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Currently, Auckland has a third of New 
Zealand’s population – approximately 1.6 
million people. Since 1991, Auckland’s 
population has increased by a massive 
675,000. Every week, the number of 
people calling Auckland home grows 
by 825 people. Auckland’s current 
population is projected to grow by 1 
million people within the next 30 years, 
with recent estimates saying we will pass 
the two million mark by 2028. 

We are experiencing unprecedented 
growth and it is putting pressure on our 
communities, as well as our environment, 
housing and transport infrastructure. It 
is currently anticipated that capacity for 
up to 400,000 new dwellings and 277,00 
additional jobs will be needed within 
the next three decades. The scale of 
investment required to respond to this 
growth is significant. 

The Auckland Plan 2050 sets the high-
level strategic direction, the vision, 
for the future of Auckland. It outlines 
our social, cultural, economic and 
environmental goals, and guides the 
growth of our city over the next 30 years. 
The plan places emphasis on developing a 
quality compact urban form. 

The Unitary Plan provides for medium 
density developments across a number of 
zones – residentially these are the Terrace 
Housing and Apartment Buildings zone 
(up to about five storeys) and the Mixed 
Housing Urban zone (up to three storeys). 
The Unitary Plan rezoned a substantial 
amount of new land to provide for these 
zones. The provisions for these zones 
now exclude any restriction on density, 
with standards for bulk and location of 
buildings (and a higher degree of design 
in the THAB zone) effectively limiting 
built development, and therefore density, 
on the site. This enables more site 
specific solutions and additional density 
on land and in our centres that was not 
available or feasible before the Unitary 
Plan. 

The shift towards more consolidated 
forms of housing provides a great 
opportunity to deliver both high quality 
homes and an improved urban form. 
It is imperative that we get the design 
right. This document reflects what the 
development industry is doing to address 
the design quality issues and it suggests 
how we are learning the lessons to 
provide better design outcomes. In doing 
so, we focus on providing a sustainable 
approach to the future planning of our 
city. 
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With the Auckland Unitary Plan in effect, 
delivery has already increased and shows 
signs of accelerating. This shift towards 
more consolidated forms of housing 
provides a great opportunity to deliver 
both high quality homes and an improved 
urban form. It is imperative that we get 
the design right. 

Over 15 years, the Auckland Urban Design 
Panel has supported, challenged and 
mentored numerous developers working 
on medium density developments. The 
Urban Design Panel is mandated to 
provide independent design review of the 
larger and more complex development 
schemes from across all of Auckland.  
The Panel members provide support to 
Council’s Design Review staff whose 
review work includes developments for 10 
or more residential units, many of which 
are proposed apartment buildings. 

This document sets out the lessons learnt 
from the numerous discussions that have 
been held between developers and the 
Panel. Key findings have been extracted 
with the aim to support developers, 
planners, designers and architects 
working with mid-rise (4-9 storey) 
residential development. 

This publication sets out six case 
studies of recent mid-rise apartment 
developments in Auckland. Rather than 
being chosen as exemplar developments, 
the case studies are a representation of 
current apartment schemes. 

Common themes or learnings around 
what contributes to a successful 
medium-scale apartment building have 
been documented. At other times the 
improvements were largely the work of 
Design Review staff.  Discussions with 
these urban designers, or subsequently 
with Panel members could be seen as a 
catalyst, leading to unexpected design 
improvements. 

We asked the question, “what were 
the main issues and challenges for 
each development, and how were they 
addressed?” 

The findings are discussed in the 
following pages, however while we have 
limited our findings to one page each, 
more detailed guidance can be found 
on the Auckland Design Manual, www.
aucklanddesignmanual.co.nz.  Guidance 
around best practice design continues to 
be developed, including the preparation 
of worked examples for typical Auckland 
sites. 

Our hope is that the lessons learnt from 
these case studies will help us all work 
together to deliver successful mid-rise 
development projects and improve 
Auckland’s urban environment.

Medium density development is 
an important part of delivering 
an improved Auckland. Auckland 
Council’s Auckland Plan 2050 
places emphasis on developing 
a quality compact urban form to 
accommodate Auckland’s growth 
and improve greater housing 
choices.1 
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Engaging an architect who has strong design 
skills, and experience with this type and 
scale of development will produce a superior 
scheme and add value to the project. 

For more intensive and complex building 
types such as apartments, a high standard 
of design will make the consenting process 
more straightforward. Along with an 
experienced planner, a good architect is also 
more likely to understand how the building 
design should be a response to its context.

There are often trade-offs to be made and 
here skilled designers will add value to the 
process and product. 

An architect with strong design skills may 
also be able to increase your return, whereas 
a commercial approach only reduces cost. 

GO FOR DESIGN 
EXCELLENCE
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Residents’ courtyards. 
Alpers Village. Patterson 

Associates Architects.

