Specialist Response
From: Gabrielle Howdle, Specialist Landscape Architect, Urban Design Unit, Plans & Places
Date: 27.05.2021
Executive Summary:
1.

From a landscape perspective, including visual effects, I am of the opinion that the
proposed development for 246 two-three storey dwellings, consisting of Kiwibuild and
open market, as an Integrated Residential Development (“IRD”) will result in significant
adverse landscape character effects and would be contrary to the anticipated character
of the Residential Single House zone and / or the existing residential character.
Specifically in regard to, “require an intensity of development that is compatible with
either the existing suburban built character where this is to be maintained or the planned
suburban built character of predominantly one to two storey dwellings.” (Policy H3.3 (1)).
This includes the layout, spatial arrangement of built form to open space, height, bulk,
and form, as well as the providing sufficient setbacks (yards) and landscaped areas
(grass, planting, space between buildings etc.) to achieve a suburban environment
where mostly one to two storey dwellings are located within a generally spacious setting.

Introduction & Context
2.

I understand the site is located within the Single House Zone (“SHZ”) and is located
south of an arterial road (West Coast Road & Parrs Cross Road) and public open space
(Parrs Park).

3.

I have considered and referred back to the following relevant design matters, which were
raised within the panel recommendations from the Auckland Urban Design Panel dated
22.10.2020:
The Panel supports the idea of providing affordable housing and greater
density. However, the Panel notes that the presentation had not resolved a
number of issues including façade articulation, landscaping, commercial
activities, block length, open space location, and private open space.
The Panel has significant concerns regarding the eastern edge, and also the
north and western edges, and how they relate to the existing single house zone,
which is characterised by single dwellings on lots ranging from 350-600+sqm.
To address this, the Panel would support a reduction in density, bulk and mass
along these edges with the opportunity for further increased density and height
at the centre away from the edges. This could be achieved by breaking up the
length of these terrace blocks through the use of physical breaks and refined
architectural treatments including exploring different typological options
Glengarry Road - Panel has significant concerns regarding the length and the
repetitive nature of the building frontage given the existing residential character
of the neighbourhood.
The Panel looks forward to seeing how this evolves, acknowledging that the use
of landscape treatment can assist in breaking up bulk and mass, and integrating
the proposal into the existing single house zone environment… The Panel is of
the view that the landscaping proposed should be an integral package with any
increased density, height, bulk and massing in order to ensure the proposal
successfully integrates with the single house zone.

4.

I provide the following assessment of the project in regard to landscape character, visual
amenity (public & private) and landscape design, focusing on the relevant matters to be
considered under Schedule 6, Part 1.11 of the Act.
“The assessment of an activity’s effects on the environment under clause 9(4) must
cover the following matters:
(a)any effect on the people in the neighbourhood and, if relevant, the wider
community, including any social, economic, or cultural effects:
(b)any physical effect on the locality, including landscape and visual effects:”

Landscape Character:
5.

The site is situated within a reasonably low-density suburban environment on the fringe
of the RUB (approximately 180m to the west and 235m to the south). The local area is
characterized by predominantly one-two storey standalone dwellings, with appreciable
open or landscaped front yards. Minor units, separate garages and rear lots are also
present to some degree throughout the local suburban area. However, built form retains
a stand-alone nature of single to two storey bulk and scale. The area consists of a
number of cul-de-sacs, with these roads often connected to neighbouring roads through
pedestrian links passing through local reserves. The site in comparison to the
surrounding lots, due to its previous use as an orchard, retains a more open productive
character, with views out over the site visible from West Coast Road, and a generally
vegetated, albeit scraggly in parts, edge along Glengarry Road. Pocket Parks and
reserves along streams, such as Kaurimu Stream, Milan Reserve, Sunvue Park
contribute to the character of the wider area in reinforcing a sense of openness.

6.

Therefore, I recognise that any change, including development compliant with the SHZ
standards would result in a reasonably high level of visual change; however permitted
development would be compatible with the existing residential character in regard to
retaining a balance between low-density built form and appreciable spaciousness
(includes both physical breaks between buildings, open space such as lawn and
vegetation). Furthermore, while the AUP (OP) identifies that large lots could
accommodate IRD’s; To provide for integrated residential development on large sites –
Policy H3.3 (8), development is still required to be in keeping with the existing and / or
planned built and natural character of an area.

7.

Therefore, I do not think ensuring the development is of an intensity that is compatible
with the existing suburban built character or mitigating the effects of development is
about retaining the large open views across the site, or providing a vegetated edge
where planting is to be removed. But rather managing the intensity, scale, and type of
development to ensure it can sit within the existing suburban environment without
adversely impacting on the character and amenity of residents. As such I don’t consider
that providing planting to integrate built form is the correct approach and consider an
assessment and research of the surrounding area in terms of lot sizes, building coverage
and character as a base of what the site could accommodate would be more appropriate.

