


This is a gap in the evidence. The correct question is not "are effects acceptable at the 
proposed height?" but rather "are the stated design outcomes achievable at 16m, such that the 
exceedance is genuinely necessary?" The applicants' reports do not answer this question. 

 

4. The Assessors' Own Logic Undermines the Case for Exceedance 

Both the UDLA and the peer review argue that visual dominance effects are mitigated by: 

• The short southern elevation of the buildings (approximately 20m wide) 
• Generous setbacks from the southern boundary 
• Stepped upper floors complying with the HiRB recession plane 
• Landscape screening and specimen tree planting 

These are all design features independent of height. They could equally be applied to a 
16m-compliant building. The applicants' case implicitly concedes that it is the design 
approach — not the excess height — that manages visual dominance. If so, the same design 
approach at 16m would produce the same or better outcomes for neighbouring properties. 

The peer reviewer notes (para. 2.4) that static visual simulations "cannot fully replicate the 
more dynamic and moving way people experience the environment." As someone who lives 
at the end of Te Arawa Street, I can confirm that the experience of looking north from my 
property toward buildings three storeys above the permitted height will be materially 
different from what the simulations convey. 

 

5. The Exceedance Has Not Been Justified 

For a restricted discretionary activity infringing a height standard, the applicant must 
demonstrate the infringement is justified — not merely that effects can be managed. The 
cultural narrative gifted by Ngāti Whātua Ōrākei is meaningful and I respect it, but the THAB 
zone already anticipates five to seven storey buildings at 16m. No analysis has been provided 
showing the cloud-and-headland design concept requires buildings beyond that height. The 
concept could be expressed at 16m. 

 

6. Relief Sought 

I ask the Expert Panel to: 

1. Require Building 4 (and ideally all buildings) to comply with the 16m THAB height 
standard; or 

2. Require the applicant to provide a specific assessment demonstrating why the 
cultural and design outcomes cannot be achieved within 16m, with that assessment 
subject to independent review; and 



3. Impose conditions ensuring the landscape screening along the Te Arawa Street 
boundary is established to a specified standard before any buildings exceeding 16m 
are occupied. 
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