 

threshold was increased in the NV when compared with the LDPs for some of the selected 

sites, and this minimum dwelling size rule was removed by the Panel, and then readopted by 

the Auckland Council in its DV with a reduced threshold.  
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8.2.2.2 How well do the land use plan methods achieve the plan objectives and policies 

associated with intensification? 

As observed by Laurian et al. (2004b), “the implementation of plans is conditioned by several 

aspects of planning practice: … [including] the inclusion in the plan of provisions for 

implementation and of management techniques to implement plan policies (p. 472).” The 

rational-comprehensive plan-making model requires that the (district) plans have adopted a 

cascade approach to plan making, which aligns the issues, objectives, policies and methods 

(Beattie, 2013; Ericksen et al., 2003).  

In contrast to the plan-making framework that requires objectives and policies to be well 

aligned, and policies implemented by the plan methods (Erikson et al., 2003; Laurian et al., 

2010), the findings of this research indicate that zone objectives and policies in both versions 

of the AUP were only partly given effect by their plan methods. There are disconnections 

between the plan objectives and policies, and between the plan policies and the plan methods. 

This finding is echoed in the interview responses that suggested there was a potential 

misalignment between plan methods and policy outcomes in the AUP. The disconnection was 

reduced in the DV, but, the policies in the DV such as “enable an increase in the density, 

diversity and quality of housing”, “more efficient use of larger sites”, were not given full effect 

by the plan methods.  

More crucially, the AUP is enabling rather than delivering intensification with the use of vague 

terminology and ambiguous language. It was noted from the interviews that there were 

difficulties in getting a definitive picture of the anticipated outcomes due to the ambiguity in 

the language. For example, because the MU zone did not mandate for a mix of residential and 

business use, developers could provide exclusively for business or residential development.  

The plan did not deal well with how to achieve the mixed-use of land. Additionally, the plan is 

without regulation for minimum density, but adopts standards such as maximum density and 

minimum dwelling size. This is likely to undermine the plan capacity to facilitate 

intensification. Another example is that the threshold for permitted activity in the Mixed 

Housing Zone areas is reduced from four dwellings to two dwellings in the DV (developments 

with more than two dwellings need to apply for a permit).  

Disconnection among local plans in New Zealand of this kind has been reported in earlier 

studies (see Haarhoff et al., 2012; Laurian et al., 2010). It is substantiated that internal 

disconnections are likely to remain challenging for realising anticipated outcomes. Plan users 
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may not be able to determine if the intended outcomes or policy directions are achieved through 

plan methods, and may have difficulty in assessing how well a proposed development achieves 

plan objectives and policies. The AUP has not fully followed the rational-comprehensive 

theory and the cascaded plan-making model used in New Zealand practice, which would 

indicate a potential disconnect between the rational comprehensive plan-making model and 

planning practice.  

In summary, the implementation of drivers and principles that support intensification in the 

NV has not been sufficient to provide for higher density developments. The plan objectives, 

policies and regulations for intensification are weakly defined and the disconnections between 

the plan objectives and the policies and the plan methods (that are associated with 

intensification), fundamentally undermined the AUP’s efficacy in achieving the intended 

outcomes for intensification in Auckland. It is likely that the plan methods of the NV may not 

support the provision of larger GFA and the number of dwellings for the chosen sites, although 

development capacity has been improved in the DV.  

8.2.3 How well does the land use plan deliver the stated policy outcomes to facilitate 

intensification?  

The third question this research probe is how well the AUP encourages intensification from the 

perspective and practice of developers and planning professionals. The interview results were 

organised to collect views on (1), understanding the influences of the policy framework; (2), 

understanding of the plan methods and their ability to achieve the plan’s desired outcomes for 

intensification; (3), the factors preventing them from achieving anticipated intensification 

outcomes (including financial feasibility), and; (4), the plan’s ability to facilitate the delivery 

of higher density typologies.  

8.2.3.1 Policy framework  

First, the analysis of the interviews reveals that almost half of the developers had not looked 

at, or understood the policy framework of the NV. The development rules or urban design 

outcomes were frequently mentioned by the developers as having had an effect on their designs, 

but comparatively few developers stated that their designs were affected by the policy 

framework. A frequently recurring theme was that the NV was consistent with, or provided 

similar objectives and policies to the LDPs. Less than 30 percent of the developers, planning 

consultants and consent officers interviewed spoke about the objectives and policies of the NV 

as being more effective in achieving higher density developments than the legacy plans.  
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In terms of the DV, the lack of an explicit policy framework and intended plan outcomes, have 

been highlighted as challenges by both the developers and planning consultants. The plan was 

described as lacking definitions and explanations for some terminologies and lacking a clear 

idea of what was expected by the plan. They expressed concerns about the difficulties arising 

from balancing the plan’s intentions to intensify, and the requirement of the plan to protect the 

environment and the heritage and special character areas. At the same time, the plan was 

unclear about what factors are more important. The market actors and planning practitioners 

had divergent views on the efficacy of the AUP’s policy framework to assist in delivering 

intensification and achieving its desired outcomes. 

The DV was commonly perceived as employing a policy outcome-focused approach, 

particularly by the planning professionals. Such an approach was generally agreed by 

interviewed planning professionals as facilitating stakeholders’ attention to the plan policies 

and outcomes as the assessment criteria. However, it remained controversial whether it assists, 

or changes, much in terms of project design and feasibility. This led to a conclusion that 

developers and consultants take the policy outcome focused approach as being (a) an 

opportunity by providing flexibility and concentrating on design outcomes, (b) a ‘tool’ to allow 

them to develop their designs as they intend to, or (c) a burden, mainly caused by the 

uncertainty and vagueness of the plan’s objectives and policies.  

A few respondents have considered this approach as being “both a good and bad thing” partly 

because it is not simple to achieve. It was felt to be difficult for the developers and planning 

consultants to claim that their proposed development was consistent with all objectives, 

policies and standards. In addition to this, the DV remained inexplicit on when and whether 

plan objectives and policies are given more weight than the rules, other factors, or frameworks 

around them. This was perceived to potentially result in a longer timeframe for gaining a permit 

and bringing about extra costs, due to difficulties resolving different interpretations and 

discussions on what is acceptable and correct. Some developers and consultants expressed 

concern that this approach probably still requires going into site-specific details, and for those 

developments that are outside the rules, a lot more discussion would need to take place with 

the Council.  

Policy planner representatives from the Auckland Council stated that the Council tried to be 

more prescriptive whereas the Panel intended to introduce more flexibility, and one policy 

planner commented that when introducing flexibility, sometimes some of the detail clarity is 
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lost. Some planning professionals were of the opinion that fewer rules, and more objectives 

and policies, could potentially provide more flexibility, but this approach relies on the provision 

of clear objectives, policies, and therefore minimal potential for differences in interpretation. 

The lack of weighting for various plan purposes, along with ambiguity in the objectives and 

policies, added to disconnection between objectives, policies and methods of the DV are likely 

to result in uncertainty for the outcome-focused approach in terms of fulfilling the purpose of 

providing flexibility and shortening the consenting time for higher density developments. 

8.2.3.2 Plan methods  

Analysis of the effectiveness of the plan methods aimed to uncover (1) whether the plan 

methods are clear; (2) whether the plan methods influence designs; and (3) how well the plan 

methods achieve the plan’s objectives and policies.  

Nearly half of the developers and consultants considered that the plan methods of the NV were 

reasonably clear, and more than 60 percent reported that the rules in the NV influenced their 

designs. However, there were concerns about disconnections between the plan methods, and 

the plan objectives and policies, which resonated with the findings from the case studies. 

The majority of interviewees were of the opinion that the plan methods of the NV might not 

achieve the desired objectives and policies. The answer of some developers was ‘I do not know, 

or I am not sure’ because they might not have fully understood or looked at the plan’s objectives 

and policies. Less than 30 percent thought the NV’s plan methods achieved their desired 

objectives and policies, but that increased to 66.7 percent for the DV. Interviewees frequently 

commented that it was difficult to make a judgement on whether the NV and the DV achieve 

the articulated objectives and policies, because of a lack of clear and coherent guidance on the 

measurement of outcomes.  

It is also worthwhile noting that developers and consultants exhibited different understanding 

of the plan methods. The majority of developers relied on the consultants’ expertise to provide 

detailed information about plan methods. However, a number of them thought the consultants 

might not fully understand the plan. This could further indicate that the NV was not clearly 

ensuring a consensus among the actors involved.  

Also, it appeared that large-scale developers tend to take a design-led approach, focused on 

their expected outcomes and were more prepared to work with less certainty; while the small-

scale developers tended to comply with the development rules, and were more concerned by 
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the uncertainty of the plan methods. As such, the planning authority needs to give further 

attention to and make an effort toward assisting small-scale developers who are mainly rule-

driven, to shift their mindset from a provision-based approach to the outcome-centred one 

employed in the DV.  

8.2.3.3 Efficacy of the plan framework and methods to financially enable higher density 

developments 

When it comes to financial feasibility, only 40 percent of developers and planning consultants 

replied that the NV enabled or assisted enable higher density developments financially, but the 

majority (about 60 percent of the developers and consultants interviewed) had either negative 

or mixed attitudes on this.  

The developers and planning consultants frequently commented that the AUP itself was only 

one factor influencing a project financially, while the plan’s implementation could be a critical 

factor. These findings demonstrate that the land use plan is increasingly perceived by market 

actors as a tool for assisting in assessing the developability of a site, rather than a deciding 

factor or a definite inhibitor. This differs to the findings in other studies that planning 

regulations were perceived by the market actors as a determining inhibitor for housing and land 

supply. 

Frequently recurring issues that were raised concerning obstacles the planning framework and 

methods presented to financially enabling higher density developments may be summarised as: 

(1) The potential loss of intensification capacity  

(2) The plan does not overlap with the economics  

(3) Potentially prolonged permit processing 

(4) The cross-plan integration issue (the disparate plan-making streams focusing on different 

themes, e.g., heritage, volcanic) 

(5) The specific plan methods 

(6) Insufficient consideration of the range of development possibilities enabled by the plan 

(7) Misaligned infrastructure provision 

(8) Lack of incentives to encourage developments  

In addition to the above issues, interviewees also spoke about the influence of the outcome-

focused plan approach in the DV on the feasibility of higher density housing developments. 
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Other factors, such as financial constraints and construction costs were also noted as playing 

critical roles in shaping project feasibility.  

8.2.3.4 Plan efficacy to deliver intensification  

Despite a diverse range of perspectives expressed by the developers and consultants on the 

policy framework and plan methods to assist in delivering intensification, the larger proportion 

of those developers and consultants interviewed were positive regarding the NV’s effectiveness 

in the provision of higher density housing typologies. The rest found that the NV achieved 

similar outcomes with the LDPs and disagreed with the view that the NV assisted in, or 

facilitated market actions, to implement intensification developments. These findings imply 

that the NV is perceived as facilitating higher density developments primarily through its 

simplified provisions, and by providing a unitary plan for the whole region (replacing the 

previous four regional plans and seven district plans), rather than through enhancing the plan’s 

quality and development capacity.   

In contrast to the results from the alignment analysis and case studies, which generally 

demonstrated the DV improved the plan’s efficacy in providing for intensification, the 

interviewees’ views on whether the DV improved the efficiency were mixed. Unlike the policy 

planners, who generally had a positive attitude on its objectives and policies in attaining higher 

density housing-related policy outcomes, the developers and consultants had a range of 

opinions on whether the DV was improved in this regard. Often developers and consultants felt 

that the DV provided more flexibility for expanding higher density housing than the NV. Other 

responses were generally related to the assessments against the objectives and policies and the 

flexibility provided in the DV. This is well illustrated in the following comment from an 

interviewee explaining that “… when triggered a few rules, you have got a much sort of 

unclearer and vaguer assessment against objectives and policies”. It showed that the market 

sectors and planning practitioners’ have concerns regarding the outcome-based approach to 

provide certainty and the plan’s efficacy to assist in realising the anticipated outcomes.  

In addition to the plan’s obstacles to enabling financially feasible higher density developments 

perceived by market actors, the barriers promoting intensification mainly included: the plan’s 

internal and external misalignments, disconnections, and conflicts, the outcomes-based 

approach of the DV, the plan’s ambiguous purpose, content and assumptions, the inconsistency 

of administration and human interpretations, and the plan making and development process. 



 

199 

Interviewees commented they felt the planning system in New Zealand needs to deal with a 

wide range of issues, some of which may not be planning matters and belong to different 

entities. It raises the question whether there is a need to fundamentally rethink the planning 

system in New Zealand, particularly in terms of what are planning matters, what should be 

dealt with by the plan (at what levels), and what the plan can possibly achieve. The focus on 

the ‘sustainable management’ of activity effects on the environment in the RMA, may not be 

achievable by the plan, hence there is in a need to deal with a broader range of issues which 

may limit the plan’s capacity to provide higher density developments.  

Several interviewees were also of the view that intensification was likely to be achieved at the 

cost of quality, and therefore some plan outcomes would not be realised. For example, one 

developer commented that the rules to ensure quality and public amenities, such as the two-

metre front setback which was required under the Legacy Plan, is not required in the AUP. It 

was, therefore, felt that the AUP would not have the tools to achieve quality amenities and 

ensure quality developments. Two consenting officers were even unsure as to the practical use 

of the plan in reality. They felt that the vagueness and difficulties in assessing plan rules and 

assessment of plan objectives potentially bring up more uncertainties and prolonged discussion 

on the interpretation of both the plan rules and assessment against plan objectives and policies.    

In conclusion, the findings from the interviews showed that some developers do not understand 

the policy framework, and indeed do not look at the plan’s objectives and policies. Even those 

who understand the policy framework demonstrated varied perceptions on what the plan 

intended to achieve or considered the plan to be inexplicit or vague in demonstrating the 

expected developments. Planning practitioners may not understand the relationship between 

the plan methods and intended plan outcomes due to the existing disconnections in the plan. 

Furthermore, assessing whether the expected outcomes or plan policies were realised was 

viewed as a challenging task, which they perceived to potentially result in front-loaded 

assessments, increased costs and longer processing times for resolving interpretation 

differences.  

8.3. How Well Has the AUP Been Improved in Its DV for Achieving 

Intensification? 

From the above discussions, the DV appears to have overall improved the plan’s capacity to 

achieve outcomes associated with intensification, which may indicate that the community 
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participation and independent expert panel are likely to assist in developing stronger local plans 

to achieve desired outcomes. This is generally consistent with the findings of previous studies, 

that public participation could be a contributor to improving plan quality (for example, Brody, 

2003; Brody, Godschalk, & Burby, 2003). The DV of the AUP assisted in achieving the 

expected plan outcomes and provided more intensification potential than the NV. However, 

despite its stronger internal alignment, it may not assist in improving the alignment with the 

higher-order spatial plan, as demonstrated by the results that the DV has comparatively lower 

overall external alignment with the AP 2012 than the NV.  

In particular, it is important to note that the housing-related strategies and urban design 

principles were not broadly incorporated into the DV, which is contrary to the plan approaches 

employed by the panel to use outcome-focused assessment and provide high-quality housing 

and urban design outcomes. It was found that although items associated with housing 

intensification were frequently present, some objectives and policies supporting such 

development are often not employed. This appears to imply that public hearing and engagement 

focused more on the plan itself, and paid less attention to its links with the higher-order plan 

for the region. 

Although the interviewees were generally positive about the DV improving the plan’s capacity 

to enable intensification through streamlining and generating an easy-read document, the 

outcome-focused assessment was mixed regarding its lack of explicit weightings given to the 

various planning purposes and the potential for interpretation differences and protracted 

discussions among plan users.  

These findings indicate that public participation and the involvement of the independent expert 

panel played an important role in plan development and are likely to lead to stronger plans with 

better performance in realising intended plan outcomes.  

8.4. Key Implications of this Research  

Based on the findings from the literature review, the plan alignment analysis, case study 

modelling, and the qualitative interviews, the following key implications are derived to 

improve the land-use plan efficacy to achieve its intended plan outcomes for intensification, 

which could be extended to other cities with intensification strategies.  
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8.4.1 The Disconnect Between Planning Theory and Practice  

As discussed in Chapter 2, the planning system under the RMA in New Zealand employs a 

rational-comprehensive model for plan development, implementation and evaluation, along 

with several underlying assumptions. However, the rational-comprehensive theory and its 

assumptions have not been fully realised by the AUP. 