8.

In my opinion, the proposed small lot sizes of 58m2 to 169m2, the continuous two-three
storey attached / semi-attached typologies and the limited appreciable gaps between
built form from West Coast Road and Glengarry Road (except for the 16m 1 gap provided
between Block K and W due to the proposed reserve) will result in a development that
is incongruous with the character of the existing residential character. In addition to the
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From building edge to building edge, so include private front yard which have fences etc.

intensity of the proposal, these effects are exacerbated by the repetitive and
homogenous nature of the architectural design (there are four typologies, typology A
makes up 112 units, all typologies are 4m wide, and are 2-3 storeys). While it is
recognized that the existing residential character does have some lots that are smaller
than those anticipated under the AUP (OP) in the SHZ (480m2 – 600m2), e.g., 2,4,6 & 8
Wheaton Place (340m2 to 383m2), it is considered that generally the existing character
achieves a spacious setting overall due to the average lot sizes 2 and built form (bulk,
scale, height, yards, landscape areas, typology) are of a type that are relatively
consistent with the anticipated character of the SHZ.
9.

While the applicant expresses that front, side and rear yard setbacks are to be met, the
yard standards within the SHZ, collectively with the larger lot sizes (compared to MHU
for example where smaller sites of 240m2 to 360m2, or an average of 300m2 are
anticipated), building coverage and landscaped area ensures that a built environment
with a spacious landscape character is achieved. As such, due to the larger lot sizes
required in the SHZ, standards such as outdoor living for main dwellings, as required in
the MHS or MHU zone for example, aren’t prescribed within the AUP (OP). This is
because, the lot sizes and coverages aim to ensure outdoor living space, including for
services such as washing line, bin storage and bike parking etc, are already
accommodated as a result of the lot sizes and coverage provisions. As such I don’t
consider that the proposal, as a result of the attached typologies, narrower and smaller
lot sizes, continuous two-three storey height, will be consistent with the AUP (OP) or
similar to the existing suburban character. (See Appendix A & B for a figure ground
comparison).

Figure 1: Proposed Development Figure Ground (site shown in
black)

10.

Figure 2: Permitted Development (as provided by the applicant)
Figure Ground (site shown in black)

I also disagree with the applicant’s position that a sense of space between built forms is
successfully provided for within the proposed development as seen from Glengarry
Road or within the development. The applicant discusses how the generally the retention
of side and front yard setbacks (1m & 3m respectively) retains a sense of spaciousness
– “I understand that the proposed total ground floor area (GFA) of built development is

The average lot size for the single house area is approximately 763m2, I note this is based off a simple GIS exercise where the lot sizes for
all the local Single house area were calculated and then an average provided. (this number excludes the following properties which were
considered outliers that would increase the average lot size, for example the local retirement village, 548-550 West Coast Road, 542b West
Coast Road, 121-123 Parrs Cross Road, 269, 275 Glengarry Road, 267 Glengarry Road, 345, 329-335, 325-327,321-323, 317-319 Glengarry
Road, 390 West Coast Road) therefore the average lot size may differ, however it is considered to support the existing suburbs ability to
retain a spacious low-density character – See Appendix B for details
2

in line with that anticipated by then AUP zoning, and that the development largely
complies with building coverage and height standards. The proposed development
distributes GFA across the site in a different format from that anticipated in the Single
House Zone, but maintains a sense of spaciousness through roading, private yards, rear
lanes and communal open space” 3, as well as the ‘space’ provided through the negative
details in the longer rows of terraces through using a darker cladding colour. I disagree
that this is a successful treatment in providing an appreciable visible break between built
form or sense of visual relief and note that some rows of terraces are thirteen units long
(52m), and the side yard is only provided at the end of these rows. In addition, in my
view, other domestic demarcations, such as fence line, footpaths, washing lines would
still suggest built form is occupying the space. In addition, while I agree in some
instances, lanes, roads and public open spaces can help to create an appreciation of
spaciousness, the roads are not any wider than a typical residential road (e.g., width of
roads (lot to lot boundary) proposed are 15m wide), rear lanes will be dominated by
vehicles (parking courts with little visual relief through planting) and the proposed
reserves, will not significantly reduce the impact of the development as viewed from
West Coast Road or Glengarry Road, due to them being more centrally located.
e.g., Blocks D & E consist of 13 Units in a row each = 52m long
Blocks X, Z, N, W & K consist of 9, 10, 10, 11 & 12 units in a row respectively =
ranging in lengths form 36m – 48m

Figure 3: Block Z elevation

Figure 4: Block X elevation

11.