Case study: Alpers Village 
(also see Killarney Street)
Five design companies were engaged over an 
eight year period. In the eighth year, a leading 
architecture office was engaged, leading to a 
successful outcome. 

Planning controls and design review 
are as important as the architecture

Be prepared to collaborate with Council - and 
enter into early dialogue. The pre-application 
process is essential for receiving early 
feedback from Council and should occur at 
the concept design stage. As well, the Urban 
Design Panel can provide an expert peer 
review process to support your project. 

Design statement: context analysis and 
design response

Developing a Design Statement allows both 
the design team and Council to understand 
how and why the design responds to its 
context (refer to Auckland Design Manual for 
thorough Design Statement guidance)

Engage experienced architects. They can assist in delivering a better outcome and 
potentially a better return

Case study: Brightside Road
The architect not only significantly improved 
the quality of the earlier designs, but also 
increased the number of dwellings from 48 to 
61.



Good design has an empathetic relationship with its immediate context, including built or 
environmental conditions on the adjacent sites. The design response should be the  
result of an analysis of the existing context. In planning terms this is referred to as the 
Context Analysis.

ENGAGE WITH THE 
CONTEXT

LESSON 02 7

The Isaac, designed by Ockham Residential, arranges 75 apartments into three blocks that are designed and scaled to relate to an 
adjacent listed heritage building and other character villas that surround the site. 

Working within historic context

Where the existing context is historic, the 
design should not replicate or mimic existing 
heritage. A contemporary design can reference 
selected design elements of neighbouring 
historic buildings or local character - this may 
include architectural features that demarcate 
floor levels, rhythms provided by main vertical 
elements, bays or window proportions. 
However, it is the quality rather than any ‘style’ 
or period that is important. Often a heritage 
building has a quality of design, crafting  
and construction.

Working within degraded urban 
contexts

Currently mid-rise development often occurs 
where the urban condition is lower density 
and within lower quality brownfield sites. In 
this case, the development needs to act as an 
exemplar of good apartment design, to work 
with the context and seek to improve on what 
is there. 

Case study: Northcote
The site borders a public park to the north, 
however the initial designs didn’t respond to 
this opportunity. 50% of the northern park 
edge was allocated to car parking, and only 
one apartment per floor faced north over the 
park. Access to the park involved walking 
around the building or through the car 
parking area. 
In the developed design, the buildings were 
realigned, enabling the entire northern edge 
of the site fronting the park to be activated 
with apartment buildings. 
As a result, four apartments per floor now 
face the park, making the most of the sun 
and views. Direct access to the park is 
provided within the two circulation cores. 
This ensures that residents engage with this 
access each time they enter or exit  
the building. 

Let the context lead the design

Engaging with the natural and built context 
can lead to a stronger design outcome. This 
ensures the development makes the most of 
the immediate and wider environment.
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There are many considerations and demands 
on space, the key elements being buildings, 
parking, open space, and pedestrian 
movement networks. 

Where one requirement dominates, the 
project can suffer. These demands need to be 
balanced through the design process to find 
the best design outcome for the site. 

SITE DESIGN MAKES 
THE DIFFERENCE 

Buildings clustered around communal green space. Kainga Tuatahi. Ngati Whatua Orakei, Stevens Lawson Architects and Boffa Miskell. 

Case study: Bernoulli Gardens 
(also see Killarney Street and Brightside 
Road)
The early design was dominated by car 
parking at grade, with buildings clustered 
around this parking space. While there was 
35% landscaping, the landscaped space was 
primarily “left over” space between buildings 
and car manoeuvring space. 
By reworking the entire design of the site, 
parking was consolidated and communal 
space was provided at the heart of the 
development. Movement networks further 
activated this central area. The development 
now has landscape at  
its heart.

Locate the blocks, circulation, open spaces and parking concurrently, with each informing 
the other



If the apartment building is located in a Local, 
Town or Metropolitan centre zone, where 
shops and services are located within easy 
walking distance, consider providing the Plan-
required minimum parking. 

It can be hard to make parking less dominant. 
Basement parking is an optimal solution, 
however this is not possible within the budget 
of some projects. Any at-grade parking should 
be given careful design attention. Car parking 
spaces should be landscaped, and wherever 
possible should be located away from street 
frontages and other visually prominent areas. 
Car parking should also be broken up rather 
than in one large area or parking court. A 
further design alternative is to sleeve parking 
behind the building.

Undercroft parking has been used to great 
effect in some of the case studies given. This 
can either be by making the most of existing 
contours, or utilising shaded or southern 
ground-floor areas. 

Planting trees with high canopies within at-
grade parking areas can add amenity and value 
to the development.

