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BRENDON GORDON ARCHITECIURE LTD REPORT June 2010 

ARCHITECTURAL TESTING 
FOR THE CITY LIVING ZONE OF PROPOSED TAURANGA CITY PLAN REVIEW 

6. FAQADE ARTICULATION 

In the residential building zone at the proposed density and height it is important to create a sense of human 
scale to the vbuilt form. tTo break the building scale vertically and horizontally and to create some relief to the 
fagade . 
Using different materials is one architectural technique to achieve this. The examples presented use changes in 
cladding materials to the two top storeys to reduce the perceived height of the structure. 
Expressing the different functions within the stucture e.g. The visual communication of the stair/access shafts 
Decks/ canopies /screens are used to create relief by stepping the fagade in and out, to avoid flat planes. 
The examples presented use decks to subdivide the fagade horizontally and vertically so it is not a flat plane. 
Setbacks are another architectural technique to achieve this, while also allowing light into the neighbouring 
spaces e.g. windows and doors to the deck sides. 
The stair/ lift access core is identified from street by being set back and has good light and connection to the 
street, while allowing light internally and creates passive street surveillance as people move around the 
building. 

7. INTERIOR SPACES 

The relationship of interior spaces is important as is the design of the public space versus private spaces within 
the apartments. The examples illustrated are open front to back allowing cross ventilation, natural light 
admittance (ESD, Environmentally Sustainable Design principles) and a feeling of openness and space rather 
than feeling confined. 

Bedrooms are cushioned to living areas, north facing (as per ESD principles). 
Attention to acoustic separation,mutual privacy etc. Service rooms to south side (smaller, easier to heat) 
Good Shelter and privacy to decks. Service and laundry deck to rear (which can be smaller than 6m2). 
Flexibility to use of internal spaces/rooms according to occupant's needs: apartments could be three 
bedrooms or two and an office etc. 

The requirement for miniumum sunlight admission is good in terms of ESD principles but needs to be flexible to 
allow for site orientation away from north. Perhaps a miniumum time requirement to the main living area of the 
dwelling could achieve the required outcome. Perhaps for 2 hrs on 21 June. 

8. CONCLUSION 

The site test examples illustrate building efficency in terms of build economy and practicality. The stacking of 
the structure. Lining up of services and elimination of susceptable waterproofing details, e.g to decks. 
The designs include eaves to the north face and incorporate the Environmentally Sustainable Design principles. 

The site is always a big driver of the architectural design response. Each site is unique and has many ways of 
being articulated. I would maintain however that some orchitctural responses ore better than others in the 
quality of the space they achieve both inside and outside the built form. These are test concepts only 
presented here. 
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ARCHITECTURAL TESTING 
FOR THE CITY LIVING ZONE OF PROPOSED TAURANGA CITY PLAN REVIEW 

B) RECOMMENDATIONS AND MODIFICATIONS 

1 DENSITY 

The examples illustrate what the different densities look like in terms of relative scale, bulk and location and 
how carparking has a major impact on the design criteria effecting site articulation. 
The intention of the City Living Zone is for Medium Density Residential, proposed criteria 1:130. 
The testing suggests a density of 1:120 about right. 

Carparking 

No On-site Visitor Carparking 

Building Site Coverage 

Vehicle Access, 
Maneuvering 

Landscaping 

Minimum Floor Areas: 

3.0m Side Setback 

Ground Floor Stud Height 

1 carpark per dwelling recommended. 
Requirement for 2 cars per townhouses/ apartments would be market 
driven, therefore does not need a minium higher than 1. 

Given the proximity of the zone to the city.amenities and public transport. 
Encourage consumer options. 

(50%) -Achieved in testing. In fact well below. 
Needs clarity to definition that determine how it is calculated. 
Currently as ground floor building footprint which encourages cantilevers. 
Not a good outcome 

(70 %)Dominates the sites (too many cars) 

(30%) Threshold harder to realistically achieve, needs some tolerance to 
25%. 
Definitions are needed for landscaping: hard landscaping versus soft 
landscaping (just planting or mulch ?) 
Buildings don't necessarily need to be hidden with planting. 