3

While IRD’s are not subject to building coverage standards (H3.6.10 – 35% net site
area), in order to achieve the suburban built character and overall landscape character
of an area, it is my opinion that it is appropriate to consider the overall and lot-by-lot
coverages proposed. As such I consider the above effects are further exacerbated by
the overall proposed building coverage across the site; 42.33% (9904m), compared to
the permitted 35% (8,189m). The building coverage within each lot has not been
provided, given the proposed lot sizes, typologies and limited areas of landscape, it is
likely that the proposal will infringe the building coverage standards on a lot-by-lot basis
in numerous cases, further reducing the sense of spaciousness, or the opportunities to
provide visual relief through planting and or physical separation of built form.

Landscape and Visual Assessment Report prepared by Helen Mellsop Landscape Architect, dated February 2021, Section 4.1

Figure 5: E.g., Block X, limited 'rear' yard, and front yards are 1/2 hard landscape – Type ‘B’ typology with ‘A’ typology on
the internal ends

12.

In my opinion, a sense of spaciousness is achieved through physical and visually
appreciable gaps between buildings, this is achieved through lot sizes, retaining side
yards, managing building coverage, bulk, and form. Another way of achieving a sense
visual relief is through planting, however in my view, this treatment can still only go so
far in mitigating the length of buildings or providing a sense of space. Currently gaps of
about 2m (1m +1m side yards) along blocks approximately 50m long (e.g., Block I) are
provided. As such I consider the proposal results in a visual disparity compared with the
surrounding area and I am unconvinced by the applicants reasoning and rationale for
the intensity of the proposed development in this location.

Visual Amenity Effects
13.

The site has a relatively enclosed visual catchment due to topography and intervening
built form and vegetation. The visual catchment consists of users travelling along West
Coast Road (an arterial road), including at the round-about, along the southern end of
Parrs Cross Road, those travelling north and south along Glengarry Road and users
within the southern extent of Parrs Park. However, the round-about is a key intersection
into the suburbs of the Waitakere area (e.g., Oratia) and Parrs Park is utilised by a large
number of people for casual and organized sports. As such the contained catchment is
considered to have a large visual audience, both frequent users and visitors.

14.

I agree that development, either complaint with the SHZ under the AUP (OP) or as
proposed by the applicant, would result in a level of visual change for neighbouring
residents, locals, and visitors (including users of Parrs Park). This is largely a result of
the site having a large open frontage to West Coast Road or planted edge to Glengarry
Road. However, in a compliant scheme the character of the site would change from an
open somewhat rural landscape, with a few buildings fronting the road, to a low-density
urban environment, as shown indicatively in the figure below.

Figure 6: Compliant Scheme as provided by the applicant

15.

The applicants landscape architect considers that the “intensity of proposed
development would, in the main, be only perceived clearly from the internal parts of the
site”. I disagree, in my opinion the continuous two-three storey-built form on the smaller
lot sizes, with only narrow breaks would result in a visual disparity compared to the
amenity provided on the adjacent side of the road; specifically, in relation to Glengarry
Road where landscape or open (lawn) front yards, setbacks, standalone dwellings
provide for a cohesive built form with a spacious character. Full street elevations and
visual simulations or montages have not been provided from key viewpoints along
Glengarry Road or West Coast Road, and Parrs Park a large well-used public open
space, to assess the potential adverse visual effects, including visual dominance.
However, from the selection of elevations provided, typical planting designs for each
typology and plans, while in some cases it is clear that the applicant has tried to front
West Coast Road with the ‘short end’ of the row of terraces, the overall repetitive nature
of terraces (E.g., Typology A makes up 112 units of the 246 unit development), with very
few duplexes and no single storey stand-alone, combined with the limited physical gaps
between blocks to provide a sense of spaciousness or relief, does result in a
development that visually dominants the street. It is considered that the proposal would
result in a visual dichotomy to the existing built character, with the narrow front yards
providing little positive contribution to the street in terms of planting. The proposal would
have significant adverse effects on the amenity of the streetscape and the experience

of locals specifically when travelling along Glengarry Road and West Coast Road. As
such it is not considered that the visual effects have been internalised.
16.

It is also noted that a number of the architectural elevations show retaining walls fronting
West Coast Road (e.g., along Blocks C-D, G and along the commercial units). This
information is not shown within the engineering plans and the overall heights, materiality
and treatment of these walls are not known. As such, I hold concerns that the combined
treatment (wall height + fence height, materiality, and no space in front of the wall for
planting) and location of retaining walls along the public frontage will result in adverse
dominance effects to pedestrians.

Figure7: North elevation along West Coast Road, noting no fence treatments above the walls on Block G are shown.

Figure 8: Blocks B-F along West Coast Road - no fences shown above the retaining walls

17.