Both versions of the AUP are unlikely to fulfil the roles and functions anticipated to achieve 

internal alignment and give effect to the higher-level RPS objectives and policies. The lower 

layered policy frameworks at the district and zone-specific levels did not fully support this 

model, creating policy disconnections between the layers, and weakly-defined outcomes for 

the AUP. Moreover, there were compromises and conflicts (without weightings) in the plan for 

intensification when seeking to achieve other policy goals.  

Further, there was an outcome disconnection between the intended policy outcomes and the 

results from the case studies that potential intensification decreased for half of the case study 

sites in the NV. The plan tools of the AUP did not provide a means for achieving the intended 

outcomes, which is contrary to the key assumption of the rational-comprehensive model: that 

the plan tools enable the realisation of the intended outcomes. Even, some of the plan methods 

and development standards (particularly in the NV) worked against the AUP’s intended policy 

outcomes for intensification. There were also disconnections between the plan methods, and 

the district- and zone-specific objectives and policies, indicating that the plan making did not 

fully address the rational-comprehensive model as the plan methods should give effect to the 

articulated zone policies.  

The information gathered from the interviews implies that the theoretical underpinnings and 

assumptions of the plan-making model in New Zealand may not have been sufficiently 

understood by the practitioners. Another way of interpreting the gap between theory and 

practice is that there is a contradiction between the rational plan-making theory on which the 

RMA is grounded, and the complexities in practices. It raises another question as to whether 

the rational-comprehensive model can be achieved on such complex and large-spatial scales, 

and whether realising this model can ensure the actualisation of the desired outcomes.  

The Auckland Council needs to make further efforts towards building stronger, well-linked 

plans to improve plan alignment, both internally and externally, that facilitate stakeholders’ 

understanding, coordination of decisions, and reduce potential plan conflicts, uncertainties, and 
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inconsistent plan interpretations. More attention should be paid to plan quality and ensure the 

implementation of the rational comprehensive plan-making model.  

8.4.2 A Hybrid Plan Approach  

Planning in New Zealand is frequently seen as being ambitious for flexible environmental 

assessment (Baker, Sipe & Gleeson, 2006). However, the plan-making framework employs a 

conformance-based rational evaluative approach that assumes that the plan should deliver a 

means for policies and regulations to achieve the desired policy outcomes (Berke et al., 2006; 

Laurian et al., 2004 a, b, 2010). The need for certainty in development, with “an emphasis on 

the speed, efficiency, accountability, and transparency” still lead to reforming existing land-

use planning to maximise both flexibility and certainty (Steele & Ruming, 2012, p. 156).  

When non-compliance with the development standards occurs, the proposed development 

would be assessed against the plan’s objectives and policies. The land-use plan for Auckland 

(the AUP) employs a hybrid approach, in an attempt to embrace both certainty and flexibility. 

It is not purely a ‘conforming’ approach (regulative certainty) or ‘performing’ approach 

(flexibility through discretionary planning) (Rivolin, 2008; Steele & Ruming, 2012). This is 

similar to the experience in the United States, where there have been few purely performance-

based planning systems.  

The majority of earlier studies on plan quality and implementation evaluation have mainly 

assessed conformance between environmental plans and the outcomes of land-use activities 

(for example, Houghton, 1997; Luarian et al., 2010; Talen & Anselin, 1998). Nevertheless, 

evaluations of plan outcomes should move beyond ‘conformance-based evaluations’ that 

investigate observable links between planning goals and activities. In addition to the 

conformance-based evaluations of alignment between the land use plan objectives, policies and 

methods, this research extends to investigate the effectiveness of plan methods for realising the 

plan goals to provide intensification and the adherence of plan development standards to the 

city’s needs and ambitions for intensification.  

The findings of this research further indicate that the current cohabitation of certainty and 

flexibility is, however, more likely to cause contradictory results in Auckland. In plan 

applications, market actors (especially small-scale developers) often aim to comply with the 

plan standards to seek certainty (no consent is needed for permitted activities if complying), 

and thus reduce the time required to obtain development permits. Evidence of conformance 
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with plan rules is likely to speed up the process of gaining development permits. In this way, 

the plan-enabled developments (within the enabled development envelop) are viewed as the 

quality outcomes the plan anticipated.  

Nevertheless, the DV mandates that the bigger developments (three or more dwellings) in 

residential zones all require resource consent (excluding the SH Zone). In particular, all 

dwelling developments in the THAB Zone (the most intensive residential zone) require 

development permits (RD activity27 for all dwellings), which is unlikely to achieve the plan’s 

aim of improving the efficiency of housing provision. In this way, compliance with the plan is 

not viewed as a guarantee of quality developments, but it depends on the Council’s decision 

on whether, and how well, the development proposal aligns with the plan’s objectives and 

policies. The interview respondents held mixed views on this approach, which can indicate an 

increased likelihood in differences in plan interpretations, bringing about delays in gaining 

permits, and subsequent increases in development costs.  

This evidence highlights two conflicts. First, the plan approach would not enable the provision 

of bigger developments, in a potentially speedier process in the areas identified for 

intensification. However, a development permit is not required for the smaller scale, lower 

density developments, which is likely to discourage larger scale and higher density 

developments in intensified zone areas (e.g., up to two dwellings per site is a permitted activity 

in MHU Zone in the DV). This fact was frequently mentioned by interview respondents as a 

result of a misalignment with the plan goals of providing more dwellings to provide a speedy 

solution to the housing shortage challenges in Auckland.  

Secondly, according to the Council policy planners interviewed, having more activities that 

require consent was aimed at ensuring that the Council has an opportunity to assess the quality 

of bigger developments. On the one hand, this reveals the shift of Council’s perception that the 

role of plan-enabled development does not necessarily assure the quality of development. 

Instead, the quality of developments relies on measurement and interpretation by the Council 

on the intended plan outcomes (objectives and policies), which are themselves ambiguous and 

non-explicit, from the perspectives of those interviewed. On the other hand, it also indicates 

that the quality of development may not be guaranteed nor would there be any improvement in 

                                                
27 See chapter 3 for clarification 



 

204 

the speed of consent. The hybrid approach may not achieve the goals of either a speeded up 

permit processing or assure the plan enables quality developments.   

This research indicates that future studies should move beyond a discussion of the 

conformance-based approach and performance-based approach of the plan, to, focus on 

balancing plan efficiency for enabling developments. This should also embrace ideas for 

reducing the length of time required for a development permit, while guaranteeing the quality 

of developments. The threshold for the number of dwellings as a permitted activity in the high 

intensity zones, such as the THAB zone, should be reconsidered and tested in order to see how 

it affects the efficiency of dwelling provision. 

The findings also indicate that the AUP itself may not be sufficient to increase quality 

outcomes, which tends to rely on human interpretation and Council capacity to assure the 

quality of developments. The explicit plan outcomes, personal interpretations and Council 

capacity, all appear as important factors in the delivery of intensification. At the same time, the 

research also denotes that market actors have a distrust of the capacity of and interpretation 

consistency, within the Council. Their concerns about human resource capacity were stronger 

than those related to policy outcomes, plan objectives and policies themselves. Half of those 

interviewed, reported that they either do not look at or they do not understand the policy 

frameworks. Consequently, more attention should be paid to the understanding and capacity of 

market actors and the Council planners regarding policy framework and plan outcome 

assessment.  

8.4.3 Outcome-Focused Planning Framework  

As Talen (1996) argues, if the plans are to be implemented, they should explicitly define 

expected outputs, the activities and resources involved in their delivery, and include evaluative 

mechanisms. While a lack of focus on the outcome is likely to increase the likelihood that 

activities are carried out for reasons that are not related to the intended merits (Kovacs, 2010). 

However, these findings, that the plan methods only partly enabled higher density 

developments for the cases studied, indicate that the intended outcomes and weightings are not 

sufficiently considered when developing the plan, and there is a disconnection between the 

plan methods and the intended outcomes. The interview results also suggest that developers 

and planning practitioners may not understand the expected plan outcomes and the differences 

of interpretation among plan users may delay plan delivery and actualisation of the anticipated 

results. The AUP seems to be ambiguous in terms of how to deal with conflicts among diverse 
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plan interests when they occur. As a result, the plan lacks clear weightings among competing 

interests and plan purposes, which likely make plan users and developers unclear about which 

is more important and what the plan intends to achieve.  

These findings demonstrate that plan outcomes should be clearly stated and evaluated and 

monitored across the planning process, to drive delivery. To achieve this, first, the plan-making 

authority should ensure the integration of the plan-making streams (for example, on heritage, 

noise, amenities, etc.) and discuss the weightings of the plan objectives (streams) to resolve 

potential conflicts across the plan. Secondly, stakeholders should share mutual interests that 

help align the stakeholders’ ideas and pull resources and capacity together. This will require 

setting measurable outcomes (for example, numerical objectives), by which the plan 

development is initiated, communicated, and monitored, across the plan making, 

implementation and review processes (see Figure 8.1). 

Both case study and interview results indicate that the intensification potential of the AUP is 

improved in the DV. It appears that the desired plan outcomes are more likely to be achieved 

by independent experts, and when they are based on consultation with a wide range of 

stakeholders. Local authorities need to ensure various stakeholders participate in establishing 

plan outcomes, share common understandings on plan outcomes, frameworks and policies. 

Plan making should initiate the anticipated outcomes by indicating frameworks to inform plan 

development, and install procedures for plan outcome review, monitoring, evaluation, and 

update.  

However, the results of this study reveal that the AUP may not have sufficiently considered 

market desirability, and the plan enabled intensification capacity may not adequately consider 

and overlap with economic feasibility (e.g., the spatial capacity). The land-use plans should be 

based on a robust assessment of housing needs and feasible market locations and monitor 

whether the plan’s founding assumptions and issues identified reflect on them. The framework 

for delivering intensification policies requires appropriate urban planning responses to address 

both planning and market objectives, to guide the activities of market actors and ensure the 

desired plan outcomes are achieved. 
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8.4.4 Plan Outcome Evaluation is Essential  

The findings show that half of the case study sites under the NV may not enable higher 

theoretical maximum GFA when compared to the LDPs, further implies that plan making of 

the NV may not have thoroughly considered those previously could be achieved.  

During the public submissions and hearing process, the estimation of residential capacity was 

carried out at the request of the Panel. This was done using an expert group, which generated 

divergent views on the housing shortfall, aspects of the model, and the modelling process. 

Nevertheless, the outcome evaluations were rarely carried out by the local authorities 

(Auckland Council in this thesis).  

This is not surprising because planners are future-oriented and have strong interests in making 

future plans, rather than evaluating their earlier plans (Waldner, 2004) to understand the 

underlying reasons for ineffectiveness in achieving intended outcomes. Currently, the planning 

departments tend to “front-load” resources during plan development and preparation, leaving 

limited resources for evaluation. Nonetheless, only with the evidence through plan evaluation 

that desired outcomes are realised, planners might demonstrate the merits of planning to 

communities and stakeholders (Guyadeen, 2018). The planning framework should therefore, 

start with identifying the outcomes expected through involving stakeholders and public 

consultation, based on a solid fact basis (including evidence from evaluating the legacy plans). 

Further, plan monitoring and ex-post evaluation with a scheduled timeline are also needed to 

review whether the intended plan outcomes are realised during plan implementation, and 

whether development outcomes achieve the plan goals (Figure 8.1).  

Another related challenge is, however, to attune planning processes and tailor plans to facilitate 

planners to continue to evaluate their planning efforts and lead the evaluation process 

(Guyadeen, 2018). Evaluative frameworks and processes that encourage planners to assess 

their plans should be implemented, particularly with regards to outcomes. Effective evaluation 

processes should also include sufficient resources, such as funding resources, skilled staff for 

evaluation, and technical support (Bell, 2004). The institutional culture should also adapt to 

consider evaluation as a learning and decision-making tool, and a necessity to develop more 

effective plans that achieve plan goals (Wholey, 2003). 
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Figure 8.1 Proposed Planning Framework  

8.5. Strategies to Improve the AUP (Operative in Part) 

In addition to the results discussed in the above section, the findings also reveal several critical 

issues that need attention from the planning department (in this case, that of the Auckland 

Council). The AUP (Operative in Part) has developed considerably since the NV; however, it 

has been largely based on the DV. Therefore, an investigation concerning the DV looking at 

its efficacy to enable intensification, factors it is influenced by, and the perceived barriers 

within it can provide reflections for the Operative in part version of the AUP. Based on these 

findings, recommendations are provided as to how the Auckland Council can potentially update 

the AUP (Operative in Part) in such a way as to maximise its efficacy in promoting higher 

density developments. Some key factors aimed at potential improvement of the AUP 

(Operative in Part) to facilitate the achievement of the plan’s intended outcomes and the 

market responses to intensification are discussed below. 

1. Provide a comprehensive reflection and description of existing conditions in the plan. The 

research findings consistently showed that the NV had not provided sufficient reflection and 

description of existing conditions (including the plan-enabled capacity of the LDPs), which 

may have compromised its ability to develop appropriate policies and methods. For example, 

the expert group appointed for measuring residential capacity requested by the Panel had not 

reached agreement on the exact size of the housing shortfall at that time (AUP Independent 

Hearing Panel, 2016). It is recommended that the AUP should include a reflection of legacy 
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plans and a description of existing conditions that are associated with the dimensions of 

intensification that the plan is intended to address. A comprehensive understanding of existing 

conditions further enables the establishment of goals and policies that are well-grounded, up-

to-date, and proper to the local context (Stevens & Mody, 2013), and aid in establishing 

whether or not the plan’s assumptions are correct and current. In particular, quantitative 

contextual information helps support the building up of a fact-base (Baer, 1997; Norton, 2008) 

and further plan implementation, and enables a comparison of future conditions with existing 

conditions to evaluate progress.  

2. Clearly identify indicators with a baseline and target for each objective. By identifying a 

baseline from which a goal can be established, the focus of policy-makers will be narrowed to 

what is most important to communities, and ensure the subsequent monitoring will occur 

(Stevens & Mody, 2013). Specifying numerical plan objectives also fosters plan 

implementation, by providing a concrete goal, encourages the community and stakeholders to 

reach that objective, and is critical in assuring potent plan delivery and implementation (Wong, 

Baker & Kidd, 2006). 

3. Achieve plan quality principles and ensure the plan adheres to the compact city model. The 

plan should assure the achievement of plan quality principles, by having the intended outcomes 

cascaded through the plan and policy layers. Moreover, the plan should have effective methods 

for achieving the expected outcomes ‘on the ground’. The NV might not have sufficiently 

adhered to the principles for supporting intensification. Some of the plan development 

standards (particularly the NV) even work against intensification.  

4. Understand the conflicts and compromises within the plan. Assigning explicit weightings 

when development capacity competes with other planning intentions was suggested by some 

developers and planning consultants. This aims to minimise the loss of potential development 

capacity and strike a balance between preserving other city values and enabling growth. For 

example, mandating a minimum density would restrict large-size standalone housing occurring 

in high(er)-intensity zones, to do so the plan should be adaptable to different circumstances to 

provide intensification potential, and the Council should adapt the mindset to give clear 

weightings among interests competing with intensification objectives. Sufficient, transparent 

and up-to-date guidance should be given to provide more certainty and clarity to facilitate 

housing development projects. 
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5. Plans should improve the feasibility of spatial distribution of capacity. It was a frequent 

comment from interviewees that the spatial application of intensification in the AUP had 

pushed intensification to some areas that are suppressed, or have limited growth potential, from 

a development perspective. For example, some of the coastal areas that are market desirable 

locations are excluded from intensification. Identified spatial capacity may not align with 

community demand and thus are not feasible to deliver from the market’s perspective. Spatial 

infeasibility and mismatches with social-economic conditions increase the likelihood that the 

projected housing supply would not be realised.  

6. To facilitate consistent interpretations and common understandings on plan outcomes. Local 

authorities must recognise the comparatively limited expertise and understanding of developers 

in regard to plan objectives, policies, framework and intended plan outcomes, and provide 

fuller support and guidance to ensure their involvement and reinforce the concept of the 

‘outcome-centred approach’ and its application. Similarly, there is a need to improve the 

expertise of planning professionals (planning consultants and officers) and provide training on 

plan evaluation, such as development capacity and plan outcome evaluation. The plan could be 

improved to aid the market sector to better understand development potential, assess feasibility, 

and assure plan outcomes (objectives and policies) are realised. Plans should provide 

incentives for developers to integrate quality, and good urban design outcomes, with 

intensification.  