MAKE PARKING 
“DISAPPEAR” 
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Undercroft parking utilising 
natural topography. Trinity 

Apartments.  
Architectus Ltd.

Case study: Brightside Road (also see 
Bernoulli Gardens)
The early design provided a single, centrally 
located building surrounded by parking at 
grade. The site was dominated by cars, with 
a single building stranded in the middle.
By reworking the entire design of the site, 
the car parking was dispersed, and much of 
the parking and manoeuvring areas were 
shifted to beneath the southern parts of 
three apartment buildings. This minimised 
the presence of cars and made the most of 
those darker areas, which are less suitable 
for living spaces. 

Case study: Northcote 
The site was initially cut in half. One half 
housed the building, and the other half was 
an expanse of at-grade car parking. 
The site was radically redesigned, with 
the single building broken into two and a 
laneway created between. Car parking 
is enclosed within the building footprint. 
Undercroft parking houses 50% of the car 
parking within a shaded area which would 
be less suitable for living.

Locate car parking to be unobtrusive; behind or below buildings or on less desirable parts of 
the site, such as to the south. 
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Give attention to activation and 
attractiveness

Providing generous areas of planting, 
adaptable seating and other soft and hard 
landscaping can ensure that the communal 
spaces are attractive to residents and therefore 
well used and maintained. 
Locating communal outdoor areas within 
movement networks such as paths or lanes 
and within valued locations supports these 
open spaces to be well used, relevant  
and desirable. 

The communal open spaces should be 
optimally located to receive maximum sunlight 
as well as daylight. On larger sites communal 
spaces should be overlooked by several 
residential units to provide safe spaces for  
the users.

Provide amenities for flexible use

Communal open spaces should be attractive 
and provide a mix of hard and soft landscaping 
to enable a variety of uses. Elements that 
should be provided can include: mature 
trees to provide shade in summer, other 
planting that integrates with the design of the 
buildings, adaptable seating, outdoor cooking 
and flexible play or relaxation space. 

FOCUS ON SHARED 
OPEN SPACES

This award-winning apartment 
development uses green spaces 
to provide amenity and enhance 
legibility and access. 
Accordia. Alison Brooks 
Architects and Feilden Clegg 
Bradley Studios

Case study: Alpers Village (also see 
Killarney Street)
The neighbouring historic garden was taken 
as a starting point for the design of the 
development. The landscape was integrated 
with the development, with courtyard gardens 
providing settings for apartment clusters as 
well as a larger garden area as a destination 
green space. Residents have options of 
types of open spaces – from the more urban 
courtyards to a larger colonial garden. 

Case study: Brightside Road (also see 
Bernoulli Gardens)
In the Brightside Road case study, the early 
design provided a central building surrounded 
by parking at grade. The site, including the 
street edges, was dominated by cars and the 
designated communal open space was at a 
distance from the apartment block. 
By reworking the site arrangement with 
attention to all the elements, the communal 
open space was brought to the heart of 
the development. This rearrangement also 
delivered numerous other benefits including 
an increase in north-facing apartments and 
an increase in the number of apartments 
provided



SHAPE A GREAT 
CITY
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Make connections

Provide legible and logical connections 
through and within the site. To this end, 
connections should follow desire lines, be 
attractive and clearly legible and designed to a 
high standard. 

Applying good urban design principles, including those below, help deliver well designed 
streets and neighbourhoods

Retail at street level with 
apartments  

creating veranda above. 
Collection 45.  

GBL Architects.

Face the street

Buildings that address the street contribute 
to activated, legible, attractive and safe 
environments. Where this occurs, an 
appropriate design of ground floor apartments 
is required to ensure privacy for ground floor 
occupants is maintained. 

Break down the mass

Break down overly large apartment blocks into 
appropriately sized buildings in order to create 
liveable environments for occupants. 

Make main entrances legible 

The main entrance or entrances of apartment 
developments should be clearly designed  
to be spacious, attractive and visible from  
the street. Where there are multiple entrances, 
their design should reflect their hierarchy ie: it 
needs to be apparent which is the  
main entrance. 

Case study: Alpers Village
Alpers Village provided several new 
connections through the 13,000m2 block. 
Public pedestrian access is provided through 
the site along a strategic route which 
supports improved walking connections in 
the area. Residents-only access connects 
the communal gardens and more residential 
areas of the village.

Case study: Alpers Village (also see 
Brightside Road and N25 Northcote)
The development provided 243 apartments 
on a 13,000m2 site. Such a large development 
risked being dominant and monolithic. By 
breaking the form into several building 
clusters, the design has created a more 
visually interesting village as well as 
providing better amenity for residents.
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Orientate for sun and privacy

Wherever possible, orientate the building  
or buildings to receive maximum daylight  
and sunlight. 
This will increase the apartments’ amenity and 
allows solar energy to be used to warm the 
interior space. 