The applicant’s landscape architect has considered that the effects of the proposal
would only be slightly more than those of a compliant in regard to the visual effects on
neighbours. I disagree and consider the proposal could have significant adverse effects
on the amenity of immediate residents, specifically those directly bordering the site to
the east, south and those opposite along Glengarry Road as a result of the development
on the site proposing a higher density and scale along the boundaries. For example,
when compared to the compliant scheme the residents at 446c West Coast Road would
have four two storey dwellings along their western boundary along their outdoor living
area. Cross sections through this and other neighbouring sites would help to
demonstrate how the design (height, intensity, location of windows, retaining walls and
planting etc.) relate to the existing neighbours outdoor living area(s) and understand how
potential adverse effects, such as visual dominance, privacy and overlooking etc. could
be mitigated. However, cross sections or montages / visual simulations from
neighbouring properties have not been provided.

18.

At a micro scale the impact of proposed retaining walls and fence treatments along the
boundaries could also impact on the amenity and function of neighbours outdoor living
space and I don’t consider that this has been appropriately addressed within the
applicant’s assessment and consider that further information, such as cross sections
through neighbouring lots would need to be provided to be able to comprehensively
assess the level of effects on their amenity (e.g., visual dominance, privacy, sense of
overlooking etc.).

19.

I do not consider that the proposal would read visually coherent with the existing
development within the local area and recognise that residential planting and street trees
planting proposed, while going someway to provide for onsite amenity and a landscaped
streetscape, is not sufficient to successfully mitigate the adverse visual amenity effects
of the proposal for adjacent neighbours, including visual dominance.

Landscape Design & Internal Amenity
20.

In terms of planting within the road, as a result of not having detailed landscape plans,
there is limited information around the hierarchy of trees within the roads, therefore
consideration of whether smaller trees within some front yards for example are
appropriate cannot be undertaken. For example, both evergreen and deciduous trees
are proposed within the roads, which is considered appropriate from a landscape design
perspective. However, without knowing where each species is proposed in terms of the
mature scale/ height, it is hard to determine the overall quality provided within the
streetscape and lanes. For example, I do not consider all of the species proposed within
the ‘medium to large scale deciduous trees’ with a typical mature height of 5-6m, or
Metrosideros Mistral as proposed within the ‘medium to large scale evergreen trees’ are
considered medium to large trees at maturity. A street lined with generally smaller trees
at larger spacing may not contribute as well to the amenity of the street or provide for an
increase in tree coverage on site. Therefore, I question whether the mature scale of
trees within the streets and lanes will be comparable with the intensity of the built form
and positively contribute to the amenity of the streetscape.

21.

In addition, while the use of rear lanes reduces the dominance of vehicle crossings and
garages as viewed from the road, the often-large scale parking courts proposed within
the development have not been appropriately integrated or screened as seen from future
public roads or existing public spaces. In addition, it is considered that a poor level of
amenity is provided within the parking courts for future residents within the development.
For example, the parking court accommodating Block X, Y & Z provides 56 parking
spaces 4 and three rubbish refuse areas, with rows of up to thirteen carparks before a
small strip of planting is provided. A similar treatment of the rear lanes /COAL’s is
provided throughout the development with little planting provided to screen the parking
and refuse areas from the street or within the space. In some instances, the space
provided for planting is quite narrow (500-600mm wide) and the proposed tree planting
is unlikely to establish successfully. In addition, there is little to no variation to the
materiality of hard landscape within the parking courts to create a safer space for
pedestrians / cyclists and alleviate the perceived length of the hard landscape surface.

4

I note two parks are parallel parks within the entry to the parking court

Figure 9: Blocks E-H parking court, noting narrow widths for planting beds

22.
As
previously
noted, the SHZ does not have minimum standards for outdoor living spaces, this is
presumably because the larger lot sizes and coverages would subsequently ensure that
suitable sized outdoor living space; including space for services such as washing line,
bin storage, water tanks, planting, and bike parking, is already accommodated as a
result of the lot sizes and coverage provisions. As such while the Typical Landscape
Typologies (A-D) show a level of layering to the planted landscape design (e.g., a
fence/wall, lower planting and a specimen tree), the majority of trees within the lots
comprise 1x small-medium evergreen or deciduous tree. On review of the planting
schedule, the scale of the deciduous tree species are considered to be on the smaller
side, with mature heights between 2.5m-4m high. While trees within yards are generally
accepted to be in support of the amenity provided by street trees, without knowing what
trees are proposed within each road/lane and given the length of the blocks and heights
(2-3storeys) it is not considered that the planting will be of a comparable scale or provide
visual relief to the development. In addition, it is typically recommended that all specimen
trees be planted at a minimum Pb95 / 40L to provide a greater level of amenity sooner,
however specimen trees within the lots are proposed to be planted at Pb12 to Pb40.
23.

While typical planting typologies for the lots are provided, I note on closer inspection,
the outcomes visualised may not be implementable when overlayed with the
architectural plans and the space available. For example, Type B (Midblock) notes a
minimum rear yard of 1.2m and Type A (Midblock) says a minimum 1.4m is to be
provided and landscaped where a path doesn’t dissect the site frontage/rear yard.
However, when referring to Block X which is predominantly Type B, except for the
internal end units (Type A), a space of 1m (Type B) and just over 600mm (Type A) are
provided for. While a smaller issue, given the limited planting within the parking courts
and the overall increase in building coverage from a compliant scheme (1714m2),
reduced space within the rear or front yards of each block could result in the planting
shown not being implemented. Which could result in an even more hard landscaped and
vehicle dominated environment.