7. Build plan evaluation into long-term planning budgets and strengthen the Council’s capacity 

for plan evaluation. To effectively carry out plan outcome and capacity evaluation, the local 

authority needs to allocate substantial investment in resources for regular plan evaluation and 

monitoring costs. The planning department should carry out plan outcome evaluation during 

the plan formation, development and implementation processes. The resources, role setting, 

and team management of the consent department should be allocated in such a way as to 

enhance administration and interpretation consistency. Hence the structure and role setting of 

planners and the resources allocated for the consenting department need to be rethought to 

match the potentially increasing number of applications and developments.  

8. To enhance implementation, monitoring and evaluation provisions. Given the housing 

supply challenges facing Auckland, plan-making authorities should maximise the potential of 

land use to support the transition to higher density developments by crafting plans that not only 

outline the actions to promote change, but also commit and empower the local authorities to 



 

210 

ensure those actions are executed. This requires allocating resources for implementation, 

monitoring and evaluation (including financial and human resources), and the setting out of 

clear guidelines and plan update procedures for regular review of the plan outcomes, including 

prioritising actions, identifying departments for evaluation and developing a timetable.  

9. Extend investigations and monitor plan achievement at a smaller scale. The findings from 

the case studies raise an issue for Auckland Council, concerning the need to extend their 

investigation and monitoring of the plan’s achievement at site-level, especially along the zone 

boundaries. What was revealed is that the current plan-making and development process of the 

AUP may not fully consider the development potential at a site-level and the potential impacts 

on neighbouring properties and amenities. In areas where the adjoining sites are to be preserved 

from intensification, more detailed investigation and monitoring need to be carried out to 

minimise the loss of development potential. There were also recommendations from developers 

that we could learn from overseas experience to take planning controls down to individual 

parcels of land and manage the adverse effects at a site level. 

10. Employ explicit expressions and language. Another issue to address is the extensive use of 

vague terminology and language in the plan documentation. Examples were the use of words 

such as ‘encourage’, ‘support’, ‘should’, ‘may’, ‘consider’, ‘intend’, or ‘suggest’ where binding 

wordings would better guide development outcomes. Examples of vague terminology include 

the objective H6.2(2) of the THAB Zone in the DV which states: “development is in keeping 

with the area’s planned urban built character of predominantly five, six or seven-storey 

buildings in identified areas, in a variety of forms” (Auckland Council, 2013). The wording 

‘predominantly’ is vague and weak, which means lower-level buildings are probably 

acceptable in the THAB Zone identified to be intensified. The use of non-binding terms and 

weakly defined concepts can fundamentally undermine the capacity of the plan to achieve its 

intended goals. The Council should strengthen pathways for receiving feedback on wording, 

terminologies and interpretation differences, and set up a consent audit review process, and 

move to assign more human resources to monitor and reduce consent delays. 

The findings of the research also suggest that the planning authority should review the 

following detailed plan regulations:  

• External alignment with the spatial plan: five out of nine housing policies in the AP 

2012 are not included in the DV. Even more surprisingly, the policies related to urban 

design and centres are either absent or only very generally included in the RPS of the 
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DV, and the strategy to create better connections and accessibility is still not given 

effect by the RPS objectives and policies of the DV.  

• Internal alignment: the plan’s objectives and policies, such as providing for a variety of 

housing types and housing quality are only partially connected to the plan methods. 

• Zone boundaries: MU Zones are perceived as ‘strips’ along main roads such as 

Dominion Road (not a whole block depth, but only the first house along the main road); 

expanded TC Zone areas (areas out of 10 mins radius of walking distance to the centres 

or transit nodes are more challenging to achieve financially feasibility for developers to 

provide car parking) 

• Site-specific: the areas identified for higher density development which adjoin low-

density zones may be constrained and this may potentially cause a loss in intensification 

capacity  

Further conclusions from the interviews are attention needs to be given to: 

• the supply of infrastructure at the right time and with the right capacity  

• height could be further increased for MHS Zones 

• provide plan flexibility for diverse activities and land use in SH Zones   

8.6. Implications on Planning Education and Professional Training 

Based on the interviews, it seems that many developers do not fully understand the plan 

framework and outcome expectations. Moreover, all the groups interviewed claimed they had 

difficulties in fully understanding the plan, and felt it needed to be more explicit concerning 

standards. More importantly, the plan-making models and principles of intensification seem 

not to have been given full effect by the plan.  

Another finding from the interviews was that differing understanding, and interpretations 

among the stakeholders (such as between consent officers, planning consultants, policy 

planners, and developers, and within the council consents department) are felt to be obstacles 

to implementing the plan’s outcomes. This is largely consistent with earlier research of a 

decade ago (for example, Laurian et al., 2004b) in which such issues were recognised by 

stakeholders as an obstacle. Further education on plan quality, design outcome assessment and 

decision-making will benefit planning practices and ensure a consensus amongst key plan 

stakeholders. 
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Improving outcome evaluation involves better training for planners concerning plan capacity 

and outcome evaluation during the plan development phase instead of just after plan creation. 

Planning professionals should continually evaluate their efforts to enhance plan quality. In this 

regard, further education and professional training on the principles and applications of plan 

making and plan outcome evaluation are needed. This includes a need to recognise and 

integrate plan outcome evaluation and monitoring against outcomes as essential components 

of plan development and decision making. A plan capacity and outcome evaluation and 

monitoring course should be mandatory components of the curriculum in planning programmes 

of universities. Training in evaluation and decision making should be provided to planning 

practitioners by professional institutes such as the New Zealand Planning Institute.  

The findings further emphasise the importance of planning consultants for the implementation 

and the realisation of the desired plan outcomes. The developers (especially small-scale 

developers) relied on the expertise of their planning consultants to understand the plan and 

know what is allowable. However, some developers did feel that their consultants may have 

problems in fully understanding the AUP. This again suggests that the plan is not sufficiently 

explicit or leaves too much room for interpretation about what is correct and acceptable. 

Despite this, the plan’s application and evaluation can only be successful if stakeholders 

understand the plan’s intentions. As such, their education on the plan-making model and 

intensification mechanisms and principles will play a significant role in interpreting and 

implementing anticipated outcomes.    

8.7. Discussion on the Usefulness of the Research Design and Research 

Methodology 

Through a survey of conformance-based evaluation with a mixture of ‘policy mapping’, 

simulation modelling, comparison with the legacy plans, and in-depth, open-ended interview 

techniques, a plan evaluation framework was developed in this research to comprehensively 

measure the plan’s capacity to deliver the expected outcomes, particularly for the ongoing and 

ex-post phases. This research design and mixed-method approach are replicable and 

transferrable to other contexts to be used to investigate a plan’s capacity to achieve 

intensification goals. The evaluation methods can be integrated or applied separately to provide 

evidence and facilitate best-practice learning and reflections, and also to guide plan review, 

evaluation and monitoring.  
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Earlier studies have mainly adopted conformance-based methods and assumed that a plan had 

been logically developed, with clearly stated objectives and policies (for example, Ericksen et 

al., 2003). However, the plan objectives and policies are not always clear and measurable, with 

evaluations being complicated. This integrative research method and research design can be 

transferrable to other contexts and used to investigate specific plan elements for achieving plan 

outcomes at a local level. The evaluation methods can be integrated or applied separately to 

provide information and facilitate best-practice learning and reflections on the plan, and to 

guide plan review. The alignment evaluation can also be used to examine the degree to which 

plans fulfil their purposes and functions. 

The research included a comprehensive discussion of the method design so that other 

researchers can understand and apply the evaluation protocol and coding scheme. This study 

conforms to the content analysis methodology employed in previous plan alignment studies as 

a means of increasing reliability and replicability. For example, the coding scheme allows for 

further meta-analyses and comparisons with other plan evaluation studies locally and 

internationally. The site-based simulation modelling method during the plan development 

phase can be extended to other contexts for plan evaluations, and allows further comparisons 

to be made with the intended plan outcomes.  

The application of the methodology in this thesis can be a useful tool for planning 

professionals, local government, central government agencies, and market actors as it can aid 

in identifying plans’ strengths and weaknesses plans, and this method conforms to the data 

available. It can be used to identify and measure plan quality characteristics and provide 

stakeholders with more effective, streamlined and logically developed urban development 

plans. This can be useful for local authorities to foresee the effects of their plans, detect 

potential disconnections between plan tools and expected outcomes, and to devise appropriate 

interventions to support the realisation of intended outcomes. The research method has the 

potential to be applied to other contexts with similar strategic goals for residential 

intensification.  

8.8. Summary  

From the above analysis, it is clear that the AUP does not sufficiently achieve its intended 

intensification outcomes (objectives and policies), and the key assumptions of the rational-
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comprehensive model were not fully achieved. The key findings, implications and 

recommendations of this chapter are summarised below: 

• The RPS of the AUP (both versions) has not paid sufficient regard to the AP 2012. The 

DV diverges from the AP 2012 in terms of intensification outcomes, and it further 

diverged from the AP 2012 in the DV  

• The RPS objectives and policies were not entirely given effect by the District and Zone-

specific objectives and policies. However, the degree of alignment was improved in the 

DV 

• The AUP (both versions) has not entirely followed the rational-comprehensive model 

and the plan-making framework used in New Zealand. There are disconnections 

between plan methods and intended plan outcomes enabling intensification, which have 

enabled higher density developments for only half of the selected sites. There were 

disconnections between plan objectives and policies, and between the plan policies with 

plan methods. 

• The expected plan outcomes to enable an increasing number of dwelling units compared 

with the legacy plans were only partially successful for the selected case studies, for the 

NV. The DV enhanced the plan performance in achieving the intended intensification 

outcomes 

• The AUP’s plan methods do not sufficiently adhere to the principles that support 

intensification. Some of the plan standards even worked against intensification  

• The market actors may not value the policy framework and understand the anticipated 

plan outcomes 

• Market sector actors and planning professionals lacked a unified perspective on the 

AUP’s outcome-focused approach and plan methods 

• The respondents were overall positive about the plan’s efficacy in promoting 

intensification in both versions. For the NV, it was primarily because it was more 

streamlined and easier to follow than the legacy plans. However, they held diverging 

views on the plan’s approach and methods for realising higher density developments  

• The outcome-focused approach in the DV has been controversial in terms of fulfilling 

the purpose to provide flexibility and shortening the timeframe for higher density 

developments 
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• It was frequently commented by respondents that the NV might not enable greater 

capacity than the LDPs; while the DV was perceived as enabling more capacity for 

intensification than the LDPs did 

• The research findings indicate that the AUP plan system is a hybrid system with both 

conformance-based and performance-based approaches 

• Based on previous research on plan outcome evaluations, this research put forward an 

outcome-focused plan framework, aimed at initiating the plan from the outcomes (with 

stakeholder and community participation), and setting up a framework for reviewing 

and monitoring the plan efficacy against the outcomes  

• The research has outlined some key strategies for improving the AUP (Operative in 

part) to facilitate the plan’s intended outcomes and market response to the 

implementation of intensification 
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Chapter 9. Conclusion  

This chapter synthesises the research findings and offers recommendations for urban planning 

practices to enhance plan making and quality for urban growth strategies. The implications of 

this research in terms of its contribution to planning theory and education are presented. Future 

research opportunities and challenges are also identified and concluding remarks about the 

study are made.   

9.1. Synthesis of Research Findings  

9.1.1 Research Question One: How Well Does the Land Use Plan Align with the 

Intensification Visions of the Spatial Plan and Achieve Internal Alignment? 

It has been noted that the land use plan (the Auckland Unitary Plan, the AUP, the statutory plan 

setting out regulations and rules for the next ten years did not fully have regard to the Spatial 

plan (the Auckland Plan 2012, setting out strategic visions for the next three decades) visions 

for intensification. The Regional Policy Statement (the RPS) of both the NV and DV of the 

AUP have only partly translated the strategic visions of the AP 2012. The articulated plan 

outcome statements of the DV are, surprisingly, even further divergent from the AP 2012’s 

strategic visions than the NV. This brings into question the roles and functions of the spatial 

plan (strategic plan) in directing land use regulations for long-term developments, with the 

result that it is not sufficiently connected to or reflected by the statutory plan. The findings 

further have shed light on the influence of the regional policy statements on local policies. The 

regional objectives and policies are unlikely to have eventuated from the land use plan, and 

have not clearly influenced the zone objectives and policies and subsequent land use rules. The 

AUP is unlikely to fully conform to the rational comprehensive plan-making model and the 

assumptions of the plan-making system in New Zealand.  

9.1.2 Research Question Two: How Well Do the Methods of the Land Use Plan Achieve 

the Expected Intensification Outcomes? 

The findings of this research indicate that the land use plan (particularly the NV) only partially 

achieves its intended plan outcomes for intensification. The land use plan methods may not 

enable the plan to achieve its intended outcomes for intensification, meaning that plan-making 

and plan quality may not achieve its goals. This situation may indicate disconnections between 

plan methods and plan outcomes, and between planning theory and practice when providing 
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plan methods to give effect to articulated outcomes. The rational-comprehensive theory and 

cascaded plan framework are not adequately being followed in planning practice. Taken with 

the evidence that in some cases the plan methods counteract intensification rather than 

promoting it, this further brings into question whether the local authority really supports 

intensification and is appropriately planning for it. The plan making of the AUP may not 

involve a full reflection on what the superseded plan achieved; indeed, the NV enabled less 

intensification capacity than the LDPs for half of the selected case studies. The submission 

process and the public hearing may have potentially assisted in the improvement of the DV to 

enable larger dwelling numbers than the LDPs and the NV, but with a lessened degree of 

external alignment to the strategic visions.  

9.1.3 Research Question Three: How Well Does the Land Use Plan Deliver the Stated 

Policy Outcomes to Facilitate Intensification from the Perspectives and Experience 

of Developers and Planning Professionals? 

The effectiveness, feasibility and obstacles of the AUP as perceived by the market actors and 

planning professionals in facilitating residential intensification were discussed. The results of 

the interviews show that some developer interviewees do not understand the policy framework 

and may not have even looked at the plan’s objectives and policies, which potentially hinders 

the implementation of the policy outcome-based assessment deployed in the DV. Even those 

who understand the policy framework had varied perceptions of what the plan intended to 

achieve or considered the NV inexplicit or vague in specifying the expected developments. 

Planning practitioners may not understand the relationship between the plan methods and 

intended plan outcomes, partly due to the existing disconnections between them. Furthermore, 

a number of developers and planning professionals viewed it as a frontloaded and challenging 

task to assess whether the expected outcomes were realised. Even though the respondents 

largely agreed that the outcome-based approach could potentially provide more flexibility than 

a rule-based assessment, there were concerns about whether the plan approach and framework 

will favour or threaten their interests, and whether it will enable them to implement their 

projects. 

These insufficiencies highlight the need for planning practice to: ensure strong leadership and 

sufficient resources allocated; ensure plan outcomes defined by stakeholders as a matter of 

good practice to drive delivery; carry out evaluation and monitoring against the intended plan 

outcomes throughout the planning process; assure the plan follows the planning framework; 
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enhance implementation, monitoring and outcome evaluation provisions; monitor the plan at a 

more granular level; and integrate plan-making streams. The findings indicate that the land use 

plan may not follow the conformance-based, cascaded approach and the line of logic to plan 

making required under the rational comprehensive plan-making model.  

9.2. Contributions of the Research  

This research has contributed to plan making, implementation and evaluation through 

combining analysis from two angles – plan evaluation and market response, in relation to the 

delivery of residential intensification strategies promoted in many new world cities. This is 

crucial if cities such as Auckland are to advance their urban growth management strategies, 

achieve their desired plan outcomes, and deliver higher density housing developments in real-

world practices.  

Despite the apparent benefits of plan evaluation to facilitate more effective implementation and 

better communicate the intentions of decision-makers, and a limited number of researchers 

have addressed the significance of making plans that are achieving plan outcomes (for example, 

Laurian et al., 2010; Oliveira & Pinho, 2010), it has been challenging for planning professions 

to embrace and apply evaluation methods in day-to-day planning practices (Brody et al., 2006; 

Guyadeen & Seasons, 2016). The findings of this research reinstate the importance of 

establishing and implementing frameworks that support planners to continually assess their 

plans (Guyadeen & Seasons, 2016), particularly for on-going plan review and monitoring and 

for foreseeing future achievement of intended outcomes.  