CREATE BEAUTIFUL 
SPACES FOR LIVING

Green breezeway treatment. 
Station R Apartments. Ockham Residential

Use good design to deliver well designed apartments that contribute 
to residents’ quality of life

Get the dimensions right

To ensure good daylight penetration avoid 
deep, narrow apartment layouts. Whilst 
dependant on variables such as design and 
orientation, approximate rules of thumb follow. 

Limit the depth of single-aspect apartments to 
eight metres from the glazing line and ensure 
that double-aspect apartments over 15 metres 
deep are at least four metres wide.

A minimum 2.7m floor-to-ceiling internal 
height can contribute to a greater sense of 
spaciousness even when an apartment has a 
limited floor area.

Ensure the living spaces in the apartments are 
appropriately sized for the intended number of 
bedrooms/occupants. 

Case study: Alpers Village
During design development, townhouses were 
explored as an alternative to apartments. As 
three storey townhouses, the living space at 
ground was disproportionately small  
for the number of bedrooms on the two 
storeys above.

Rationalise the floor plan

Apartment design should allow for the ‘easy 
flow’ between rooms. Particular attention 
should be paid to designing movement 
between kitchen and living spaces, and from 
living space to outdoor space. 

Where offices are at risk of being utilised as 
extra bedrooms, ensure that they have access 
to daylight and fresh air.

Case study: Brightside Road
In the early design, living spaces were 
internalised and recessed, meaning that 
the south facing apartments had no sun to 
the internal living spaces at any time of the 
day. Of the south facing apartments, many 
of those also had no sun at any time of the 
day to the bedrooms, as these opened to a 
shaded narrow void. 

After design development, apartments with 
living spaces oriented to the south reduced 
from 50% (a total of 24 units) to 13% (a total of 
8 units). 

Further, buildings were offset, avoiding views 
into other dwellings. 



CASE
STUDIES
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KILLARNEY 
RESIDENCES TAKAPUNA

This project is a supported residential care 
complex consisting of 96 apartments, housing 
approximately 117 residents with 34 staff on 
site at any given time. The site is located 
within the northern surrounds of the Takapuna 
town centre, which is identified as a 
Metropolitan Centre under the Unitary Plan.

Perhaps most significantly, the site borders 
Killarney Park and Lake Pupuke, a valuable 
public open space and a sensitive natural 
environment. This ancient imploded volcano 
and its surrounds is unique and therefore has 
an “Outstanding Natural Feature” classification 
under the Unitary Plan. What is now a park is 
at the northwest and northeastern boundaries 
of the site, and leads down to the shores of 
Lake Pupuke.

The development realises the views and green 
amenity of this location, however the project 
proposed a building of considerable height at 
the boundary with the reserve. The challenge 
was to avoid what could effectively be a 
domination and privatisation of public space. 
As the Urban Design Panel put it:

“The panel observes that the
development relies on the reserve 
to provide a landscape setting and 
transition between the building and park. 
In this respect the applicant is relying 
on the reserve to mitigate many of its 
bulk and appearance related effects. 
This puts greater onus on the applicant 
to demonstrate a positive and successful 
interface. (UDP November 2015)

Early on, the proposals included a public kiosk 
in the adjacent reserve space, which, although 
not a part of the final design, the Panel agreed 

was an important element for engagement 
with the reserve, however other design 
elements were less successful in addressing 
this interface.
Later, in 2016, the developers engaged an 
experienced local architect. This lead to 
significant improvements in massing, form, 
and detailing. 

During the public notification process, whilst 
some dominance effects remained, the 
developer acknowledged public feedback and 
made the decision to reduce the building at 
the park edge from seven to five stories. 

Providing quality spaces for older people, and 
increasing density within a sensitive natural landscape
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Project name Killarney Residences, 
Takapuna 

Client McConnell Clearmont LP

Design Team Architects: Ignite Architects
Landscape Architects: Boffa 
Miskell

Project type Supported residential care

Total site size 5403m2

Location Killarney Street, Takapuna 
Bordering Lake Pupuke 

Maximum height 18m 

Number of apartments 96 units

Commercial space Public café kiosk at park edge

Dwelling mix One and two bedroom aged 
care suites

Density - apartments per 
hectare

n/a

Social/communal facilities Numerous shared facilities 
including cafes and lounges

Communal outdoor space 
type

Two distinct communal 
outdoor spaces including 
primary paved plaza and 
secondary planted space with 
vegetable gardens

Car parking per 
apartment

Unclear. 73 in total, including 
residents, staff and visitors

Car parking type Full basement

Covered bicycle parking 
per apartment

Unclear

Building footprint 66% 

Communal outdoor space 20% (approximate)

Private outdoor space 
– average per unit at
ground

10m2 (approximate)

Private outdoor space – 
average per unit above 
ground

10m2 (approximate)

Value improvement Not known at time of 
publication

DEVELOPED DESIGN 
AT A GLANCE
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Ground Floor and Landscape Plan. Killarney Residences. Boffa Miskell.