Figure 10: Block X with Type B and one Type A shown

Figure 11: Type A & B typical planting plans

24.

I also note that the architectural elevations show a number of retaining walls along the
public frontages, including for Blocks J & X which are not shown within the engineering
plans. While elevated outdoor living spaces could be supported (refer to Urban Design
Review Report), the combined heights of the wall + fences, treatment, and planting (as
shown on the architectural elevations) need to be carefully considered with opportunities
for passive surveillance, screening and managing potential visual dominance issues
being addressed. Tall walls and fence heights will detract from the amenity of the street,
with solid fence treatments further restricting any planting to be appreciated from the
street, especially where solid fence treatments are proposed.

Figure 12: Block J retaining walls shown on architectural drawings and planting in front to help screen the walls

Figure 13: Block X architectural elevation showing retaining walls not shown within the engineering plans

25. In addition, to the above, I raise concerns around the location of the stepped block
wall along the southern boundary and question whether sufficient space inside the
property boundary has been provided to accommodate the width and height of the
walls and space required for the proposed planting. While the treatment of the level
change seems to have been thought out for the private lots, the architectural
elevations show a steep slope within the parking courts for Blocks V-T, with only a
narrow strip of planting is shown on the landscape plan provided for mitigation.
However, given the maximum height of the wall (4m), this treatment doesn’t seem
like a feasible option in terms to manage the level changes within the space of the
carpark, in addition the thin strip of planting at the rear of the parking court is not of a
scale that would be able to accommodate planting of a scale to screen the wall if it is
not stepped.

Figure 14: Blocks T, U & V parking courts not showing the retaining wall along the southern boundary within a height up to
4m

Figure 15: Type A (midblock southern boundary) landscape design does show the typical treatment of the wall within
private lots only

26.

On review of the information provided for the landscape design throughout the site, more
consideration to the interfaces of units with the road, communal space / public space
(e.g., reserve) needs to be considered. E.g., a layered planting approach, or providing
raised outdoor living spaces when fronting the road while providing sufficient lot sizes to
accommodate planting to mitigate walls and / or provide privacy. However, overall, as a
result of the repetitive terrace typology and narrow lots, I have concerns as to whether
sufficient landscape treatment can be provided for that will be appreciable from the street
and retain a well landscaped character as anticipated under the plan, as well as
providing meaningful landscape areas to mitigate parking and provide for quality living
environments for future residents.

Communal Spaces
27.

Communal Spaces are a core part of meeting the requirements of an IRD under the
AUP (OP), where typically the facilities are managed comprehensively as part of the
overall IRD (e.g., a retirement village). In this instance it is understood that the reserve
areas will be managed and maintained by a resident’s association or similar. However,
it is also understood that the reserves will be accessible to the public. The long-term
management and maintenance of these spaces; whether this be in terms of maintain
the turf or ensuring the growth of trees, will be important to ensure the level of amenity
provided by the spaces is continuously provided for within the development in the long
term. I also ask whether those houses deemed ‘affordable’ are to input into the cost, and
therefore in the long-term result in an additional cost. A management and maintenance
plan for the reserves and communal spaces (open spaces, play space, turf, parking,
furniture, BBQ area, bike racks, planting etc.) has not been provided, but is proposed by
the way of a condition of consent by the applicant.

28.

In terms of the location and design of the communal spaces, they are somewhat centrally
located, meaning one part of the proposed community are not ‘cut-off’ from accessing
them. However, they will afford greater amenity to Blocks K, N, P & W, for example
where they are in close proximity or immediately adjoin the reserve and narrow outdoor
spaces within each lot are provided. However, the treatment between Blocks K & N
specifically, with the communal space will need to be well thought out. For example,
currently Typology B has no windows facing out at ground floor to provide for passive
surveillance over the space.

29.

While the space for the communal area is provided, details such as the final size of the
astroturf area, location of bike parks, etc. could impact on the accessibility of the space
(e.g., how many entry points are there and how easy is it to get around the space). A
conceptual image palette for the play space is provided, however there are no solid
conceptual design drawings. It is understood the applicant is wanting to involve iwi /
mana whenua in the detailed design of these spaces, insofar that it is practicable.

30.

Overall, while the inclusion of communal open space is positive within a development of
this scale, the success of the communal spaces is not known due to the information not
provided, such as detailed plans, cross sections with proposed residential blocks and
the long-term management and maintenance of the spaces (See Appendix B for list of
information required).

Relevant objectives and polices
31.