A comprehensive, empirically-based understanding of plan evaluation, plan implementation 

and plan intended outcomes is essential to provide local authorities and other key stakeholders 

with the framework and tools that might aid a comprehensive review and monitoring of plan 

quality and capacity to achieve its stated plan outcomes, thus ensuring intensification is 

addressed within the plan’s elements. This research represents an assessment of plan efficacy 

in urban sprawl cities such as Auckland and can help inform future studies, as well as 

contributing to further comparisons and meta-analysis. The findings reveal that the newly 

developed land use plan (particularly the NV), in part, may counteract the plan’s goals and 

assumptions that (1) the land use plan has regard to the strategic visions of the spatial plan; (2) 

the land use plan adheres to its stated plan purpose; and (3) market actors understand the plan 

outcomes, plan framework, and plan objectives and policies for policy outcome-based 
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development assessment. Through exploring whether planning practice in this case has 

followed the rational comprehensive model of planning theory and its underlying assumptions, 

this thesis has also demonstrated the disconnections between planning theory and planning 

practice.  

This research also contributes to New Zealand research regarding plan evaluation. The majority 

of the existing plan evaluation research focuses on the United States and Canadian contexts. 

The small number of studies in the New Zealand context has generally addressed the ex-post-

facto evaluation, testing to see how well local plans achieved the anticipated outcomes after 

plan implementation. Earlier studies have examined plan making and plan quality (Beattie, 

2010; Ericksen et al., 2004; Haarhoff et al., 2012); plan outcomes (Laurian et al., 2010); and 

the degree and influencing factors of plan implementation from both the conformance and 

performance perspectives (Berke et al., 2006; Laurian et al., 2004 a, b). For example, Laurian 

et al. (2010) have demonstrated that the District Plans in New Zealand have not achieved their 

stated outcomes in terms of “stormwater management, built-heritage protection, and landscape 

and ecological protection” (p. 754). Beattie (2013) commented from an ex-post evaluation that 

the selected approved developments have predominantly not been implemented in accordance 

with the intended policy outcomes for landscape and ecological protection.  

However, many plans had been adopted without effective evaluations to measure progress 

towards achieving the stated goals either in New Zealand or other countries (for example, see 

Brody & Highfield, 2005). Unlike earlier studies, this research provided an examination of a 

plan’s capacity to achieve its intended outcomes for intensification for the ongoing phase of 

plan through a modelling method. The multifaceted, integrative research method designed in 

this study can be applied, particularly at the on-going and ex-post phases of planning for plan 

implementation and review, and for foreseeing future achievement of intended outcomes. The 

mixed research framework, and the modelling simulation and comparative analysis developed 

in this research can be a useful analytic tool to enable researchers and planning professionals 

to evaluate the overall quality of plans, identify specific weaknesses that could undermine plan 

effectiveness, and devise appropriate interventions to support the realisation of desired plan 

goals (Berke & Godschalk, 2009; Berke, Smith, & Lyles, 2012).  

Another issue cited by the interview respondents has been staff capacity in development 

assessment in regard to plan objectives and policies, plan evaluation, and potential differences 

in interpretation. For example, planners often lacked a full understanding of the importance of 
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plan evaluation and monitoring. Staff capacity to formulate strong and explicit plans plays a 

substantial role in guiding developers’ activities. It further highlights the need for better 

training for planners on plan-making models, the assumptions of the plan-making theory and 

model, and plan quality principles and plan evaluation. Training on plan capacity and outcome 

evaluation and monitoring should be offered to planners by professional institutes such as the 

New Zealand Planning Institute, and as a mandatory course for planning students at 

universities. The planning profession should continually build the capacity to evaluate their 

efforts.  

9.3. Prospects and Future Research  

A number of future research possibilities have emerged from this study, and this section is 

focussed on describing some of the more important ones. 

First, given the need to limit the research to a manageable level, the ideas outlined in this thesis 

describe some, but not all of the elements needed to support implementation, the financial 

sector was not included in this discussion, for example. Rather, this research focuses on plan 

efficacy to facilitate market responses to intensification in reality. The AUP should also align 

with the Local Government Act (2002) and the National Policy Statements, which are out of 

the scope of this study as described in chapter one. It would be worthwhile for future research 

to explore whether or not the AUP gives effect to the National Policy Statements that are in 

operation, and test whether plan alignment and internal policy alignment are, or are not, 

demonstrated by text references in the relevant planning documents. Additionally, it is 

acknowledged in this research that other factors can influence the actualisation of outcomes 

expected, for example, fragmented land ownership, difficulties in redevelopment, and 

misaligned infrastructure provision. Further research can add to this analysis in identifying 

other ways in which communities and local government can address these issues. However, 

this research focuses on land use planning and their effects on facilitating and providing for 

intended intensification outcomes.  

Second, future research could be developed to discover how the roles of other stakeholders and 

actors have influenced outcomes, including, but not limited to, the activities of elected 

representatives, and whether these studies reflect the real picture of stakeholder’s responses 

and actions in practice. The perspectives and experience of market actors and professional 

planners (developers, planning consultants, processing officers, and policy planners) on the 



 

221 

AUP’s capacity to provide intensification were gathered, but this research did not involve all 

stakeholders in the plan making and implementation processes. The other influential industries, 

for example, the financial sector and construction industry were not covered in this research. It 

would also be worthwhile for future research to explore a broader range of stakeholders’ 

perceptions and experience of housing intensification practice to provide a comparison.  

Moreover, given the timeframe needed for plan making and implementation, and the limited 

number of case studies that were built on the ground when the data collection and analysis were 

completed, the outcomes gained on the ground were not discussed in this research. This is also 

not possible for all the chosen sites. For example, one of the sites had obtained development 

permits, but it was then sold to another developer, and the proposed developments had not been 

carried out by the time the thesis was written. Through the integrative and mixed-method 

approach, this research examines whether the AUP provides the statutory tools necessary to 

enforce the intended policy outcomes that are associated with medium to higher density 

housing. Future research possibilities, in relation to this, could be extended to, and compared 

to empirical analysis from other cities in New Zealand (and adaptable in other countries) to 

investigate whether the practice-theory gap revealed in this study is a unique case or an 

exemplar of an issue within the plan making and implementation process in New Zealand 

generally. 

9.4. Concluding Remarks  

This study assesses the disconnections and challenges between planning practice and theory 

and between plan-making intentions and implementation revealed in the AUP to achieve its 

intended plan outcomes for intensification. This research has responded to the intensification 

debate by investigating whether the statutory land use plan has fully given effect to its desired 

policy outcome. Data was gathered through selected case studies, model simulation, qualitative 

interviews, and comparisons between the LDPs and the two versions of the AUP. The research 

concludes that overall the AUP has not been sufficiently aligned with the strategic visions of 

the spatial plan (the AP 2012), it has not fully given effect to its desired policy outcomes for 

intensification and adhered to the principles of intensification, and the perspectives of 

developers and planning professionals on the AUP plan framework, approach and method for 

facilitating the delivery of residential intensification are mixed.  
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The findings from the case studies and analysis chapters reinforced several strong common 

themes. Firstly, on-going and ex-post phase evaluation of the plan’s capacity to achieve the 

intended outcomes is an important component in planning yet remains underutilised. The 

statutory land use plan in Auckland seems to lack the key plan tools and plan alignment needed 

to achieve the intensification outcomes anticipated. Several disconnections seem to have 

appeared in the planning system in New Zealand: the disconnection between strategic visions 

and the statutory plan objectives and policies; the disconnection between rational-

comprehensive planning model, assumptions and planning practice; and the disconnection 

between plan capacity and the desired plan outcomes to enable intensification. Furthermore, 

the findings have revealed that there is a misalignment between the market actors’ and the 

planners’ perceptions of the plan’s quality, policy framework and the policy outcome-based 

approach for facilitating and achieving the plan’s intended outcomes.  
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Appendix 1 Participant Data 

 
 

Code Experience 

(Years) 

Gender Organisation28 Position Expertise 

01 30 Male Private  Director Development 

02 15 Male Private Managing director Development 

03 4 Female Private Intermediate Planner Planning Consultant 

04 10 Male Private Senior Planner Planning Consultant 

05 20 Male Private Director Planning Consultant 

06 15 Male Private Principal planner Planning Consultant 

07 40 Male Private Director Planning Consultant 

08 15 Male Private General Manager Development 

09 19 Male Private Director Development 

10 3 Male Private Director Development 

11 26 Male Private Development Director Development 

12 20 Male Private Director Development 

13 6 Male Auckland Council Senior Planner Resource Consent  

  14 14 Male Government Manager  Housing, plan development 

15 11 Male Private Senior Planner Planning Consultant 

16 15 Female Auckland Council Team leader planner Resource Consent 

17 10 Female Auckland Council Senior Planner Resource Consent 

18 20 Male Auckland Council  Senior Advisor  Resource Consent 

19 7 Female Senior Planner 

20 8 Female Auckland Council  Principal Planner Policy/plan development 

21 11 Female Manager 

22 12 Female Auckland Council Senior Planner Resource Consent 

23 10 Female Private General Manager Development  

                                                
28  Some interviewees changed their working organisation or work for other roles now. The data recorded here were the 
information when the consent permit was applied or granted.   
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Appendix 2 Interview Questions 

 

Developers / Consultants 
 

1. How long have you been involved in the development industry? 

2. What type of housing development/applications are you normally involved with? 

3. Were you involved in the development of the Unitary Plan? 

4. a. Could you outline what you thought the Unitary Plan (Plan) was seeking to achieve 

for your (client) site in land use / urban planning policy terms, that is, what were, in 

your view the Unitary Plan’s objectives and policies relevant to your site seeking to 

achieve? 

b. How has the DV achieved the plan objectives and policies relevant to your site? 

5. Was this policy (objectives and policies) framework clear, and did you understand 

what the plan was seeking to achieve? 

6. Did the policy framework influence your design? 

7. Did you understand the plan’s methods (for example, rules and activity status)? 

8. Did the plan’s methods influence your design? 

9. Did the plan’s methods in your view achieve the plan’s desired policy (objective and 

policies) outcomes? 

10. What factors prevented you from achieving the plan’s desired policy outcomes? 

11. Do you think the plan is sufficient to expand the provision of higher density housing 

typologies? 

12. Overall did the plan assist you in achieving higher density typologies? 

13. Did the plan’s policy framework and methods enable you to have a financially feasible 

project? 

14. In your view, how could the plan be improved to assist the delivery of medium- to 

high-density housing? 

15. Is there anything else you would like to add?
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Council Officers 
 

1. a. In your view what is the Unitary Plan seeking to achieve for the Terrance Housing 

and Apartment Buildings (THAB), Mixed Housing, Town Centre and Mixed Use 

Zoning are seeking to achieve for higher density housing typologies? 

b. How well does the decision version deliver the higher density housing 

typologies the plan sought to achieve?  

2. What do you think the policy frameworks (objective and policies) are seeking to 

achieve? 

3. Do you think the plan’s methods achieve the plan’s desired policy (objective and 

policies) outcomes for each of these zones? If not, why not? 

4. Were you involved in the development of the plan? 

5. Looking at the case studies result, what factors, in your view, influenced the results? 

6. Was this plan or other factors, if so, what were these factors? 

7. What are the key rules and methods that will improve the effectiveness of the AUP 

to deliver residential intensification? 

8. In you view, how could the plan be improved to assist the delivery of medium- to 

high-density housing? 

9. Is there anything else you would like to add? 
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Council policy planners 
 

1. What is your understanding of the Auckland Plan’s strategic goals for urban 

consolidation and enabling higher residential typology options?  

2. In your view, does the AUP align with these goals? 

3. In so, how and if not, why not? 

4. How effective do you think the objectives and policies are for achieving urban 

intensification? 

5. Did the Independent Hearing Panel improve the quality of the AUP in this regard? 

6. Do the chosen methods used within the AUP enable these policy outcomes to be 

achieved through the development process? 

7. If not, why not? 

8. When developing the AUP’s objectives, policies and methods was the commercial 

viability of these methods, a real consideration through the plan-making process?   

9. Do you think the market will respond to the development options provided by the 

AUP? 

10. What are the barriers to effective implementation of the AUP in practice?  
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Appendix 3 Alignment between the NV RPS and the AP 2012 strategic directions and priorities 

RPS in the notified version (Auckland 
Council, 2013) 

 Strategic directions and Priorities of 
the Auckland Plan 2012 (AC, 2012) 

Analysis 

we must manage our growth in a way that 
enhances quality of life for individuals and 
communities 

 Centres-Strategic direction 10: Create a 
stunning city centre, with well-
connected quality towns, villages and 
neighbourhoods. 

0, not included in the associated RPS issues 
identified   

we must manage our growth in a way that 
optimizes the efficient use of our existing urban 
area 
we must manage our growth in a way that 
optimise the efficient use of existing and new 
infrastructure, particularly significant 
infrastructure  

Compact-Priority 1: Realise quality, 
compact urban environments  

2, The RPS clearly illustrates that we must 
manage our growth in a way that optimises the 
efficient use of our existing urban area 

We must manage our growth in a way that 
maintains and enhances the quality of our 
environment, both natural and built 

 Design-Priority 2: Demand good 
design in all development 

2, RPS in the notified version set out the need to 
consider the urban design. 

Our sense of place 
Meeting Auckland’s needs means we need 
more choices and options around how and 
where we live. 
We need to consider urban form and design, 
and sustainability outcomes to maximise 
economic opportunity and well-being, social 
well-being, cultural diversity and 
environmental health. These disciplines are 
critical in ensuring developments provide: 
• high quality urban living experiences with 

sufficient amenities  
• a range of housing to accommodate a 

diverse population 
• mixed use, vibrant and coherent high 

density centres  
• increased travel choices and a reduction in 

reliance on private vehicles. 

 Centres-Priority 3: Create enduring 
neighbourhoods, centres and business 
areas.  

1, partly mentioned.  

Housing-Strategic direction 11: House 
all Aucklanders in secure, healthy 
homes they can afford.  

1, partly mentioned.   

Housing-Priority 1: Increase housing 
supply to meet demand 
 

0, not included in the associated RPS issues 
identified   

Housing-Priority 2: Increase housing 
choice to meet diverse preferences and 
needs 

2, clearly connected  

Housing-Priority 3: Improve the quality 
of existing and new housing. 

2, the 1.1.1 (iv) emphasis the item of the AP to 
enhance housing quality are closely aligned by 
stating ‘must maintain and enhance quality of 
built environment’. 

Social well-being  
As the city grows and intensifies, additional 
quality public open spaces and recreation 
facilities will be required. 
Auckland’s continuing growth will necessitate 
a high quality network of accessible social and 
community infrastructure that meets 
Aucklanders’ needs both locally, sub-
regionally and regionally. 

 Housing-Priority 4: Improve housing 
affordability and the supply of 
affordable housing. 

1, the 1.1.3 (iv) to provide a range of housing to 
accommodate a diverse population is relevant 

Infrastructure-Strategic direction 12: 
Create Plan, deliver and maintain 
quality infrastructure to make Auckland 
liveable and resilient. 

2, clearly aligned 

Infrastructure-Priority 1: Protect, 
enable, align, integrate and provide 
social and community infrastructure for 
present and future generations. 

2, clearly aligned 

Supply of land in appropriate locations 
Development must optimise the investment of 
infrastructure and utilities, and not cause the need 
for ineffective or less cost effective forms of 
development. 
It needs substantial investment to meet increasing 
demand caused by growth and higher 
environmental standards, particularly in relation 
to water quality. 
Development must optimise the benefits of 
transport integrated with land use, while 
providing high quality urban living, lifestyle 
choices, a healthy environment and protection of 
Mana Whenua interests.  
A compact well-designed urban form is the 
primary approach to achieving this balance. 

Infrastructure/facility-Priority 2: 
Optimise, integrate and align network 
utility provisions and planning. 

1, generally mentioned 

Transport-Strategic direction 13: 
Create better connections and 
accessibility within Auckland, across 
New Zealand and to the world. 