Not to 
scale

N



The original form was a U shape, providing a continuous 
edge along the northwestern and northeastern 
boundaries with the park. 

The initial proposal was loosely a U shape, oriented to the 
southwest, creating a communal open space within the 
“U”. This space oriented to neighbouring houses, so was 
essentially framed on each side.

Sun studies showed that even without development on 
neighbouring sites, this space would be 100% in shade 
during winter.

Bedrooms and living spaces opened to this primary 
communal outdoor space, with uncertain demarcation 
between public and private spaces.

In the revised design, the building form shifted to an F 
shape. This has a number of benefits outlined below. 

The revised F shape design provided two communal 
outdoor spaces oriented northwest, increasing the 
solar access and opening to views of the park and Lake 
Pupuke beyond. The two communal spaces provided 
opportunities for two distinct experiences. 

This main outdoor space forms part of a strong visual axis 
extending from the main entrance lobby out to the park 
and lake beyond. 

The materials in this space and the large glazed openings 
to restaurant and common lounge spaces, give a sense 
of a public plaza. The space is softened with planting, 
connecting it to the natural environment on to which it 
visually opens.

The secondary communal open space is more enclosed 
with private courtyards opening to the shared garden.

BULK AND MASSING GENERAL

COMMUNAL OPEN SPACE

PROPOSED

PROPOSED

RESULT

RESULT
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Communal Outdoor Space Communal Outdoor Space



The idea of a public kiosk was promoted by the 
developers early on. This was later withdrawn from the 
design and other design elements were investigated to 
support and ensure the sense of public ownership of  
the park. 

In the revised design, the concentration of main 
communal activities on the ground floor connecting to 
the park helps establish high levels of visual interaction 
and a “social edge”. This reduces the suggestion of 
privatising this edge of the park. 

RELATIONSHIP WITH PARK – PRIVATISATION
PROPOSED RESULTS

The building was designed with a mainly continuous 
elevation across each of the two boundaries with the 
park, providing approximately 120 lineal metres rising 
almost directly from the park. This form, coupled with 
the heavy appearance of the building, created a very 
dominant building in this sensitive location.

In the revised design, the F shape creates a significant 
break in the form at the park edge, providing a generous 
opening to the large courtyard space. 

Design elements such as moveable screens soften the 
park elevation when viewed from the park. They also 
provide solar control for residents. 

BULK AND MASSING – RELATIONSHIP WITH RESERVE
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The initial design provided a continuous elevation 
along the 78m Killarney Street frontage. While this was 
architecturally complex, it remained a large mass without 
legibility of form. It appeared heavy and difficult to read, 
with weakly defined entry points. 

Over the 78m of road frontage, the building form is 
visually broken into six vertical elements. At this street 
elevation the most significant break in the mass is 
provided at the entrance, where a lower building form 
is heavily glazed, providing clear sight lines through the 
building into the outdoor courtyard and the park beyond. 
This creates a highly legible entry point, celebrating the 
site and drawing visitors and residents in. 

The façade is broken up with transparent vertical 
elements, breaking the mass while maintaining rhythm 
and connection. Laser cut metal screens and planting 
along rooflines and balconies provide a fine grain at the 
Killarney Street edge and provide privacy and green 
amenity for residents. 

BULK AND MASSING – STREET EDGE

PROPOSED RESULT

PROPOSED RESULT
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ALPERS 
VILLAGE

Alpers Village is a large 13,464m2 site located 
at the border of Newmarket and Epsom, 
classified as a Metropolitan Centre and a 
Town Centre respectively under the Auckland 
and Unitary Plans. This location provided 
an opportunity for intensive residential 
development and the creation of a new urban 
neighbourhood in close proximity to schools, 
commercial centre and transport links.

The west of the site borders the derelict 
gardens of a historic house, featuring historic 
rock walls. This neighbouring property is a 
Category B scheduled heritage item under the 
AUP (Schedule 14.1). 

Within the development site, 35 species of 
plants and trees were listed on the “Notable 
Trees Schedule”.

These pockets of ecological and 
archaeological heritage required sensitive 
attention, however there was also opportunity 
to realise some of the amenity that they  
can provide.

The project was of a significant scale and 
location, and required corresponding 
expertise. The project went through several 
iterations over several years (2011-2018). During 
that time, the developer engaged several 
different designers, architects and urban 
designers, with disparate approaches. 