Overall, it is considered that the application will be contrary to the relevant objectives
and policies of the AUP (OP), including the following:
Development maintains and is in keeping with the amenity values of established residential
neighbourhoods including those based on special character informed by the past, spacious sites with
some large trees, a coastal setting or other factors such as established neighbourhood character. –
Objective H3.2 (1)
Development is in keeping with the neighbourhood’s existing or planned suburban built character of
predominantly one to two storeys buildings. - Objective H3.2 (2)
Development provides quality on-site residential amenity for residents and for adjoining sites and the
street. - Objective H3.2 (3)
Require an intensity of development that is compatible with either the existing suburban built character
where this is to be maintained or the planned suburban built character of predominantly one to two
storey dwellings. – Policy H3.3 (1)
Require development to be of a height, bulk and form that maintains and is in keeping with the character
and amenity values of the established residential neighbourhood; or be of a height and bulk and have
sufficient setbacks and landscaped areas to maintain an existing suburban built character or achieve
the planned suburban built character of predominantly one to two storey dwellings within a generally
spacious setting. - Policy H3.3 (2) (a-b)
Encourage development to achieve attractive and safe streets and public open spaces including by
optimising front yard landscaping – Policy H3.3 (3) (b)
Require the height, bulk and location of development to maintain a reasonable level of sunlight access
and privacy and to minimise visual dominance effects to the adjoining sites. – Policy H3.3 (4)

Conclusion
32.

I do not consider that the proposed development, in terms of its intensity, scale and
layout, will maintain the existing suburban residential character and will result in
significant adverse landscape character and visual amenity effects.

33.

While I consider the site could potentially absorb a greater level of density than
anticipated under the SHZ of the AUP (OP), further consideration of the location and
types of dwelling typologies, specifically providing a range, reducing height along the
existing residential boundaries, and internalizing additional height / density, would need
to be considered.

34.

Further information required to assess the proposal is listed out in Appendix C.

35.

A modified set of conditions of consent, should the application be granted, are provided
within Appendix D.

Kind regards,

Gabrielle Howdle
Specialist Landscape Architect
Urban Design Team, Urban Design Unit
Auckland Council

Appendix A: Permitted Development Figure Ground (shown in black)

Appendix A: Proposed Development Figure Ground (shown in black)

Appendix B: Single House Zone catchment net site area analysis
Median

674.79 sqm

Minimum

91.21 sqm

Average

763.68 sqm

Maximum
Total

5649.30 sqm
1318107.89 sqm

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

Appendix C: Further information needed to assess the proposal

36.

I consider that there is insufficient information to undertake a comprehensive assess of
the proposal from a landscape perspective, including in regards to the effects on
neighbours. The following information should be included as part of the application:
-

Visual Simulations / montages of the development as seen from Glengarry Road
(travelling north and south), West Coast Road (travelling west and east) and Parrs
Park (looking south). As well as visual simulations and / or cross sections from adjacent
properties.

-

Detailed Landscape Plans for all variant lot types with supporting plant schedules to
understand the level of amenity and relationship between proposed units and the
street/communal space/ neighbours. Including hard landscape treatments, retaining
walls, lighting, services (e.g., washing lines).
o

Including confirming if any existing vegetation on site is to be retained as
advocated within the proposals AEE. Including the existing trees along the
southern boundary that are in the same location as a large retaining wall.

-

Street tree masterplan identifying the species proposed within the street network and
COAL’s/lanes, to understand the proposed hierarchy and level of amenity.

-

Detailed landscape plans for communal spaces and rear lanes / COAL’s, both hard
and soft landscape treatments, including lighting and any signage and treatment of
rubbish storage.

-

Earthworks plans showing the location, extent and height of all retaining wallsincluding those proposed within front yards, between properties and fronting
neighbouring properties which are shown on architectural drawings

-

Full elevations of all Blocks (front, rear, and sides)

-

Cross sections through to neighbouring properties illustrating the relationship between
the proposal (e.g., intensity, scale, HIRB, retaining walls/fences etc.) and neighbours
internal and outdoor living spaces.

-

Management and Maintenance Plan for the long-term upkeep of the communal spaces
required as part of the IRD.

Appendix D: Conditions of consent

37.

While the proposed development is not supported from a landscape perspective,
should consent be granted, the following conditions of consent are recommended.

38.

I concur with conditions recommended within the Urban Design Review Report,
specifically:
1.
That a range of dwelling typologies including single storey dwellings,
detached dwellings, and duplexes are incorporated particularly around the
periphery of the development, to better respond to the established suburban built
character of the neighbourhood.
2.
That building coverage is reduced more in line with the maximum 35% of
the net site area in the Single House Zone, in order to maintain the suburban built
character of predominantly one to two storey buildings within a generally spacious
setting.

39.