Important rule: 50.0m minimum studio could be reduced to 40.0m . 
Testing examples of well-functioning design at 42square metres, refer Site 2 
scheme A&B. 

Change the 3.0m setback on one side, to both being 1.5m (as in current 
plan). To allow more design flexibility but maintain access. / separation. 

Delete minimum Ground Floor Height (4.0m proposed). Unneccessory. 

Ground Floor Level Height to street Delete maximum Floor Level Height (1.2m proposed). Too restrictive 

10m Street Setback 

1.5m Street Setback 

- Increase the 10.0 m setback to 12.0m to allow for fagade articulation 
(to street and internally) for decks and balustrades, sun louvres, privacy 
screens, eaves. 

- 1.5 m street setback combined with a minimum 2.0m deep deck 
requirement will occupy 3.5m of the 10.0m space - which makes it too 
restrictive. 

- Better building modules with respect to carparking and internal space 
articulation can be achieved with slightly more width (refer examples). 

- This could be relaxed to 1.0m minimum. 
- Entry canopies need to be expressed and sit proud of the building therefore 

need to be allowed to intrude 1 .Om into setback space. 
- Allow intrusions for fagade articulation 1 .Om into setback space for decks 

and balustrades, sun louvres, privacy screens, eaves. 
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The Internal Street 

Streetscape 

Frontage Landscaping 

Overshadowing 

Sunlight admission 

Outdoor Living 

Mininum Outlook Space 

- Promote the Internal street as it hides and houses cars 
(perhaps through incentives) 

- Streetscape Design needs to be addressed and promoted with the 
scheme. Council to work with local residents. 

- Landscaping to street, well defined entrance, entry process. 
- Promote intergration of the berm. Street carparking articulation integrated 

in the scheme. Council to work with local residents. 

- Increase 10.0m setback to 12.0m (as above) 

- Important for ESD principles, however needs to be relaxed to fit sites 
articulation away from north. 

- 45 degrees azmith and 30 degrees either side of north?. 
- current numbers are based on shortest day minimums. 
- critera could be to proove a minimum sunlight admittance of 2 hrs on June 

21. 

- important to promote quality of the built environment. Important for ESD 
principles 

- Medium density living therefore expect to see other structures/ buildings. 
- Ground Floor: Main living deck to have minimum size (3.0m dia), 

needs provision for secondary decks to be smaller i.e for laundry, off dining 
or bedrooms 3.0m not required for these. 

- Upper floors: Main living deck to have minimum size (2.0m dia), needs 
provision for secondary decks to be smaller i.e for laundry, off dining or 
bedrooms 2.0m not required for these. 

- Confirm that garages can be used as service areas (for rubbish bins etc) 

- Living areas only to be 6.0m in one direction, which would be ample 
not in oil directions as per Appendix 14 H. Redraw appendix 

- Bedrooms/ Office/ Accessways to be 3.0m in one direction, which would be 
ample ,not in all directions as per Appendix 14 H. Redraw appendix. 

- The architectural design can shield or separate spaces so they can be 
close but not looking into/at each other by use of wing walls, screens, 
adjustolble /sliding louvres. Therefore doesn't need a privacy rule. 
Keep the design criteria approach (refer to policy ) 
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C) ARCHITECTURAL RESPONSE 
COMPARISON WITH PROPOSED CITY LIVING POLICY DIRECTION. 
ASSESSMENT AGAINST PROPOSED CITY PLAN -14.11.1.2.1 POLICY CRITERIA 

(Note: architectural comment in bold) 