1, generally mentioned 

Transport-Priority 2: Integrate transport 
planning and investment with land use 
development. 

2, this RPS for ‘supply of land in appropriate 
locations’ is clearly aligned with this AP 
priority. 
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Appendix 4 Alignment between the NV RPS objectives and the AP 2012 targets  
Section RPS objectives in the notified version (Auckland Council, 2013)  The Auckland Plan 2012 Targets (Auckland Council, 2012) Analysis 
2.1 Providing for 
growth in a 
quality compact 
urban form 
 

1. A quality compact urban form with a clear defensible limit (Rural Urban Boundary 
- RUB) to the urban expansion of the metropolitan area, satellite towns, rural and 
coastal towns and serviced villages.  
2. Urban growth is primarily focused within the metropolitan area 2010. 
3. Land within and adjacent to centres, frequent public transport routes and 
facilities is the primary focus for residential intensification with a lesser degree of 
intensification in surrounding neighbourhoods. 
4. The focus for urban growth outside of the metropolitan area 2010, is greenfield 
land within the RUB that is contiguous with the urban area and the satellite towns 
of Pukekohe and Warkworth. 

 Dwellings- Supply 100,000 new dwellings in the period 2012-
2022, 170,000 new dwellings in the period 2022-2032 and 130,000 
new dwellings in the period 2032-2042  

2, clearly connected and detailed 

 Centres-Increase the resident population in the city centre from 
23,000 in 2006 to 57,000 in 2040 

1, generally mentioned  

 Dwellings- Increase residential dwelling construction consents 
from 3,800 in 2011 to at least 10,000 on average per annum from 
2020 

0, not included in the associated 
RPS objectives identified 

 Transport-Increase the proportion of people living within walking 
distance of frequent public transport stops from 14% (2011) to 32% 
by 2040 

0, not included in the associated 
RPS objectives identified 

2.2 A quality built 
environment 
 

1. A quality built environment where development, including subdivision, across the 
site, street, block, neighbourhood and city scales:  
b. provides for a rich mix of choice and opportunity for our communities and can 
adapt to changing needs (diversity)  
c. considers and reinforces use, activity centres, energy systems and movement 
networks which are well connected and provide convenient and equal access for all 
(integration)  
d. supports and optimises the full potential of a site’s intrinsic qualities, including its 
shape, landform, outlook and relationship to its surroundings (efficiency).  

  

2.3 Development 
capacity and 
supply of land for 
urban 
development 
 

1. Sufficient development capacity and land supply to accommodate projected 
population and business growth.  
2. Up to 70 per cent of total new dwellings by 2040 occurs within the metropolitan 
area 2010.  
3. Up to 40 per cent of total new dwellings by 2040 occurs outside of the metropolitan 
area 2010.  
4. The development of land zoned future urban within the RUB occurs in an orderly, 
timely and planned manner.  
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Appendix 5 Alignment between the NV RPS policies and the AP 2012 directives  
section  RPS policies in the notified version (Auckland Council, 2013)  The Auckland Plan 2012 Directives (Auckland Council, 

2012) 
Analysis 

2.1 Providing 
for growth in a 
quality compact 
urban form 
 

1. Concentrate urban activities within, the metropolitan area 2010, the RUB, the satellite towns, rural and 
coastal towns and serviced villages.  
2. Enable higher residential densities and the efficient use of land in neighbourhoods:  

a. within and around centres and within moderate walking distances from the city, metropolitan, town 
and local centres  

b. in areas close to the frequent public transport routes and facilities  
c. in close proximity to existing or proposed large open spaces, community facilities, education and 

healthcare facilities  
d. adequately serviced by existing physical infrastructure or where infrastructure can be efficiently 

upgraded.  
3. Provide for and encourage residential intensification within centres while ensuring that:  

a. there is a broad mix of activities within centres  
b. residential activities do not compromise the ability for mixed use developments, or commercial 

activities to locate in centres  
c. development uses land efficiently. 

 RUB-Directive 10.1 Adopt a Rural Urban Boundary in 
Auckland’s Unitary Plan that provides for land capacity over the 
next 30 years for 280,000 new dwellings within the 2010 
metropolitan urban limit baseline, 10,000 new dwellings in new 
greenfields land, satellite towns and other rural and coastal towns, 
and at least 1,00 hectares of new greenfields business land. 

1, There are relevant objectives and policies in the 
notified version for RUB, but new dwellings in 
greenfield development is not detailed or explained 
specifically. 

Development capacity-Directive 10.2 Plan for a seven-year 
average of unconstrained development capacity (zoned and 
serviced with bulk infrastructure) at any point in time with a 
minimum of five years’ and a maximum of 10 years’ capacity. 

2 clearly connected and detailed 

2.2 A quality 
built 
environment 
 

1. Require development to be designed to integrate all elements of a place, buildings or space into a 
coherently designed solution.  
2. Design development to respond positively to the site, its context and the planned future character of the 
place, and to reinforce the role of the public realm as the primary place for public interaction.  
4. Encourage development which is designed for change of use through time.  
6. Encourage development to be designed to have equal access for people of all ages and abilities. 
7. Require a high standard of design in areas of residential and business intensification.  
8. Enable the development of a range of built forms within neighbourhoods to support maximum choice 
and recognise different lifestyles.  
9. Design streets and block patterns that maximise connectivity, provide for a range of travel options and 
have a high standard of amenity and safety for pedestrians and cyclists to promote walking and cycling.  
10. Balance the place and movement functions of streets while emphasising their role as places for people 
over movement of vehicles in centres and areas of residential intensification.  
11. Require large scale development, and encourage all other development, to minimise its 
environmental impact through best practice sustainable design which incorporates energy efficiency, 
renewable energy generation, waste minimisation and water sensitive design. 

 Intensification-Directive 10.3 Focus urban intensification in 
areas that have:  

1, close proximity and good walking access to 
community facilities, open space, high-frequency 
public transport, centres and business areas is 
mentioned, but not detailed.  
 

a. permeable street and block networks that easily connect 
residents to amenities, or can be adapted to do so  
b. infrastructure in place or which can be provided in a timely 
and efficient manner  
c. close proximity and good walking access to community 
facilities, open space, high-frequency public transport, centres 
and business areas. 
Greenfield-Directive 10.4 Locate and develop greenfield areas as 
sustainable liveable neighbourhoods in a way that:  
• demonstrates the most efficient use of land 
 

1, There is the relevant policy in the RPS but no 
detailed or explained information for locating and 
developing greenfield areas. 

• provides opportunities for walking and cycling, and public 
transport, and a well-connected street network  

• provides a broad range of housing choice to cater for the 
diversity of housing needs in Auckland 

2.3 
Development 
capacity and 
supply of land 
for urban 
development 
 

1. Maintain sufficient unconstrained residential and business land within the RUB to accommodate an 
average of seven years land supply at any one time.  
3. Avoid urban development within:  

a. areas with significant environmental, heritage, natural character or landscape values  
b. scheduled sites and places of significance to Mana Whenua  
c. areas of significant mineral resources  
d. elite land  
e. close proximity to existing or planned significant infrastructure, particularly where residential 
activities would cause reverse sensitive effects  
f. greenfield land or future urban land affected by coastal inundation and projected sea level rise  
g. areas prone to natural hazards.  

4. Stage the structure planning and rezoning of future urban zoned land and the provision of infrastructure 
within the RUB, in accordance with the following principles:  

a. land should be rezoned following the approval of a structure plan prepared by either the council, the 
private sector, or public private sector partnership  
b. rezoning and infrastructure provision should be done in a logical sequence, and out of sequence 
infrastructure provision should be specifically avoided  
c. new urban growth within the RUB should be immediately adjacent to existing urban land unless the 
separation is necessary  
d. there is sufficient development capacity and land supply for both business and housing in each sector  
e. the quantity of land being released at any one time will have regard to the scale and economies of 
servicing and developing the land  
f. the urban form and range of housing choices desired for the area are met.  

5. Require comprehensive planned development of greenfield land zoned for business and residential 
uses, through a structure plan process to ensure development is aligned with the provision of significant 
infrastructure and achieves a well-planned quality community.  
6. Require provision or upgrading of significant infrastructure to be coordinated with the structure and 
sequencing of growth and development, prior to the approval of an activity and/or development. 
7. Enable growth in new urban zones while protecting existing significant infrastructure from reverse 
sensitivity effects. 

 Parking-Directive 10.6 Parking standards and innovative 
parking mechanisms should take account the need to facilitate 
intensive and mixed-use developments within strategic locations, 
and encourage use of public transportation. 

0, not specifically addressed 

Centres-Directive 10.8 Strengthen Auckland’s network of 
metropolitan, town, local and neighbourhood centres so they are 
well-connected and meet community needs for jobs, housing, and 
goods and services, at a variety of scales. Auckland’s network of 
centres will: 
• accommodate an increase in the density and diversity of housing 

in and around centres;  
• develop sufficient scale, intensity and land-use mix to support 

high-frequency public transport;  
• maximise access by walking, cycling and public transport and 

support a reduction of car trips;  
• be attractive, mixed-use environments with high-quality public 

spaces. 

1, partially included. Only briefly mentioned about 
how centres will accommodate an increase in the 
density and diversity of housing in and around 
centres; the other three directives are either not 
mentioned or briefly mentioned.  

Business areas-Directive 10.9 Develop and manage business 
areas to complement centres, without undermining their role and 
function in the centres’ network, and to provide for a diversity of 
opportunities for business and employment growth. 

1, mentioned generally without details on how to 
complement centres. 

Dwelling-Directive 11.3 Encourage a mix of dwelling types 
within neighbourhoods across Auckland, to reflect changing 
demographics, family structures and age groups. 

1, this is generally mentioned and suggested by the 
RPS policies.  

Housing-Directive 11.4 Encourage and incentivise retrofitting of 
existing housing stock, and require new housing to be sited and 
designed to meet best practice urban design and sustainable 
housing principles. 

1, mentioned generally 

Infrastructure-Directive 12.2 Integrate planning of network 
utility infrastructure to provide for population growth 

2, clearly connected and detailed 

   Infrastructure-Directive 12.5 Protect and enable critical social 
infrastructure services to match the needs of Auckland’s current 
and future populations 

1, generally mentioned 
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Appendix 6 Alignment between the NV District and Zone objectives and the RPS objectives  

Section NV – Regional and District objectives (Auckland Council, 2013)  RPS Objectives of the NV (Auckland Council, 
2013) 

Analysis 

Auckland-wide:  Infrastructure: Safe, efficient and secure development, operation and upgrading of infrastructure is enabled, to service the needs of existing and planned 
use and development 
Transport: 1. Land use and all modes of transport are integrated in a manner that enables the adverse effects of traffic generation on the transport network 
to be managed. 2. An integrated public transport, walking and cycling network is provided for. 3. The number, location and type (short-term or long-term, 
public or private) of parking and loading spaces, including cycle parking and associated end-of-trip facilities, support: a. intensification in the following 
locations: i. the City, Metropolitan, Town and Local Centres zones ii. the City Centre Fringe overlay iii. the Terrace Housing and Apartment Buildings 
zone iv. the Mixed Use zone.b. the effective, efficient and safe operation of the transport network c. the use of more sustainable transport options including 
public transport, cycling and walking e. the efficient use of land. 
Subdivision: 1. Land is subdivided efficiently to reflect the intended outcomes of the zone.  
2. Land is subdivided in a manner that provides for the long-term needs of the community and minimises the potential impacts of future development on 
the environment.  
3. Infrastructure supporting new development is planned in an integrated manner and in place at the time of subdivision. 

 Compact/ Intensification -Providing for growth 
in a quality compact urban form 
1. A quality compact urban form with a clear 
defensible limit (Rural Urban Boundary - RUB) to 
the urban expansion of the metropolitan area, 
satellite towns, rural and coastal towns and serviced 
villages.  

1, no specifically 
identified objective about 
‘urban growth is focused 
within metropolitan area’. 

1.1 General Zone 
objectives-
residential zones  

1. Auckland’s residential areas are attractive environments with quality development that positively responds to and enhances the street, public open 
space and neighbourhood and contributes to safety and a positive sense of place.  
2. A diverse range of housing provides choice for households and communities to meet their varied needs and lifestyles. 

2. Urban growth is primarily focused within the 
metropolitan area 2010.  
 

1.5 Mixed Housing 
Suburban zone 

1. Housing choice within neighbourhoods is increased. 
2. Development is of a height, bulk, form and appearance that positively responds to the site and the neighbourhood's planned suburban residential 
character, engaging with and addressing the street.  
3. Development provides high-quality on-site amenity for residents and achieves a reasonable standard of amenity for adjoining sites.  
4. Development is adequately serviced by network infrastructure and is of a density that is appropriate for the physical attributes of the site and any 
infrastructure constraints 

3. Land within and adjacent to centres, frequent 
public transport routes and facilities is the primary 
focus for residential intensification with a lesser 
degree of intensification in surrounding 
neighbourhoods.  
 

1.6 Mixed Housing 
Urban zone  
 

1. Land surrounding high density residential areas and close to the rapid and frequent service network is efficiently used to provide urban living that 
increases Auckland’s housing supply and choice and access to public transport. 2.Development is of a height, bulk, form and appearance that positively 
responds to the site and the neighbourhood's planned urban residential character, engaging with and addressing the street. 3.Development provides high-
quality on-site amenity for residents and achieves a reasonable standard of amenity for adjoining sites. 4.Development is adequately serviced by network 
infrastructure and is of a density that is appropriate for the physical attributes of the site and any infrastructure constraints.  

4. The focus for urban growth outside of the 
metropolitan area 2010, is greenfield land within 
the RUB that is contiguous with the urban area and 
the satellite towns of Pukekohe and Warkworth. 

1.7 Terrace Housing 
and Apartment 
Buildings zone  
 

1. Land surrounding centres and the rapid and frequent service network is efficiently used to provide urban living that increases Auckland’s housing supply 
and access to centres and public transport. 2.Development is of a height, bulk, form and appearance that positively responds to the site and neighbourhood's 
planned urban residential character, engaging with and addressing the street. 3.Development provides high-quality on-site amenity for residents and 
achieves a reasonable standard of amenity for adjoining sites. 4.Development is of a density that is appropriate for the physical attributes of the site, any 
infrastructure constraints and the planned urban residential character of the neighbourhood. 5.Non-residential activities provide convenience and choice 
for the neighbourhood while ensuring the urban residential character and amenity of the area is maintained. 

built environment -A quality built environment 
1. A quality built environment where development, 
including subdivision, across the site, street, block, 
neighbourhood and city scales:  

1, only briefly included 
the objectives to optimise 
the full potential of a 
site’s qualities, and 
reinforce movement 
networks 

b. provides for a rich mix of choice and opportunity 
for our communities and can adapt to changing 
needs (diversity) (3) 

3.3 Metropolitan 
Centre zone  
 

1. A network of metropolitan centres are developed, that are second only to the city centre in diversity, scale, form and function, and which are a sub-
regional focus for commercial, residential, community and civic activities. 2. Key retail streets are the focal point of pedestrian activity, with identified 
general commercial streets supporting this role.  

c. considers and reinforces use, activity centres, 
energy systems and movement networks which are 
well connected and provide convenient and equal 
access for all (integration) (1) 

3.4 Town Centre 
zone  
 

There is a range of possible building heights depending on the context. Provisions typically enable buildings of between four and eight storeys, although 
there may be special circumstances where other building heights are appropriate. Increased height within the centres will facilitate increased office and 
residential living opportunities at upper floors. 1.A network of town centres that are the focus of commercial, residential, community and civic activities 
for the surrounding area. 2.The scale and intensity of development in town centres is increased while ensuring development is in keeping with the centre’s 
planned future character. 3.Key retail streets are the focal point of pedestrian activity, with identified general commercial streets supporting this role.  

d. supports and optimises the full potential of a site’s 
intrinsic qualities, including its shape, landform, 
outlook and relationship to its surroundings 
(efficiency). (1) 

3.5 Local Centre 
zone  
 

1. A network of local centres that enable commercial activity which services local convenience needs and provides residential living opportunities.  
2.The scale and intensity of development within local centres respects the future planned character of the surrounding environment.  

Development capacity-Development capacity 
and supply of land for urban development 
1. Sufficient development capacity and land supply 
to accommodate projected population and business 
growth.  