The below conditions have been taken from the information provided and edited or
added to. BLUE ADDED / REMOVED STRIKE THROUGH

Finalised landscape design drawings, specifications and maintenance
requirements
9.
Prior to the approval of any relevant building consent, the consent holder shall provide to the Council
Team Leader West Monitoring for certification that the plans comply with this condition, a finalised set
of detailed landscape design drawings and supporting written documentation which have been
prepared by a landscape architect or suitably qualified professional. The submitted information shall
be consistent with the consented landscape concept plan(s) prepared by Helen Mellsop, dated [TBC]
and, at a minimum, shall include landscape design drawings, specifications and maintenance
requirements including:
•

The extent of all areas and planting location and detailed design of retaining walls (up to 2m), fences
(up to 1.2m), steps and provision for accessibility within the front and rear yards of dwellings.

•

The extent of all areas and planting location and detailed design of retaining walls (up to 3m), fences
(up to 1.2m), steps and accessibility within the recreational areas.

•

An annotated planting plan(s) which communicate the proposed location and extent of all areas of
planting (including raingardens).
o

The final location, height, materiality and treatment of all retaining walls, specifically the
proposed wall along the southern boundary, both within private lots and communal parking
spaces, shall be provided. Walls shall be stepped and screened with planting and have a
recessive finish.

o

Parking courts shall incorporate greater extent and scale of planting to soften and provide
visual relief to the extent of hard landscape / vehicles. Parking courts and rubbish storage
shall be well screened from the roads by a layered planting approach with hedges and
specimen trees with a depth of at least 1.5m.

o

All screen planting in front of retaining walls shall be contained within the boundary of each
lot, unless approval from Auckland Transport and Auckland Council’s Parks department is
confirmed.

•

Annotated cross-sections and/or design details with key dimensions to illustrate that adequate
widths and depths are provided for planter boxes / garden beds and raingardens.

•

A plant schedule based on the submitted planting plan(s) which details specific plant species, plant
sourcing, the number of plants, height and/or grade (litre) / Pb size at time of planting, and estimated
height / canopy spread at maturity.

o

All Medium to Large Evergreen and Deciduous trees shall be able to grow to a height of at
least 8m at maturity with a spread of at least 3m.

o

Pseudopanax crassifolius and Pseudopanax ‘Sabre’ shall be removed from the specimen
tree list. They can be used within mixed planting but shall not be used as the main specimen
tree.

o

All specimen trees within the front yards of all lots and within parking courts shall be
implemented at a minimum grade size of Pb95.

o

Specimen trees within the rear yards shall be planted no smaller than Pb40.

o

All hedges within the front yards or screening retaining walls, rubbish refuse locations shall
be implemented at a minimum Pb12.

•

Details of draft specification documentation for any specific drainage, soil preparation, tree pits,
staking, irrigation and mulching requirements.

•

An annotated pavement plan and related specifications, detailing proposed site levels and the
materiality and colour of all proposed hard surfacing.

•

•

o

Materiality and colour changes, to slow traffic and reduce the perceived expanse of hard
landscape within COAL’s/JOAL’s shall be introduced.

o

Footpaths to front doors shall be a continuous treatment (e.g., pavers with gravel between
shall be avoided) to provide easier and more user-friendly access.

An annotated street furniture plan and related specifications which confirm the location and type of
all seats, bins, lights, signage, fences, walls and other structural landscape design elements.
o

Any retaining walls, regardless of their overall height, that are visible from the public realm
(existing and proposed roads and communal shared spaces) shall be constructed from a
high-quality material/finish, such as key stone retaining.

o

Any retaining walls within rear yards not subject to the above shall be stepped where space
allows to have no wall higher than 1m, with planting of at least 500mm in front and / or shall
be stained/painted a dark recessive colour (e.g., black/brown/grey).

o

Where retaining walls are over 1m in height, fence treatments shall be restricted to 1.1m,
or up to 1.5m where privacy is a concern, so long as the top 500mm is visually permeable
and planting is provided to mitigate the amenity of the wall and fence height.

o

Details of any proposed signage for the development and / commercial buildings shall be
provided. They shall be in line with the relevant Auckland Signage Bylaws and / or AUP
(OP) Signs Chapter requirements.

Final detailed design drawings, including the dimensions, treatments / materials and facilities
provided, within the communal shared spaces labelled as Reserves, Play Space, Muga, Community
Centre and Community Orchard on the Landscape Plan referenced in Condition 1.
o

•

The final drawings and any written response for these communal spaces should
demonstrate how the interested iwi / mana whenua have been involved with the final
designs and how their ideas, concerns and stories were incorporated into the design.

A landscape maintenance plan (report) and related drawings and specifications for all aspects of the
finalised landscape design covering a minimum five years, including in relation to the following
requirements:
i. Irrigation
ii. Weed and pest control
iii. Plant replacement for any poorly performing, damaged or dead plants including climbers and
specimen trees
iv. Maintenance methodology and frequency, Inspection timeframes
v. Contractor responsibilities and ongoing maintenance requirements.