By ensuring that the layout and design of development in the zone: 

a) Provides buildings with minimum ground floor stud heights that allow adaptable future use of ground 
floor space for possible residential or mixed-use development; 
Test examples work on 2.8m / 3.0m floor-to-floor tieights (note: testing is for residential only) 

b) Provides each independent dwelling unit with accessible and functional on-site outdoor 
Living space and an on-site service area; 
Out door living space requirements actiieved - important EDS 
Note the use of garaging as acceptable service storage space for town houses. 
Rubbish bins and recycling are typically located under stair landing in central common areas. 
(note: testing is for residential only) 

c) Provides for directly accessible pedestrian access to and from the street at ground floor level 
Achieved in testing (note: testing is for residential only) 

d) Locates on-site vehicular parking, maneuvering and access at the side and/or rear of the site or 
beneath a building. 
Achieved in testing 
(Note: underground carparking discounted due to size of the sites: too small to warrant construction cost, 
construction logistics, ramp length required and maneuvering space required) 
Side and rear access possible to parking spaces 

e) Ensures that space associated with vehicle parking and movement does not dominate the site design 
and layout, and leaves a minimum amount of useable site area for outdoor site landscaping. 
Achieved in testing (Note: car parking minimum requirements - drives the site articulation) 
On site landscaping percentage difficult to meet 

f) Visually screens on-site car parking areas so they are not seen directly from the street: 
Test Design seeks to maximise street appeal by screening or removing cars from the street 
by creating an internal street with a minimum number of kerb crossings 

g) Balances building bulk and scale with on-site open space so that building coverage does not dominate 
the site; 
Test Design seeks to respect neighbours by: 

setting back 3.0m to each side boundary, not occupying the maximum allowable building envelope 
this allows light admittance to the street at the site edges. (Although not required to do this.) 
Shading to the street is minimized by setting bulk back more than 1.5 m as the building is on the 
north side 
Having two storied townhouses within the srte to match the scale of the existing built form and allow 
sunlight to the taller building behind. 
The fagade articulation is broken into smaller elements horizontally and vertically in context with the 
existing street 

Testing achieves building site coverage at 50% or below. 
On-site landscaping percentages difficult to meet. 
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h) Is comprehensively designed so that it: 
Integrates well with the immediate locality; scale / setback / fagade articulation 
Contributes positively to the streetscape with its frontage, obvious ground floor access, and passive 
surveillance of the street from activity within the building; (all achieved) 
Is of a high standard of architectural design with well articulated frontages; (relief / section of 
materials) 
Provides the occupants of each independent dwelling unit with a visual outlook and access to an 
outdoor living area which adjoins the unit; 
Provides for aural and visual privacy of occupants and neighbours; 
Provides for adequate levels of sunlight and daylight to reach the main living areas of independent 
dwelling units throughout the year, including mid-winter; 
Effectively incorporates existing vegetation into on-site landscaping; 
Safely caters for on-site traffic, parking and servicing needs; 
Avoids or mitigates any reverse sensitivity effects from mixed use development on residential 
activities; 
(note: residential only) landscape planting / bulk and location 
Incorporates on-site low impact stormwater design methods within site design and operation 
wherever possible; (Note: refer disclaimer) 

All schemes are comprehensively designed for the site 

- Has due regard to opportunities for promoting sustainability through building materials, layout of activity and 
construction techniques: 

ESD - Environmentally Sustainable design principles applied 
Orientation of rooms for solar gain, space articulation larger to the sun / north -smaller service room 
south, natural ventilation - opening windows, cross ventilation, thermal mass, build efficiency, 
insulation, water efficient fixtures retention, product selection, heating systems etc 

- Can be effectively serviced by local water, wastewater, stormwater and road infrastructure. 
(Note: refer disclaimer) 
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Citv Living Zone 

Economic Viabilitv Review of Proposed Citv Plan 
Provisions 

1. Introduction 

The purpose of this paper Is to provide a review & commentary on proposed 
City Plan provisions for the City Living Zone and the impact of such provisions 
on development viability. 

The purpose of the City Living Zone is to provide site redevelopment 
opportunities primarily for the development of intensive, multi level housing 
and some mixed use in the established residential areas around Tauranga 
City Centre. 

Over time this type of development will create a residential amenity that 
relates to an urban living environment, rather than a suburban living 
environment. 

2. Disclaimer 

The views expressed in this paper are those of the author. This paper may not 
be used for any other purpose without the written permission of the author. 
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3. Review of City Living Zone Provisions 

This section provides commentary on various provisions proposed for the City 
Living Zone, which are not likely to impact on development viability. 

(i) Development Density 

There is an apparent conflict behind the density controls provided under 
14.14.1.2 and development "envelope controls", principally site coverage and 
height provided for elsewhere within the Plan provisions. 