0, not specifically 
addressed  

3.7 Mixed Use zone  
 

1. Moderate to high intensity residential and employment opportunities, in a limited number of areas in close proximity to, or which can support the City 
Centre, Metropolitan and Town Centre zones and the rapid and frequent services network. 2. Activities within the zone do not detract from the vitality 
and viability of the City Centre, Metropolitan and Town Centre zones. 3. A mix of compatible residential and non-residential activities is encouraged. 4. 
Key retail streets are the focal point of pedestrian activity, with identified general commercial streets supporting this role.  

2. Up to 70 per cent of total new dwellings by 2040 
occurs within the metropolitan area 2010. 

G1. Rural Urban 
Boundary 

The Rural Urban Boundary identifies land potentially suitable for urban development. The location of the Rural Urban Boundary is a district plan land 
use rule pursuant to section 9(3) of the Resource Management Act 1991. The planning maps show the Rural Urban Boundary line. The only method for 
relocating the Rural Urban Boundary is by way of a plan change pursuant to Schedule 1 of the Resource Management Act 1991. Any relocation of the 
Rural Urban Boundary must give effect to the objectives and policies of the regional policy statement which establish it. 

3. Up to 40 per cent of total new dwellings by 2040 
occurs outside of the metropolitan area 2010.  

  4. The development of land zoned future urban 
within the RUB occurs in an orderly, timely and 
planned manner. 
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Appendix 7 Alignment between the NV District and Zone policies and the RPS policies  
Section The NV - Regional and District Policies (Auckland Council, 2013)  RPS Policies (Auckland Council, 2013) Analysis 

Auckland-
wide 

Infrastructure: 2. Prevent reverse sensitivity effects from inappropriate subdivision, use and development which may compromise the operation and capacity of existing 
or approved significant infrastructure. 3. Provide for a range of infrastructure to operate throughout Auckland by recognizing the complexity of infrastructure services 
and that infrastructure is generally managed as a connected network. 6. Encourage new linear infrastructure to be located in roads and other identified corridors where 
practical. 
Transport: Limit the supply of on-site parking to support the planned growth and intensification, recognise the existing and future accessibility of these locations to the 
Rapid and Frequent Service Network, and support walking and cycling: a. the City, Metropolitan, Town and Local Centres zones; b. the City Centre Fringe overlay c. 
the Terrace Housing and Apartment Buildings zone; d. the Mixed Use zone. 
Subdivision: 6.Require subdivisions to provide servicing: a. in a coordinated and integrated manner b. so that the network can be expanded or extended to adjacent land 
where that land is zoned for urban development 11. Require subdivisions to: a. deliver sites that are an appropriate size and shape for development intended by the zone 
All urban subdivisions: 19. Avoid low-density subdivision in the THAB zone. Place based subdivision: Maintain the existing pattern and density of subdivision in 
identified locations to protect their low density character.  

 Compact -Providing for growth in a quality compact urban form 
1. Concentrate urban activities within, the metropolitan area 2010, the 
RUB, the satellite towns, rural and coastal towns and serviced villages. 
2. Enable higher residential densities and the efficient use of land in 
neighbourhoods: a. within and around centres and within moderate 
walking distances from the city, metropolitan, town and local centres b. 
in areas close to the frequent public transport routes and facilities c. in 
close proximity to existing or proposed large open spaces, community 
facilities, education and healthcare facilities d. adequately serviced by 
existing physical infrastructure or where infrastructure can be efficiently 
upgraded. 3. Provide for and encourage residential intensification within 
centres while ensuring that: a. there is a broad mix of activities within 
centres b. residential activities do not compromise the ability for mixed 
use developments, or commercial activities to locate in centres c. 
development uses land efficiently. 

1, There is no aligned 
or connected policy 
giving effect to the 
RPS policies aiming at 
concentrating urban 
activities within 
metropolitan area 
2010, the RUB.  

1.1 General 
policies for 
the residential 
zones  

1.Recognise that the density of Auckland’s residential areas will increase, to varying degrees, over time and apply controls to manage that change.  
2.Provide a range of residential zones that enable different housing densities, a variety of housing opportunities and different housing types that are appropriate for the 
existing and planned infrastructure, natural environment and the existing and planned residential character of the area.  
3.Require a percentage of medium to large scale residential development to provide equal physical access and use for people of all ages and abilities. 

1.5 Mixed 
Housing 
Suburban 
zone  
 

1.Enable a variety of detached and attached housing types.  
2.Manage the height, bulk, form and appearance of development and require sufficient setbacks and landscaped areas to maintain a suburban residential character of 
generally two storeys. 
3.Require development to be of a height and bulk that allows immediate neighbours to have a reasonable standard of sunlight access and privacy and to avoid 
excessive dominance effects. 
4.Enable attached housing on smaller sites where the development faces the street and integrates well into the neighbourhood.  
7. Limit the density and scale of development to take account of one or more of the following factors: a. achieving a balance between making the most efficient use of 
the site and providing high-quality on-site amenity b. the proportions or topography of the site or the width of its road frontage mean that it is not possible to maximise 
development without generating unreasonable adverse effects on the amenity of adjoining sites and the surrounding area 

Built environment-A quality built environment 
2. Design development to respond positively to the site, its context and 
the planned future character of the place, and to reinforce the role of the 
public realm as the primary place for public interaction. 6. Encourage 
development to be designed to have equal access for people of all ages 
and abilities.7. Require a high standard of design in areas of residential 
and business intensification. 8. Enable the development of a range of 
built forms within neighbourhoods to support maximum choice and 
recognise different lifestyles. 9. Design streets and block patterns that 
maximise connectivity, provide for a range of travel options and have a 
high standard of amenity and safety for pedestrians and cyclists to 
promote walking and cycling. 10. Balance the place and movement 
functions of streets while emphasising their role as places for people 
over movement of vehicles in centres and areas of residential 
intensification. 11. Require large scale development, and encourage all 
other development, to minimise its environmental impact through best 
practice sustainable design which incorporates energy efficiency, 
renewable energy generation, waste minimisation and water sensitive 
design. 

1, There is no 
corresponding policy 
to minimise its 
environmental impact 
through best practice 
sustainable design and 
to design streets and 
block patterns that 
maximise 
connectivity. 1.6 Mixed 

Housing 
Urban zone 
 

1.Enable a variety of detached and attached housing types at increased densities, including low-rise apartments. 
4.Enable attached housing on smaller sites where the development faces the street and integrates well into the neighbourhood.  
7.Limit the density and scale of development where this is necessary to take account of one or more of the following factors: a. achieving a balance between making 
the most efficient use of the site and providing high-quality on-site amenity b. the proportions or topography of the site or the width of its road frontage mean that it is 
not possible to maximise development without generating unreasonable adverse effects on the amenity of adjoining properties and the surrounding area; c. any 
infrastructure constraints. 

1.7 Terrace 
Housing and 
Apartment 
Buildings 
zone  
 

1. Enable housing types appropriate to higher levels of residential density, specifically terrace housing and apartments.  
2. Avoid low density residential development, while allowing the continued use of a site for one dwelling.  
3. Manage the height, bulk, form and appearance of development and require sufficient setbacks and landscaped areas consistent with an urban residential character of 
between four and six storeys in identified locations.   
4. Provide for building heights that reflect the scale of development in the adjoining business area and provide a transition in building scale to neighbouring lower 
density residential areas.  
10. Require development to make the most efficient use of the site as practicable, taking into account: a. the ability to provide high-quality on-site amenity b. the 
proportions or topography of the site or the width of its road frontage mean that it is not possible to maximise development without generating unreasonable adverse 
effects on the amenity of adjoining sites and the surrounding area c. any infrastructure constraints. 

3.3 
Metropolitan 
Centre zone  
 

4. Enable high intensity activities within metropolitan centres emphasising a wide range of commercial, leisure, tourist, cultural, community and civic services.  
5.Enable residential development above street level. 6. Promote the comprehensive development and redevelopment of sites and/or activities within metropolitan 
centres. 

Development capacity -Development capacity and supply of land for 
urban development 
1. Maintain sufficient unconstrained residential and business land within 
the RUB to accommodate an average of seven years land supply at any 
one time. 3. Avoid urban development within: a. areas with significant 
environmental, heritage, natural character or landscape values f. 
greenfield land or future urban land affected by coastal inundation and 
projected sea level rise g. areas prone to natural hazards. 4. Stage the 
structure planning and rezoning of future urban zoned land and the 
provision of infrastructure within the RUB, in accordance with the 
following principles: a. land should be rezoned following the approval 
of a structure plan prepared by either the council, the private sector, or 
public private sector partnership b. rezoning and infrastructure provision 
should be done in a logical sequence, and out of sequence infrastructure 
provision should be specifically avoided c. new urban growth within the 
RUB should be immediately adjacent to existing urban land unless the 
separation is necessary d. there is sufficient development capacity and 
land supply for both business and housing in each sector e. the quantity 
of land being released at any one time will have regard to the scale and 
economies of servicing and developing the land f. the urban form and 
range of housing choices desired for the area are met 5. Require 
comprehensive planned development of greenfield land zoned for 
business and residential uses, through a structure plan process to ensure 
development is aligned with the provision of significant infrastructure 
and achieves a well-planned quality community. 6. Require provision or 
upgrading of significant infrastructure to be coordinated with the 
structure and sequencing of growth and development, prior to the 
approval of an activity and/or development.7. Enable growth in new 
urban zones while protecting existing significant infrastructure from 
reverse sensitivity effects. 

1 There is no 
corresponding policy 
to accommodate an 
average of seven years 
land supply at any 
time; sufficient 
development capacity 
and land supply for 
both business and 
housing.  

3.4 Town 
Centre zone  
 

1.Provide a distribution of town centres, including the provision of new town centres, of different scales and locations, that: a. service the surrounding community’s 
needs for a range of moderate intensity uses, such as commercial, leisure, tourist, cultural, community and civic activities. b. enable residential development above 
street level c. support public transport, pedestrian and cycle networks and the ability to change transport modes  
4. Enable the intensification of commercial, residential and community activities in town centres, by: substantial scale, concentration and density of buildings; the 
comprehensive development and redevelopment of sites.       

3.5 Local 
Centre zone  
 

1.Enable residential activity above street level. 5. Provide for the outward expansion of local centres to better provide for community social and economic well-being, 
where expansion is suitable for growth in terms of strategic and local environmental effects. 

3.7 Mixed 
Use zone  

Enable the development of intensive residential activities. 

G1. Rural 
Urban 
Boundary 
 

The Rural Urban Boundary identifies land potentially suitable for urban development. 
The location of the Rural Urban Boundary is a district plan land use rule pursuant to section 9(3) of the Resource Management Act 1991. 
The planning maps show the Rural Urban Boundary line. 
The only method for relocating the Rural Urban Boundary is by way of a plan change pursuant to Schedule 1 of the Resource Management Act 1991. 
Any relocation of the Rural Urban Boundary must give effect to the objectives and policies of the regional policy statement which establish it. 
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Appendix 8 Alignment between the DV RPS and the AP 2012 priorities  

RPS issues in the DV (Auckland Council, 
2016) 

 Strategic direction and Priorities of the 
Auckland Plan 2012 (AC, 2012) 

Analysis 

(1) enhances the quality of life for 
individuals and communities; 

 Centres-Strategic direction 10: Create a 
stunning city centre, with well-connected 
quality towns, villages and 
neighbourhoods. 

0, there is no specific issue articulated for 
improving quality of city centre, towns, 
villages and neighbourboods. Instead, RPS 
raises a broader issue about improving 
quality of environment. 

(2) supports integrated planning of land use, 
infrastructure and development; 

(3) optimises the efficient use of the existing 
urban area; 

 Compact-Priority 1: Realise quality, 
compact urban environments  

1, The RPS issues clearly illustrate the need 
to enhance quality of the environment but 
were generic about compact urban 
environments. 

(4) encourages the efficient use of existing 
social facilities and provides for new social 
facilities; 

 Design-Priority 2: Demand good design 
in all development 

0, There is no corresponding issue 
articulated in the DV to demand good 
design.  

(5) enables provision and use of 
infrastructure in a way that is efficient, 
effective and timely; 

Centres-Priority 3: Create enduring 
neighbourhoods, centres and business 
areas.  

0, There is no corresponding issue 
articulated in the associated RPS issues 

(6) maintains and enhances the quality of the 
environment, both natural and built; 

Housing-Strategic direction 11: House all 
Aucklanders in secure, healthy homes 
they can afford.  
 

1, Strategic direction 11 and RPS issue (1) 
and (6) are relevant but weakly connected.  

(7) maintains opportunities for rural 
production; 
(8) enables Mana Whenua to participate and 
their culture and values to be recognised and 
provided for. 

Housing-Priority 1: Increase housing 
supply to meet demand 
 

0, no corresponding issue articulated in the 
RPS of the DV to increase housing supply 
to meet demand.   

  Housing-Priority 2: Increase housing 
choice to meet diverse preferences and 
needs 

0, There is no connected issue in the RPS of 
the DV to increase housing choice  

Housing-Priority 3: Improve the quality 
of existing and new housing 

2, The issue (6) emphasis to maintain and 
enhance quality of built environment. 

Housing-Priority 4: Improve housing 
affordability and the supply of affordable 
housing 

0, not addressed specifically  

  Infrastructure-Strategic direction 12: 
Create Plan, deliver and maintain quality 
infrastructure to make Auckland liveable 
and resilient. 

2, The RPS (2) (4) (5) clearly aim to 
provide quality infrastructure and facilities.  

  Infrastructure-Priority 1: Protect, enable, 
align, integrate and provide social and 
community infrastructure for present and 
future generations. 

2, clearly connected and detailed. 

  Infrastructure/facility-Priority 2: 
Optimise, integrate and align network 
utility provisions and planning. 

1, it is clear to integrate planning and 
infrastructure, but the RPS for network 
utility provisions and planning are briefly 
mentioned. 

  Transport-Strategic direction 13: Create 
better connections and accessibility 
within Auckland, across New Zealand 
and to the world. 

0, not addressed specifically 

  Transport-Priority 2: Integrate transport 
planning and investment with land use 
development. 

2, This RPS issue (2) is linked to this AP 
priority.  
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Appendix 9 Alignment between the DV RPS objectives and the AP 2012 targets  
Decisions version 
section 

RPS objectives in the DV (Auckland Council, 2016)   The Auckland Plan 2012 Targets (Auckland Council, 2012) Analysis 

B2.2. Urban 
growth and form 
 

(1) A quality compact urban form that enables all of the following:  
(a) a higher-quality urban environment;  
(b) greater productivity and economic growth;  
(c) better use of existing infrastructure and efficient provision of new infrastructure;  
(d) improved and more effective public transport;  
(e) greater social and cultural vitality;  
(f) better maintenance of rural character and rural productivity; and  
(g) reduced adverse environmental effects.  

(2) Urban growth is primarily focused within the metropolitan area 2010.  
(3) Sufficient development capacity and land supply is provided to accommodate residential, commercial, industrial growth and social facilities to support growth. 
(4) Urbanisation is contained within the Rural Urban Boundary, towns, and rural and coastal towns and villages.  
(5) The development of land within the Rural Urban Boundary, towns, and rural and coastal towns and villages is integrated with the provision of appropriate 
infrastructure. 

 
Dwelling-Supply 100,000 new dwellings in the period 2012-
2022, 170,000 new dwellings in the period 2022-2032 and 
130,000 new dwellings in the period 2032-2042 
 

1, mentioned briefly 

Centres-Increase the resident population in the city centre 
from 23,000 in 2006 to 57,000 in 2040 
 

1, mentioned briefly 

Dwelling-Increase residential dwelling construction consents 
from 3,800 in 2011 to at least 10,000 on average per annum 
from 2020 

0 not included in the 
associated RPS objectives 

Transport-Increase the proportion of people living within 
walking distance of frequent public transport stops from 14% 
(2011) to 32% by 2040 

0 not included in the 
associated RPS objectives 

B2.3. A quality 
built environment 
 

(1) A quality built environment where subdivision, use and development do all of the following:  
(b) reinforce the hierarchy of centres and corridors;  
(c) contribute to a diverse mix of choice and opportunity for people and communities;  
(d) maximise resource and infrastructure efficiency;  

 

B2.4. Residential 
growth  
 

(1) Residential intensification supports a quality compact urban form. 
(2) Residential areas are attractive, healthy and safe with quality development that is in keeping with the planned built character of the area.  
(3) Land within and adjacent to centres and corridors or in close proximity to public transport and social facilities (including open space) or employment 
opportunities is the primary focus for residential intensification.  
(4) An increase in housing capacity and the range of housing choice which meets the varied needs and lifestyles of Auckland’s diverse and growing population. 
(5) Non-residential activities are provided in residential areas to support the needs of people and communities.  