•

Separate to the report above, a Maintenance and Management Plan (report) for the Communal
areas and facilities, including but not limited to the hard landscape, planting, lighting etc within
COAL’s/JOAL’s, the open space, play space, astroturf, communal parking, furniture, BBQ area, bike
racks, bins, planting etc. for the ongoing upkeep and management of the spaces shall be prepared
and provided. This should cover the ongoing actions and cyclical maintenance regime required to
ensure the quality of the spaces are retained for the lifetime of the development, e.g., plant
replacement, graffiti removal, replacement of damaged / stolen elements etc.

10.

The finalised landscape design shall be consistent with the landscape design intent / objectives
identified in the conceptual plans and information referenced at condition 1 and confirm responsibilities
for ongoing maintenance requirements.

11.

In preparing the landscape design, the consent holder shall engage with those iwi who have expressed
a wish to participate in the design process and seek to incorporate appropriate design elements
relating to play space design, an art piece and/or street names, insofar as is reasonably practicable.

Advice note: Landscaping in roads is outside the scope of this condition and is addressed in the subdivision
consent. Conditions related to implementation and maintenance prior to occupation are dealt with at
conditions 23 onward.
After Construction - Landscape treatment - implementation
26.
All relevant hard and soft landscaping shall be implemented, as detailed on the approved Landscape
and Pavement Plans / Site & Landscape Management Plans required by Condition 9 of this consent,
in the first planting season immediately following the completion of works. The landscaping in common
areas shall be maintained thereafter in accordance with the maintenance programme approved under
Condition 9 above to the satisfaction of Council, care of the Council's Team Leader West Monitoring.
27.

Prior to the dwellings being occupied within a stage, within an appropriate planting season, the consent
holder shall implement the relevant landscape design which has been approved by the council under
condition 9.

28.

The consent holder shall thereafter retain and maintain landscaping within the common areas
(planting, pavement and street furniture) in perpetuity to the satisfaction of the Council's Team Leader
West Monitoring in accordance with the maintenance plan which has been approved under condition
9, or any amendment to that plan approved in writing by Council's Team Leader West Monitoring.

Fencing/gate/security
29.
Prior to implementation of any fencing works, finalised design details of fencing and gate design,
including locations, heights, materials, shall be submitted to the Council, care of the Council's Team
Leader West Monitoring, for approval in writing.

40.

It is noted that Condition 9 of the LUC that ‘Landscaping in roads is outside the scope
of this condition and is addressed in the subdivision consent’, however I was unable to
find a condition within the subdivision stage that ensured a final street tree plan was
provided to council for certification, with the final details and / or then subsequently to
be implemented as part of the subdivision. As such I provide the following, or words to
this affect:

Landscape design within Roads - Subdivision.
Prior to the approval of building consent for the subdivision (roads) the consent holder
shall provide to the Council for certification, a finalised set of detailed landscape design
drawings and supporting written documentation which have been prepared by a
landscape architect. The submitted information shall be consistent with the consented

landscape concept plan(s) referenced in Condition 1 and shall include landscape design
drawings, specifications and maintenance.
•

An annotated planting plan(s) which communicates the proposed location,
arrangement, frequency, spacing, number and specific species of proposed street
trees and any other planting (e.g., rain gardens) within the roads. This is required
to demonstrate any hierarchy of trees within roads and lanes, and to ensure
suitable spaced trees within the road are provided for.

•

A plant schedule based on the submitted planting plan(s) which details specific
plant species, the number of plants and height and/or grade (litre) / Pb size at
time of planting

•

Plant Replacement, any poorly performing, damaged or dead street trees shall
be replaced for a minimum three years

The consent holder shall then implement the street trees which has been certified by
Council and thereafter retain and maintain this landscape to the satisfaction of Council
and the maintenance plan.

ADDENDUM COMMENTS 10/06/2021
It is noted that the applicants responded to the expert panel RFI and Council was provided a
copy of this response on 04/06/2021, 5:37pm. Given the timing on the Friday and with
Monday being a statutory public holiday observed (Queens Birthday), Council’s Landscape
Specialist, Ms Gabrielle Howdle was unable to review in detail the additional information
provided, but noted the following additional high-level points:
•

The visual aids provided are not prepared as per NZILA best practice, and
therefore they should not be relied upon as being highly accurate of what a
person would see (e.g. to what degree and extent) in real life. I also note that
they are artistic renders, and therefore where some planting is shown may differ
from the landscape plans in terms of numbers, type and height; and are shown
at 5-10 years growth (medium to long term).

•

Some of the visual aids show stepped retaining walls (e.g. along Bock G) that
aren't shown on the Landscape Plans and therefore could impact the proposed
planting / space in these areas.

•

Fencing of the communal spaces to exclude the public, could have an impact
on the use, accessibility and quality of these spaces for residents and those
visiting.