Throughout the process, numerous designers 
and architects tested various typologies 
to find the right level of intensity and 
quality of development. The project began 
with what was seen by the Panel to be an 
“overdevelopment” with minimal inter-floor 
heights lacking “useable open space for future 
residents” (UDP June 2011). However, a later 

shift to three storey terraced housing didn’t 
meet the opportunity to intensify.

In 2017, six years on, the developer engaged 
a leading architecture firm with strong 
experience in high quality urban residential 
development, as well as highly experienced 
landscape architects and other consultant 
experts. 

While there were radical shifts in approach 
from the various designers and architects 
engaged over the years, there were some clear 
refrains that echoed across many of the  
pre-application and Panel discussions. 

Creating a neighbourhood 
village in the city

21
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PROJECT OVERVIEW
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DEVELOPED DESIGN 
AT A GLANCE

Project name Alpers Village

Client Roncon Pacific Hotel Man-
agement

Design Team Architects: Pattersons Asso-
ciates Ltd
Landscape Architects: Boffa 
Miskell

Project type Private apartments

Total site size 13464m2

Location Alpers and Edgerley Avenues, 
Epsom
600m from Newmarket town 
centre

Maximum height 17.9m 
3 – 6 storeys

Number of apartments 241

Commercial space 345m2

Dwelling mix 74 x one bedroom
115 x one bedroom + study
2 x two bedrooms
50 x two bedrooms + study

Density - apartments per 
hectare

179

Social/communal facilities None

Communal outdoor space 
type

Significant shared green 
space and smaller communal 
courtyards

Car parking per apart-
ment

1.1

Car parking type Full basement

Covered bicycle parking 
per apartment

unknown

Building footprint 45% (approximate)

Communal outdoor space 
- total area

30% (approximate)

Private outdoor space 
– average per unit at
ground

10m2 (approximate)

Private outdoor space – 
average per unit above 
ground

10m2 (approximate)

Value improvement No information available at 
time of publication
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Ground Floor and Site Plan. Alpers Village. Pattersons
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The significant size of the site (13,464m2) in an inner city 
location provided a unique opportunity for intensification 
which would lead to the creation of a new urban 
neighbourhood. 

The developed design provides six blocks across the site 
with the maximum height taken to 17.9m (six storeys) in 
the centrally located buildings. 

BULK AND MASSING

PROPOSED RESULT
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Bulk and massing needed to provide for enough intensity 
while ensuring a human scale experience for residents 
and locals.

This layering of forms, where shifts in building height 
occur through the site adds visual complexity and 
breaks down the scale of the development. Fine grained 
detailing, including vertical screening fins, also help to 
soften and humanise the scale. 

The experience for residents is proposed as a compact 
village. 17 buildings are arranged into approximately six 
clusters with communal and private courtyard gardens 
activated by pedestrian movement. 

The height infringements are in the middle of the 
site. This achieves the desired intensification without 
infringing HIRB standards or creating any additional 
shading on neighbouring sites. Being internally located 
and partially hidden by lower buildings, the height 
infringement is not visible from the street. 
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Such a large site created an urban design challenge rather 
than simply an architectural one. To provide quality amenity, 
communal open spaces needed to drive the architectural 
forms rather than follow them. 

The heritage garden to the west provided a sunny and leafy 
location, a great opportunity for communal  
open space. 

The heritage gardens are restored as colonial gardens 
and create a significant area of green space and provide a 
destination garden area. 
The activation of this area is improved by pedestrian links to 
Gillies Avenue and by substantial overlooking by apartments 
at this edge. This activation is limited somewhat due to its 
restriction as a gated space; secure access is provided for 
residents only at all edges of  
the garden. 

COMMUNAL OPEN SPACE AND LANDSCAPING

PROPOSED RESULT

The site connects to three edges of a large urban block. 
Arterial roads and motorways frame the area. While there 
is good public transport provision, pedestrian links are 
relatively lacking.

With a site of this scale, movement networks (including 
anticipated future urban networks and desired links) can 
help shape the building locations and design. They can also 
improve the local urban condition.

Legibility and clear hierarchies are needed to address 
pedestrian access, private space, and communal outdoor 
areas. 

Vehicle circulation is limited, with only two vehicle access/
exit points and no through-movement for cars. This allows 
the development to be highly pedestrian oriented.

Highly legible public pedestrian access is provided through 
the site, from Alpers Avenue to Edgerley Street, enhancing 
the local urban pedestrian network. 

Secondary pedestrian networks are provided across the 
site, connecting and opening to neighbouring green spaces, 
however these are restricted to residents only.

MOVEMENT

PROPOSED RESULT

SITE

The garden theme is extended throughout the development 
both vertically and horizontally. The six building clusters have 
smaller communal garden spaces. 

While the garden is primarily colonial in style, biodiversity is 
improved with the selection of native plants within the site.