By way of example a 1,10Om^ site with a density bonus of one dwelling per 
130m^ site would allow a total of 8 dwellings to be developed. However with 
site coverage of 50% and a ISmetre height limit (effectively 3 habitable levels) 
a total building area of 1,650m^ could be developed. Assuming such a 
development comprised all 2 bedroom units with an average gross area of 
85m^ / unit (75m2 + 15% circulation), 19 units could be provided - more than 
double the number permitted by the density control. 

Where a development site is less than 1,050m^the difference becomes even 
more obvious. A 1,000m^ site with a density control of 1 dwelling per 200m^ 
would only allow the development of 5 dwelling units. The site coverage and 
height controls by way of comparison would allow a building envelope with a 
floor area of 1,500m^able to provide 17 two bedroom dwelling units, 3 times 
the number permitted by the density control. 

Whilst the above illustrations are theoretical they serve to demonstrate what 
could be a significant barrier to development occurring in the City Living Zone. 
Land values for sites within the City Living Zone are relatively high, typically in 
the range of $700 - $1000 -i-/m^so that to acquire a site of say 1,1 OOm̂  
would costin the order of $770,000 to $1,100,000 or for a 1,000m^site in the 
order of $700,000 to $1 million. 

Under the density controls as proposed this would equate to a land cost per 
dwelling of between $95-138,000 for a 1,100m^ site or $140 - 200,000 per 
dwelling for a site of 1,000m^; a level that would be prohibitive for viable 
development. Under the theoretical development cases above this would 
reduce substantially to between $40 - 60,000 per dwelling. 

It is recommended that the density control be removed in its entirety (or at 
least significantly modified) as it is unlikely to promote the broader policy 
objectives of the City Living Zone as currently drafted. It is further noted that 
there are various other performance controls within the City Plan provisions 
that will govern the final site development solutions for any particular site. 

(ii) Size of Independent Dwelling Units. 

Given that there are a number of other performance controls with the Plan 
provisions it is suggested that the minimum floor areas could be reduced to 
say 40m^ for a 1 bed unit or 55m^ for a 2 bed unit. Compliance with other 



101 

performance controls will ensure an appropriate internal living environment is 
delivered whilst enabling a more economic provision of intensive multi-level 
housing. 

(iii) Building Height & Floor Level Heights 

The building height limits of 13 metres and 19 metres are generally supported. 
It is worth nothing that a 13 metre height limit, assuming basement parking, is 
capable of accommodating 4 habitable levels with a 'flat' roof form. It is 
however likely that site constraints and construction costs will in many cases 
require car parking to be provided at ground level, or in a 'half in half out' 
configuration, with the building envelope thus most likely limiting any form of 
development to 3 habitable levels. 

The requirement for a minimal internal ground floor height of 4 metres should 
be deleted (14.14.1.4 (c)). It is unlikely that there will be high demand for 
mixing ground floor commercial activities with residential accommodation on 
the upper levels, to the extent that this may prevail in certain precincts the 
design solution is best dealt with by the building developer at that time. A 
blanket requirement for a 4 metre ground floor stud imposes additional costs 
for little or no long term benefit. 

The requirement for a maximum floor level height of 1.2 metres should be 
deleted (14.14.1.4 (d)). It is likely that for development to be economically 
viable car parking will need to be provided for at ground floor level in many 
instances, recognizing that there will need to be an acceptable streetscape 
design solution to treat the ground level/street level appearance of the 
building. 

(iv) Streetscape 

It is unclear what the intent of a maximum 3 metre setback is intended to 
achieve. 

It is suggested that this should be either significantly increased or deleted to 
enable greater design and development flexibility. The overall urban design 
requirements within the Plan provisions should provide adequate scope to 
ensure that issues of context and overall streetscape are adequately 
addressed in any development proposal. 

Other streetscape provisions are generally supported as in line with good 
urban design principles. 