B2.5. Commercial 
and industrial 
growth 
 

(2) Commercial growth and activities are focused within a hierarchy of centres and identified growth corridors that supports a compact urban form.  
(3) Industrial growth and activities are enabled in a manner that does all of the following:  

(b) promotes the efficient use of buildings, land and infrastructure in industrial zones 
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Appendix 10 Alignment between the DV RPS policies and the AP 2012 directives  
Section RPS policies in the DV (Auckland Council, 2016)   The Auckland Plan 2012 directives (Auckland Council, 2012) Analysis 
B2.2. Urban 
growth and 
form 
 

- Development capacity and supply of land for urban development 
(1) Include sufficient land within the Rural Urban Boundary that is appropriately zoned to accommodate at any one time a minimum of seven years’ projected growth 
in terms of residential, commercial and industrial demand and corresponding requirements for social facilities, after allowing for any constraints on subdivision, use and 
development of land.  
(2) Ensure the location or any relocation of the Rural Urban Boundary achieves a quality compact urban form and identifies land suitable for urbanisation in locations 
that: (a) enable the efficient supply of land for residential, commercial and industrial activities and social facilities; (b) integrate land use and transport supporting a 
range of transport modes (d) provide choices that meet the needs of people and communities for a range of housing types and working environments;  (l) aligning the 
Rural Urban Boundary with strong natural boundaries or where strong natural boundaries are not present; and other natural elements  
(3) Enable rezoning of future urban zoned land for urbanisation and plan change processes following structure planning.  
- Quality compact urban form  
(4) Concentrate urban growth and activities within the metropolitan area 2010, enable urban growth and activities within the Rural Urban Boundary, towns, and rural 
and coastal towns and villages, and avoid urbanisation outside these areas.  
(5) Enable higher residential intensification: (a) in and around centres; (b) along identified corridors; and (c) close to public transport, social facilities (including open 
space) and employment opportunities.  
(6) Identify a hierarchy of centres that supports a quality compact urban form: (a) at a regional level through the city centre, metropolitan centres and town centres which 
function as commercial, cultural and social focal points for the region or sub-regions; and (b) at a local level through local and neighbourhood centres that provide for a 
range of activities to support and serve as focal points for their local communities.  
(7) Enable rezoning of land within the Rural Urban Boundary or other land zoned future urban to accommodate urban growth in ways that do all of the following: (a) 
support a quality compact urban form; (b) provide for a range of housing types and employment choices for the area; (c) integrate with the provision of infrastructure;  
(8) Enable the use of land zoned future urban within the Rural Urban Boundary or other land zoned future urban for rural activities until urban zonings are applied, 
provided that the subdivision, use and development does not hinder or prevent the future urban use of the land. 

 RUB-Directive 10.1 Adopt a Rural Urban Boundary in Auckland’s 
Unitary Plan that provides for land capacity over the next 30 years for 
280,000 new dwellings within the 2010 metropolitan urban limit 
baseline, 10,000 new dwellings in new greenfields land, satellite 
towns and other rural and coastal towns, and at least 1,00 hectares of 
new greenfields business land. 

1, generally mentioned 

Development Capacity-Directive 10.2 Plan for a seven-year average 
of unconstrained development capacity (zoned and serviced with bulk 
infrastructure) at any point in time with a minimum of five years’ and 
a maximum of 10 years’ capacity. 

2 

Intensification-Directive 10.3 Focus urban intensification in areas 
that have:  
a. permeable street and block networks that easily connect residents to 
amenities, or can be adapted to do so  
 

2 

b. infrastructure in place or which can be provided in a timely and 
efficient manner.  
 
c. close proximity and good walking access to community facilities, 
open space, high-frequency public transport, centres and business 
areas.  

B2.3. A 
quality built 
environment 
 

(1) Manage the form and design of subdivision, use and development so that it does all of the following:  
(c) develops street networks and block patterns that provide good access and enable a range of travel options.  

(2) Encourage subdivision, use and development to be designed to promote the health, safety and well-being of people and communities by all of the following:  
(a) providing access for people of all ages and abilities;  

(3) Enable a range of built forms to support choice and meet the needs of Auckland’s diverse population.  
(4) Balance the main functions of streets as places for people and as routes for the movement of vehicles. 

Greenfield-Directive 10.4 Locate and develop greenfield areas as 
sustainable liveable neighbourhoods in a way that:  
•demonstrates the most efficient use of land   
 

1, generally mentioned 

•provides opportunities for walking and cycling, and public transport, 
and a well-connected street network 
 
•provides a broad range of housing choice to cater for the diversity of 
housing needs in Auckland 

B2.4. 
Residential 
growth  
 

- Residential intensification:  
(1) Provide a range of residential zones that enable different housing types and intensity that are appropriate to the residential character of the area.  
(2) Enable higher residential intensities in areas closest to centres, the public transport network, large social facilities, education facilities, tertiary education facilities, 
healthcare facilities and existing or proposed open space.  
(3) Provide for medium residential intensities in area that are within moderate walking distance to centres, public transport, social facilities and open space.  
(4) Provide for lower residential intensity in areas: (a) that are not close to centres and public transport; (b) that are subject to high environmental constraints; and (d) 
where there is a suburban area with an existing neighbourhood character.  
(5) Avoid intensification in areas: (a) where there are natural and physical resources that have been scheduled in the Unitary Plan in relation to natural heritage, Mana 
Whenua, natural resources, coastal environment, historic heritage or special character; or (b) that are subject to significant natural hazard risks; where such intensification 
is inconsistent with the protection of the scheduled natural or physical resources or with the avoidance or mitigation of the natural hazard risks.  
(6) Ensure development is adequately serviced by existing infrastructure or is provided with infrastructure prior to or at the same time as residential intensification.  
(7) Manage adverse reverse sensitivity effects from urban intensification on land with existing incompatible activities.  
- Residential neighbourhood and character:  
(9) Manage built form, design and development to achieve an attractive, healthy and safe environment that is in keeping with the descriptions set out in placed-based 
plan provisions.  
(10) Require non-residential activities to be of a scale and form that are in keeping with the existing and planned built character of the area. 

Parking-Directive 10.6 Parking standards and innovative parking 
mechanisms should take account the need to facilitate intensive and 
mixed-use developments within strategic locations, and encourage use 
of public transportation. 

0, not specifically 
addressed 

Centres-Directive 10.8 Strengthen Auckland’s network of 
metropolitan, town, local and neighbourhood centres so they are well-
connected and meet community needs for jobs, housing, and goods 
and services, at a variety of scales. Auckland’s network of centres will: 
•accommodate an increase in the density and diversity of housing in 
and around centres;  
•develop sufficient scale, intensity and land-use mix to support high-
frequency public transport;  
•maximise access by walking, cycling and public transport and support 
a reduction of car trips;  
•be attractive, mixed-use environments with high-quality public 
spaces. 

1, generally included  

B2.5. 
Commercial 
and industrial 
growth 

(1) Encourage commercial growth and development in the city centre, metropolitan and town centres, and enable retail activities on identified growth corridors, to 
provide the primary focus for Auckland’s commercial growth. 
(2) Support the function, role and amenity of centres by encouraging commercial and residential activities, and ensuring development locates within centres in a manner 
that contributes to all of the following: (b) a diverse range of activities, with the greatest mix and concentration of activities in the city centre; (e) a character and form 
that supports the role of centres as focal points for communities and compact mixed-use environments; (f) the efficient use of land, buildings and infrastructure; and (h) 
development does not compromise the ability for mixed use developments, or commercial activities to locate and expand within centres.  
(3) Enable the expansion of metropolitan and town centres having regard to whether it will do the following: (b) maintain or enhance a compact mixed-use environment 
in the centre; (c) retain or enhance the existing centre’s function, role and amenity; (d) support the existing network of centres and achieve a sustainable distribution of 
centres that is supported by sufficient population growth; (g) support medium to high intensity residential development; and (h) support a safe and efficient transport 
system which is integrated with the centre.  
(4) Enable new metropolitan, town and local centres following a structure planning process and plan change process in accordance with Structure plan guidelines, having 
regard to: (a) the proximity of the new centre to existing or planned medium to high intensity residential development; (b) the existing network of centres and whether 
there will be sufficient population growth to achieve a sustainable distribution of centres; (c) whether the new centre will avoid or minimise adverse effects on the 
function, role and amenity of the city centre, metropolitan and town centres, beyond those effects ordinarily associated with trade effects on trade competitors; (d) the 
form and role of the proposed centre; (e) any significant adverse effects on existing and planned infrastructure; (f) a safe and efficient transport system which is integrated 
with the centre;  
(5) Enable retail activities, where appropriate, on identified growth corridors in business zones, having regard to all of the following: (b) adverse effects on the quality 
compact urban form including the existing and planned location of activities, facilities, infrastructure and public investment; (d) the efficient use and integration of land 
and infrastructure; (e) effects on the safe and efficient operation of the transport network; (f) effects of the development on the efficient use of any industrial land, in 
particular opportunities for land extensive industrial activities and heavy industry; and (h) the effects on residential activity.  
(6) Enable commercial activities, where appropriate, in business zones in locations other than the city centre, metropolitan and town centres and identified growth 
corridors (in particular, in neighbourhood and local centres and on those major transport corridors not identified as identified growth corridors  
(9) Enable the efficient use of industrial land for industrial activities and avoid incompatible activities by all of the following: (a) limiting the scale and type of non-
industrial activities on land zoned for light industry  
(10) Manage reverse sensitivity effects on the efficient operation, use and development of existing industrial activities, including by preventing inappropriate sensitive 
activities locating or intensifying in or adjacent to heavy industrial zones. 

Centres-Directive 10.9 Develop and manage business areas to 
complement centres, without undermining their role and function in 
the centres’ network, and to provide for a diversity of opportunities for 
business and employment growth. 

1, generally mentioned 

Dwelling-Directive 11.3 Encourage a mix of dwelling types within 
neighbourhoods across Auckland, to reflect changing demographics, 
family structures and age groups. 

2 

Housing-Directive 11.4 Encourage and incentivise retrofitting of 
existing housing stock, and require new housing to be sited and 
designed to meet best practice urban design and sustainable housing 
principles. 

0, not identified 
specifically  

Infrastructure-Directive 12.2 Integrate planning of network utility 
infrastructure to provide for population growth 
 

1, not strongly aligned  

Infrastructure-Directive 12.5 Protect and enable critical social 
infrastructure services to match the needs of Auckland’s current and 
future populations 

1, not strongly aligned 
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Appendix 11 Alignment between the RPS objectives and the District and Zone objectives of the DV  

Section Objectives of the Unitary Plan DV (Auckland Council, 2016)   RPS Objectives of the DV (Auckland Council, 2016) Analysis 
Auckland-wide Infrastructure: Safe, efficient and secure infrastructure is enabled, to service the needs of existing and authorised proposed subdivision, use and 

development. 
Transport: (1) Land use and all modes of transport are integrated in a manner that enables: (b) the adverse effects of traffic generation on the transport 
network to be managed (2) An integrated transport network including public transport, walking, cycling, private vehicles and freight, is provided for (3) 
Parking and loading supports urban growth and the quality compact urban form. (4) The provision of safe and efficient parking, loading and access is 
commensurate with the character, scale and intensity of the zone. (5) Pedestrian safety and amenity along public footpaths is prioritised.(6) Road/rail 
crossings operate safely with neighbouring land use and development. 
Subdivision (1) Land is subdivided to achieve the objectives of the residential zones, business zones, open space zones, special purpose zones, coastal 
zones, relevant overlays and Auckland-wide provisions. (2) Land is subdivided in a manner that provides for the long-term needs of the community and 
minimises adverse effects of future development on the environment. (6) Subdivision has a layout which is safe, efficient, convenient and accessible (10) 
Subdivision: (a) within urban and serviced areas, does not increase the risks of adverse effects to people, property, infrastructure and the environment 
from natural hazards; (b) avoids, where possible, and otherwise mitigates, adverse effects associated with subdivision for infrastructure or existing urban 
land uses;  

 Compact B2.2. Urban growth and form (1) A quality 
compact urban form that enables the following: (c) better use 
of existing infrastructure and efficient provision of new 
infrastructure; (d) improved and more effective public 
transport;  
(2) Urban growth is primarily focused within the 
metropolitan area 2010.  
(3) Sufficient development capacity and land supply is 
provided to accommodate residential, commercial, industrial 
growth and social facilities to support growth. 
(4) Urbanisation is contained within the Rural Urban 
Boundary, towns, and rural and coastal towns and villages.  
(5) The development of land within the Rural Urban 
Boundary, towns, and rural and coastal towns and villages is 
integrated with the provision of appropriate infrastructure. 

1, generally 
mentioned 

Residential – 
Mixed Housing 
Suburban Zone 

 (1) Housing capacity, intensity and choice in the zone is increased. (2) Development is in keeping with the neighbourhood's planned suburban built 
character of predominantly two-storey buildings, in a variety of forms (attached and detached). (3) Development provides quality on-site residential 
amenity for residents and adjoining sites and the street. (4) Non-residential activities provide for the community’s social, economic and cultural well-
being, while being compatible with the scale and intensity of development anticipated by the zone so as to contribute to the amenity of the neighbourhood.  

Residential – 
Mixed Housing 
Urban Zone 

 (1) Land near the Business – Metropolitan Centre Zone and the Business – Town Centre Zone, high-density residential areas and close to the public 
transport network is efficiently used for higher density residential living and to provide urban living that increases housing capacity and choice and access 
to public transport. (2) Development is in keeping with the neighbourhood's planned urban built character of predominantly three-storey buildings, in a 
variety of forms and surrounded by open space. (3) Development provides quality on-site residential amenity for residents and adjoining sites and the 
street. (4) Non-residential activities provide for the community’s social, economic and cultural well-being, while being compatible with the scale and 
intensity of development anticipated by the zone so as to contribute to the amenity of the neighbourhood.  

Built environment-B2.3. A quality built environment 
B2.3.1 (1) A quality built environment where subdivision, 
use and development do the following: (b) reinforce the 
hierarchy of centres and corridors; (c) contribute to a diverse 
mix of choice and opportunity for people and communities; 
(d) maximise resource and infrastructure efficiency; 
 

2  

Residential – 
Terrace 
Housing and 
Apartment 
Buildings Zone: 

 (1) Land adjacent to centres and near the public transport network is efficiently used to provide high-density urban living that increases housing capacity 
and choice and access to centres and public transport. (2) Development is in keeping with the areas planned urban built character of predominantly five, 
six or seven storey buildings in identified areas, in a variety of forms. (3) Development provides quality on-site residential amenity for residents and the 
street. (4) Non-residential activities provide for the community’s social, economic and cultural well-being, while being compatible with the scale and 
intensity of development anticipated by the zone so as to contribute to the amenity of the neighbourhood.  

Intensification-B2.4. Residential growth 
B2.4.1 (1) Residential intensification supports a quality 
compact urban form 
 (3) Land within and adjacent to centres and corridors or in 
close proximity to public transport and social facilities 
(including open space) or employment opportunities is the 
primary focus for residential intensification.  
(4) An increase in housing capacity and the range of housing 
choice which meets the varied needs and lifestyles of 
Auckland’s diverse and growing population.  
(5) Non-residential activities are provided in residential areas 
to support the needs of people and communities. 

2  

Business – 
Metropolitan 
Centre Zone  
 

(6) Metropolitan centres are reinforced and developed for commercial, community and civic activities, and provide for residential intensification. 
compatible with the scale and intensity of development anticipated by the zone so as to contribute to the amenity of the neighbourhood  

Business – 
Town Centre 
Zone 

(6) Town centres are the focus of commercial, community and civic activities for the surrounding area and which provide for residential intensification. 
(7) The scale and intensity of development in town centres is increased while ensuring development is in keeping with the planning and design 
outcomes identified in this Plan for the relevant centre.  