Future Connections

Pedestrian Connections
(neighbourhood)

Pedestrian Connections
(public)
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In the successful plans, historic walls are retained and 
rebuilt where possible and heritage gardens restored and 
connected to. The remaining scheduled trees are identified 
and preserved within the landscape plans.

The west of the site borders the derelict gardens of a 
historic house, featuring historic rock walls. The property 
is a Category B scheduled heritage item under the AUP 
(Schedule 14.1). 

HERITAGE 

PROPOSED RESULT
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The site is located within the Almorah lava flow. Remnants 
of stone walls constructed from volcanic rock remain on site, 
dating back to 19th century farming. 

On the other side of Gillies Avenue, within Withiel Reserve, 
there are fragments of local lava forests, a rare indigenous 
ecosystem of which only 0.5% remains. The site provided 
great opportunity to extend and support that rare forest 
ecology.

While the colonial heritage has been well preserved and 
celebrated, the indigenous ecological heritage of the area 
remains largely unaddressed. 

Apartments exploit the open space, sunlight and green 
visual amenity provided by the heritage site. The apartments 
at the western edge are set back from the boundary to 
enable significant open space. They also step back to avoid 
dominating or excessive overlooking.

The project required sympathetic engagement with the 
neighbouring heritage site, including clarification around 
scheduled trees. Within the site, 35 species of plants and 
trees were listed on the “Notable Trees Schedule”. 

The development had the opportunity to take advantage of 
the green amenity that the heritage site provided.
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NORTHCOTE N25 

The design went through a fundamental 
re-think. The buildings were split into two, 
creating a lower building to the north fronting 
the park, and a higher building to the south 
addressing the street. This created a number 
of advantages, discussed on following pages.
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Providing affordable homes in 
a neighbourhood park setting

PROJECT OVERVIEW

N25 is located 8km from Auckland city centre. 
It is within 5-10 minutes’ walk to Northcote 
town centre. Strong “greenway” connections 
provide good cycling and walking amenity to 
the town centre.

The project proposes a five-storey 
development of 30 apartments on a 1930m2 
site. All apartments remain in Housing New 
Zealand ownership, tenanted to HNZ tenants. 

Social housing is relatively highly occupied,  
so the quality of private dwellings and 
communal spaces for daytime occupation is 
particularly important.

The surrounding neighbourhood is currently 
low rise residential development, however this 
project forms one part of a much larger social 
and low-cost housing development of the 
area with significant increase in density. This 
shift in scale impacts tenant’s mode of living. 
N25 is one of the first projects within this 
development, so it is important that it provides 
a positive exemplar for the community.

As part of the wider master planning, a 
new park was to be formed directly to the 
north of the site, providing communal green 
space for this apartment building as well as 
neighbouring townhouses and apartments. 
It also provided a great opportunity for the 
development of this site.

The initial proposal provided a large five-
storey block with five apartments stacked and 
replicated above at each level. This single form 
was reliant on a single central lift and stair. The 
bulk and footprint of the building was echoed 
by an adjacent large area of car parking. 
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Project name “N25” Northcote 

Client HLC Homes Land Community 

Design Team Context Architects Ltd

Project type Social and private housing

Total site size 1930m2

Location Suburban town centre
8 km from Auckland CBD

Maximum height Building A: 10.4m. 3 storey 
walk-up
Building B: 16.9m. 5 storey

Number of apartments 30

Commercial space None

Dwelling mix 100% social housing
22 x two bedrooms
8 x three bedrooms

Density - apartments per 
hectare

155

Social/communal facilities None

Communal outdoor space 
type

None – opens to public park 
at northern boundary 

Car parking per apart-
ment

0.9

Car parking type At ground. 45% undercroft

Covered bicycle parking 
per apartment

0.5

Building footprint 814m2
42%

Communal outdoor space 
- total area

0

Private outdoor space 
– average per unit at
ground

20m2

Private outdoor space – 
average per unit above 
ground 

8m2

Value improvement The total number of apart-
ments increased from 25 to 
30. 
Apartment value increased 
through improved orientation 
for sun and green amenity.

DEVELOPED DESIGN 
AT A GLANCE
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Site Plan. Northcote N25. Context Architects

First Floor Plan. Northcote N25. Context Architects
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The initial proposal provided a large five-storey block 
with five apartments stacked and replicated above at 
each level. This single form was reliant on a single central 
lift and stair. The bulk and footprint of the building was 
echoed by an adjacent sea of car parking. 

At ground, the building provided two entry points – one 
to the car park and one to the street. 

The initial proposal provided a 16.9m high building rising 
straight up at the boundary to the park, dominating the 
park. 

The design went through a fundamental re-think. The 
buildings were split into two, creating a lower building to 
the north fronting the park, and a higher building to the 
south addressing the street. 

This had numerous benefits outlined below. 