(v) Sunlight Admission 

Whilst the provision of sunlight to main living areas (not bedrooms) is 
supported the requirement that this be provided at mid-day on 21®' June is 
overly restrictive and likely to impact on the development potential of sites that 
do not have a direct north south orientation, or only a narrow aspect to the 
north. 
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It is suggested this be amended to provision of sunlight admission to main 
living areas to say 2 hours at any time of the day on 21®' June. This would 
provide greater design flexibility for sites that are not aligned to due north with 
main living areas generally able to be designed to face east, north or west. 

(vi) Site Coverage 

The site coverage for buildings of 50% is supported. 

It is suggested, however, that further consideration be given to the site 
coverage criteria for manoeuvring and parking areas and landscaping areas. 
Importantly any review of these criteria should consider their practicality and 
reasonableness given that it is highly likely that in many instances parking will 
need to be provided at ground level given the cost and inefficiency of 
providing basement parking on relatively small sites. 

It would be useful to provide greater clarity between the need for soft 
landscaping and hard landscaping elements within site coverage controls. 

(vii) Outdoor Living Areas and Service Areas 

The requirement for outdoor living areas of adequate size is generally 
supported. However the requirement for a 30m^ outdoor living area for ground 
floor units is questioned. This would appear excessive and potentially double 
counting the need for overall landscaping with the site. Given comments 
above in regard to manoeuvring and landscape criteria it is suggested this be 
reviewed. 

If a 'ground floor' unit is in fact 1 metre above ground level would it require a 
30m minimum area or a 6m^ minimum area under the current provisions? 
Why is the requirement different to those for upper levels? 

If a site is north facing on to a street how does the requirement for 30m^ 
outdoor living area reconcile With the current requirement of a maximum 3m 
setback from the street - it would imply that an apartment would have to be 
10m wide, not an economic proposition. 

Service Areas - is the requirement for 4m^/ dwelling unit based on an 
engineering standard? It seems excessive for the purpose. 

(viii) Visual Outlook, Admission of Natural Light and Ventilation 

The requirement for visual outlook & separation from nearby building is 
supported. 

The requirement for a 6 metre outlook should be limited to a single direction 
and only from the main living area. Outlook from other areas can be 
adequately mitigated by good architectural design - a 6 metre requirement in 
all directions is likely to reduce the ability to develop sites in a satisfactory 
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manner and may impose additional costs or reduce development capacity 
within the site. 

The requirement for an openable window to each main living area and 
bedroom is supported. It is unclear why this is required to a studio area unless 
the studio is considered a bedroom? Perhaps there needs to be a clearer 
definition of what a studio area is and is not. 

(ix) Car Parking 

Car parking is likely to be a significant cost in the development of multi unit 
multi level projects within the City Living Zone. The cost of developing car 
parking on constrained sites can be prohibitive and can render development 
uneconomic. 

Give the proximity of the City Living Zone to the City Centre it is suggested 
that car parking be required at 1 space/dwelling with no on-site provision of 
visitor parking. Market demand and saleability of dwelling units will determine 
the need for parking provision greater than the minimum requirement. 

(x) Restricted Discretionary and Matters of Discretion 

Many ofthe matters for consideration within Restricted Discretionary Activities 
are inherently subjective in their assessment. Whilst there are well developed 
principles for providing good design outcomes it is recommended that Council 
consider the selling up of an "independent" Urban Design Panel to assess 
such matters at arms length from the regulatory approval process. 

Such an approach is likely to engender greater engagement and confidence 
by private sector development interests with a suitably qualified panel 
appropriately considering and weighing such "subjective" matters of design. 
Such an independent panel approach will also require that Council grow and 
retain its internal Urban Design capability so that it is able to effectively 
engage with private sector developers and designers as well as such an 
independent Urban Design Panel. 

4. other 

Council may also consider providing an "acceptable solutions" approach for 
designs of multi level multi unit projects. In recent years there have been a 
number of "Good Design Guides" for apartment and multi unit residential 
projects produced both in NZ and Australia. These provide guidance and 
promote good solutions. Council could adopt an appropriate existing "Design 
Guide" (e.g. North Shore City Council) as is or modify one to suit the specific 
circumstances of Tauranga City at little cost. 

MARTIN UDALE 
ESSENTIA CONSULTING GROUP LTD 
JULY 2010 