Centres-B2.5. Commercial and industrial growth 
B2.5.1  
(2) Commercial growth and activities are focused within a 
hierarchy of centres and identified growth corridors that 
supports a compact urban form.  
(3) Industrial growth and activities are enabled in a manner 
that (b) promotes the efficient use of buildings, land and 
infrastructure in industrial zones 

1, generally 
included 

Business – 
Local Centre 
Zone  
 

(6) Local centres enable commercial activity which primarily services local convenience needs and provides residential living opportunities.  
(7) The scale and intensity of development within local centres is in keeping with the planning outcomes identified in this Plan for the surrounding 
environment.  

  

Business – 
Mixed Use 
Zone 
 

 (6) Moderate to high intensity residential activities and employment opportunities are provided for, in areas in close proximity to, or which can support 
the City Centre Zone, Business – Metropolitan Centre Zone, Business – Town Centre Zone and the public transport network. (7) Activities within the 
zone do not compromise the function, role and amenity of the City Centre Zone, Business – Metropolitan Centre Zone, Business – Town Centre Zone 
and Business – Local Centre Zone. (8) A mix of compatible residential and non-residential activities is encouraged. (9) Business – Mixed Use Zone 
zoned areas have a high level of amenity.  
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Appendix 12 Alignment between the DV District and Zone policies and the RPS policies  
Section The policies of the Unitary Plan DV (Auckland Council, 2016)   RPS Policies of the DV (Auckland Council, 2016) Analysis 
Auckland-
wide  

Infrastructure: Recognise infrastructure provides enabling growth and development 
Transport: (1) Require subdivision, use and development which: (a) generate trips resulting in potentially more than minor adverse effects on the safe, 
efficient and effective operation of the transport network; (b) are proposed outside of the following zones: (i) the Business – City Centre Zone, Business – 
Metropolitan Centre Zone, Business – Town Centre Zone; (ii) Residential – Terrace Housing and Apartment Buildings Zone; (iii) the Centre Fringe Office 
Control; (3) Manage the number, location and type of parking and loading spaces, including bicycle parking and associated end-of-trip facilities to support: 
(a) the safe, efficient and effective operation of the transport network; (d) the efficient use of land and on-street parking; (4) Limit the supply of on-site 
parking in the Business – City Centre Zone to support the planned growth and intensification and recognise the existing and future accessibility of this 
location to public transport, and support walking and cycling. (6) Limiting the supply of on-site parking for subdivision, use and development in the Business 
– Metropolitan Centre Zone, Business – Town Centre Zone, Business – Local Centre Zone and Business – Mixed Use Zone (with the exception of nonurban 
town and local centres). (7) Provide for flexible on-site parking by not limiting or requiring parking for subdivision, use and development (excluding office) 
in the Centre Fringe Office Control area, Residential – Terrace Housing and Apartment Buildings Zone and Residential – Mixed Housing Urban Zone (studio 
and one bedroom dwellings). (12) Control the development of long-term non-accessory parking in the Business – Metropolitan Centre Zone, Business – 
Town Centre Zone, Business – Local Centre Zone and in the Business – Mixed Use Zone so that the parking does not undermine: (a) the efficient use of land 
or growth and intensification provided for in this plan for the site or locality; and (b) the use of public transport in these zones. 
Subdivision:  (6) Provide for subdivision around existing development, and where it enables creation of sites for uses that are in accordance with an approved 
land use resource consent and where there is compliance with Auckland-wide and zone rules. (7) Provide for minor boundary adjustments which enable a 
more efficient and effective use of land where there is compliance with Auckland-wide and zone rules. (8) Avoid subdivision of minor dwellings or converted 
dwellings not complying with minimum lot size. (10) Require subdivision to provide street and block patterns that support the concepts of a walkable and 
connected neighbourhood including a road network that achieves: (ii) is connected with a variety of routes within the immediate neighbourhood and between 
adjacent land areas; (iii) is connected to public transport, shops, schools, employment, open spaces and other amenities (13) Require subdivision to deliver 
sites that are of an appropriate size and shape for development intended by the zone by (a) providing a range of site sizes and densities; and (b) providing for 
higher residential densities in locations where they are supportive of pedestrians, cyclists, public transport and the viability and vibrancy of centres 

 Compact-B2.2. Urban growth and form 
Development capacity and supply of land for urban development: (1) Include sufficient land within the 
Rural Urban Boundary that is appropriately zoned to accommodate at any one time a minimum of seven 
years’ projected growth in terms of residential, commercial and industrial demand and corresponding 
requirements for social facilities, after allowing for any constraints on subdivision, use and development of 
land. (2) Ensure the location or any relocation of the Rural Urban Boundary achieves a quality compact urban 
form and identifies land suitable for urbanisation in locations that: (a) enable the efficient supply of land for 
residential, commercial and industrial activities and social facilities; (b) integrate land use and transport 
supporting a range of transport modes; (c) support the efficient provision of infrastructure; (d) provide 
choices that meet the needs of people and communities for a range of housing types and working 
environments; (3) Enable rezoning of future urban zoned land for urbanisation and plan change processes 
following structure planning  
Quality compact urban form: (4) Concentrate urban growth and activities within the metropolitan area 
2010, enable urban growth and activities within the Rural Urban Boundary, towns, and rural and coastal 
towns and villages, and avoid urbanisation outside these areas. (5) Enable higher residential intensification: 
(a) in and around centres; (b) along identified corridors; and (c) close to public transport, social facilities 
(including open space) and employment opportunities. (6) Identify a hierarchy of centres that supports a 
quality compact urban form: (a) at a regional level through the city centre, metropolitan centres and town 
centres; and (b) at a local level through local and neighbourhood centres that provide for a range of activities 
to support and serve as focal points for their local communities. (7) Enable rezoning of land within the Rural 
Urban Boundary or other land zoned future urban to accommodate urban growth in ways that do all of the 
following: (a) support a quality compact urban form; (b) provide for a range of housing types and 
employment choices for the area; (c) integrate with the provision of infrastructure; and (8) Enable the use of 
land zoned future urban within the Rural Urban Boundary or other land zoned future urban for rural activities 
until urban zonings are applied, provided that the subdivision, use and development does not hinder or 
prevent the future urban use of the land. 

1, not fully aligned by 
the Auckland-wide or 
zone-specific policies 

Residential 
– Mixed 
Housing 
Suburban 
Zone  
 

(1) Enable a variety of housing types including integrated residential development such as retirement villages. (2) Achieve the planned suburban built 
character of predominantly two storey buildings, in a variety of forms by: (a) limiting the height, bulk and form of development; and (c) requiring sufficient 
setbacks and landscaped areas. (6) Encourage accommodation to have useable and accessible outdoor living space. (7) Restrict the maximum impervious 
area on a site in order to manage the amount of stormwater runoff generated by a development and ensure that adverse effects on water quality, quantity and 
amenity values are avoided or mitigated. (8) Enable more efficient use of larger sites by providing for integrated residential development. (9) Provide for 
non-residential activities that: (b) are in keeping with the with the scale and intensity of development anticipated within the zone;  

Built environment-B2.3. A quality built environment 
(1) Manage the form and design of subdivision, use and development so that it does the following: (c) 
develops street networks and block patterns that provide good access and enable a range of travel options. 
(2) Encourage subdivision, use and development to be designed to promote the health, safety and well-being 
of people and communities by: (a) providing access for people of all ages and abilities; (3) Enable a range of 
built forms to support choice and meet the needs of Auckland’s diverse population. (4) Balance the main 
functions of streets as places for people and as routes for the movement of vehicles. 

1 not fully aligned by 
the Auckland-wide or 
zone-specific policies  

Residential 
– Mixed 
Housing 
Urban Zone  
 

(1) Enable a variety of housing types at higher densities, including low-rise apartments and integrated residential development such as retirement villages. 
(2) Require the height, bulk, form and appearance of development and the provision of sufficient setbacks and landscaped areas to achieve an urban built 
character of predominantly three storeys, in a variety of forms. (4) Require the height, bulk and location of development to maintain a reasonable standard 
of sunlight access and privacy and to minimise visual dominance effects to adjoining sites. (5) Require accommodation to be designed to: (a) provide privacy 
and outlook; and (b) be functional, have access to daylight and sunlight, and provide the amenities necessary to meet the day-to-day needs of residents. (6) 
Encourage accommodation to have useable and accessible outdoor living space. (7) Restrict the maximum impervious area on a site in order to manage the 
amount of stormwater runoff generated by a development and ensure that adverse effects on water quality, quantity and amenity values are avoided or 
mitigated. (8) Provide for non-residential activities that: (b) are in keeping with the with the scale and intensity of development anticipated within the zone; 
(c) avoid, remedy or mitigate adverse effects on residential amenity; and (d) will not detract from the vitality of the Business – City Centre Zone, Business 
– Metro Centre Zone and Business – Town Centre Zone. (9) Enable more efficient use of larger sites by providing for integrated residential development. 

Intensification-B2.4. Residential growth 
Residential intensification: (1) Provide a range of residential zones that enable different housing types and 
intensity that are appropriate to the residential character of the area. (2) Enable higher residential intensities 
in areas closest to centres, the public transport network, large social facilities, education facilities, tertiary 
education facilities, healthcare facilities and existing or proposed open space. (3) Provide for medium 
residential intensities in area that are within moderate walking distance to centres, public transport, social 
facilities and open space. (4) Provide for lower residential intensity in areas: (a) that are not close to centres 
and public transport; (b) that are subject to high environmental constraints; (c) where there are natural and 
physical resources that have been scheduled in the Unitary Plan in relation to natural heritage, Mana Whenua, 
natural resources, coastal environment, historic heritage and special character; and (d) where there is a 
suburban area with an existing neighbourhood character. (5) Avoid intensification in areas: (a) where there 
are natural and physical resources that have been scheduled in the Unitary Plan in relation to natural heritage, 
Mana Whenua, natural resources, coastal environment, historic heritage or special character; or (b) that are 
subject to significant natural hazard risks; where such intensification is inconsistent with the protection of 
the scheduled natural or physical resources or with the avoidance or mitigation of the natural hazard risks. 
(6) Ensure development is adequately serviced by existing infrastructure or is provided with infrastructure 
prior to or at the same time as residential intensification. (7) Manage adverse reverse sensitivity effects from 
urban intensification on land with existing incompatible activities.  
 

1 not fully aligned by 
the Auckland-wide or 
zone-specific policies 

Residential 
– Terrace 
Housing and 
apartment 
buildings 
zone   
 

(1) Enable a variety of housing types at high densities including terrace housing and apartments and integrated residential development such as retirement 
villages. (2) Require the height, bulk, form and appearance of development and the provision of setbacks and landscaped areas to achieve a high-density 
urban built character of predominantly five, six or seven storey buildings in identified areas, in a variety of forms. (4) In identified locations adjacent to 
centres, enable greater building height through the application of the Height Variation Control where the additional development potential enabled: (a) 
provides an appropriate transition in building scale from the adjoining higher density business zone to neighbouring lower intensity residential zones, and 
(b) supports public transport, social infrastructure and the vitality of the adjoining centre. (5) Manage the height and bulk of development to maintain daylight 
access and a reasonable standard of privacy, and to minimise visual dominance effects to adjoining sites and developments. (6) Require accommodation to 
be designed to: (a) provide privacy and outlook; and (b) be functional, have access to daylight and sunlight, and provide the amenities necessary to meet the 
day-to-day needs of residents. (8) Restrict the maximum impervious area on a site in order to manage the amount of stormwater runoff generated by a 
development and ensure that adverse effects on water quality, quantity and amenity values are avoided or mitigated. (9) Provide for non-residential activities 
that (b) are in keeping with the with the scale and intensity of development anticipated within the zone;  

Business – 
Metropolitan 
Centre Zone  
 

(15) Enable significant growth and intensification in metropolitan centres. (16) Manage development in metropolitan centres so that it contributes to the 
function and amenity of the centre. (17) Encourage a wide range, and a high concentration, of commercial, leisure, tourist, cultural and community 
activities and civic services in metropolitan centres. (20) Encourage developments to support a range of transport modes serving metropolitan centres and 
the ability to change transport modes. (22) Require activities adjacent to residential zones to avoid, remedy or mitigate adverse effects on amenity values of 
those areas. (23) Restrict maximum impervious area within a riparian yard  

Centres-B2.5. Commercial and industrial growth 
(1) Encourage commercial growth and development in the city centre, metropolitan and town centres, and 
enable retail activities on identified growth corridors, to provide the primary focus for Auckland’s 
commercial growth.(2) Support the function, role and amenity of centres by encouraging commercial and 
residential activities, and ensuring development locates within centres in a manner that contributes to all of 
the following: (b) a diverse range of activities, with the greatest mix and concentration of activities in the 
city centre; (e) a character and form that supports the role of centres as focal points for communities and 
compact mixed-use environments; (f) the efficient use of land, buildings and infrastructure; and (h) 
development does not compromise the ability for mixed use developments, or commercial activities to locate 
and expand within centres. (3) Enable the expansion of metropolitan and town centres having regard to 
whether it will do all of the following: (b) maintain or enhance a compact mixed-use environment in the 
centre; (d) support the existing network of centres and achieve a sustainable distribution of centres that is 
supported by sufficient population growth; (g) support medium to high intensity residential development; 
and (h) support a safe and efficient transport system which is integrated with the centre. (4) Enable new 
metropolitan, town and local centres having regard to all of the following: (a) the proximity of the new centre 
to existing or planned medium to high intensity residential development; (b) the existing network of centres 
and whether there will be sufficient population growth to achieve a sustainable distribution of centres; (d) 
the form and role of the proposed centre; (e) any significant adverse effects on existing and planned 
infrastructure; (f) a safe and efficient transport system which is integrated with the centre; (5) Enable retail 
activities, where appropriate, on identified growth corridors in business zones, having regard to the following: 
(b) adverse effects on the quality compact urban form including the existing and planned location of 
activities, facilities, infrastructure and public investment; (d) the efficient use and integration of land and 
infrastructure; (e) effects on the safe and efficient operation of the transport network; (f) effects of the 
development on the efficient use of any industrial land, in particular opportunities for land extensive 
industrial activities and heavy industry; and (h) the effects on residential activity.  

1 not fully aligned by 
the Auckland-wide or 
zone-specific policies 

Business – 
Town 
Centre Zone  
 

(15) Provide for town centres including new town centres of different scales and locations, that: (a) service the surrounding community’s needs for a range 
of uses, such as commercial, leisure, tourist, cultural, community and civic activities; and (b) support a range of transport modes including, public transport, 
pedestrian and cycle networks and the ability to change transport modes. (16) Enable significant growth and intensification in town centres, except for those 
centres where it would compromise the planning outcomes identified in this Plan for the relevant centre. (17) Manage development in town centres so that it 
contributes to the function and amenity of the centre. (21) Require activities adjacent to residential zones to avoid, remedy or mitigate adverse effects on 
amenity values of those areas. (22) Restrict maximum impervious area within a riparian yard in order to ensure that adverse effects on water quality, water 
quantity and amenity values are avoided or mitigated. 

Business – 
Local Centre 
Zone  
 

 (18) Provide for the expansion of local centres to better provide for community social and economic well-being, where expansion is suitable for growth in 
terms of strategic and local environmental effects. (20) Require activities adjacent to residential zones to avoid, remedy or mitigate adverse effects on amenity 
values of those areas. (21) Restrict maximum impervious area within a riparian yard in order to ensure that adverse effects on water quality, water quantity 
and amenity values are avoided or mitigated. 

Business – 
Mixed use 
Zone  
 

 (16) Locate the Business – Mixed Use Zone in suitable locations within a close walk of the City Centre Zone, Business – Metropolitan Centre Zone and 
Business – Town Centre Zone or the public transport network. (18) Enable the development of intensive residential activities. (20) Promote and manage 
development to a standard that: (a) recognises the moderate scale, intensity and diversity of business, social and cultural activities provided in the zone; (b) 
recognises the increases in residential densities provided in the zone; and (c) avoids significant adverse effects on residents. (21) Require activities adjacent 
to residential zones to avoid, remedy or mitigate adverse effects on amenity values of those areas. (22) Restrict maximum impervious area within a riparian 
yard in order to ensure that adverse effects on water quality, water quantity and amenity values are avoided or mitigated. 
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