The developed design reduces the northern building at 
the park edge from five to three storeys. This reduces the 
building height by 6m, providing a more human scale at 
this interface with the park. 

BULK AND MASSING

RELATIONSHIP WITH PARK

PROPOSED

PROPOSED

RESULT

RESULT
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The initial proposal provided a large area of car parking 
that occupied half of the site and bordered three of  
the boundaries. 

The impact of parking provision has been greatly 
minimised. 

Parking is largely contained within the building envelope, 
with the creation of a laneway between buildings. 

Undercroft parking is provided at the lower level of the 
southern building. This makes good use of this space 
which was less suitable for apartments, due to winter 
shading from the northern building. 

CAR PARKING

PROPOSED RESULT

This undercroft parking further internalises the car 
parking, minimising cars’ visual impact and providing a 
more efficient use of space. 

These shifts create a cleverly simple effect of sleeved 
parking, allowing the edges of the site to be articulated 
and activated. 



The initial proposal had one apartment oriented to 
the north on each storey, resulting in only 17% of 
apartments with northern orientation.

Further, 67% of apartments had only one orientation 
– either east or west. This limited the opportunity for 
passive ventilation as well as solar and visual amenity.

In the revised design, 67% of all apartments now have 
northern orientation. The remaining 33% better connect 
the living spaces to the east or west. 

All of the apartments also now have at least two 
orientations (40% have three orientations). This increases 
the opportunity for passive ventilation as well as 
enriching the solar and visual amenity.

ORIENTATION

PROPOSED RESULT
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Building B, to the north, is three storeys high. The gap 
between buildings is 14.5m. With undercroft parking 
provided at the lower level of Building A to the south, this 
ensures that there is no winter shading to apartments. 
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Initially, pedestrian access was provided at only two 
locations - one entry point from the street and one from 
the car parking area. The dominance of the car parking 
area made this entrance less legible from the street.

The revised design provides many entry and exit points 
to the park, car parking and street, providing a highly 
legible sense of pedestrian entrance and activation at a 
human and neighbourly scale. 

Pedestrian access is more clearly demarcated with clear 
pathways separated from parking. 

Paving patterns on the laneway also suggest that this is a 
shared space.

Covered bicycle parking is provided at four locations 
close to the building entry points. As part of the wider 
development, a greenway connection links to the park, 
supporting walking and cycling to the local town centre 
and making cycling and walking more viable options for 
many local trips.

PEDESTRIAN MOVEMENT AND CONNECTIVITY

PROPOSED RESULT

One unit per floor overlooked the park in the initial 
proposal, so activation of the park was limited. To the 
east of the building, the park was bordered by 
 car parking.

Residents accessed the park by exiting to the street 
or car parking area then walking around the bulk of  
the building. 

By removing the car parking at this edge and allowing 
the building to span the full width, the entire park edge is 
now activated by apartments. Four apartments per floor 
now overlook the park. 

The two communal access points of Building B link 
directly to the park, providing convenient, intuitive and 
legible park access for all residents. 

ACTIVATION OF PARK

PROPOSED RESULT
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85–89 BRIGHTSIDE  
ROAD

Brightside Road is located 36km from 
Auckland City within a low rise coastal 
residential area of detached one-two storey 
suburban houses. The site borders local retail 
including a new supermarket development.

This project proposed a six storey 
development of 48 apartments on a 4012m2 
site. The developers had the laudable aim 
of providing affordable housing in a coastal 
suburban location.

An overland flow path to northern and eastern 
boundaries restricted the site and necessitated 
the building be pushed back from street. This 
made street address difficult, but provided 
opportunity for visual and ecological amenity 
at this boundary.

At a pre-application meeting with council, 
concerns were raised over the site layout and 
the ability of the proposal to achieve a quality 
urban design outcome for the site. As a result, 
the developer initiated a re-design, with the 
assistance of experienced urban designer. 

The proposal was presented to the Auckland 
Urban Design Panel meeting and further 
issues were raised about the quality of the 
architecture, and that overall the proposal was 
still not “designed to a high enough standard 
to enable the enhancement of the quality of 
the local environment, streets and public open 
spaces”. As such the Panel could not support 
the proposal (UDP April 2017).

The developer then commissioned a registered 
Architect to refine the proposed design. Minor 
changes were made to further improve the 
site layout (including a reduction in car parks), 

and significant changes were made to the 
proposed elevations. 

This supported the project development and 
lead to a much stronger outcome - from the 
point of view of the Urban Design Panel, for 
prospective buyers and for the developer.

The developed design provided increased 
sun, improved privacy, greater stud height, 
improved communal landscaped areas and 
other features. At the same time, the number 
of apartments increased from 48 to 61 - an 
impressive increase of 28%.

Introducing apartments into a 
low rise coastal setting
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PROJECT OVERVIEW
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Project name 85-89 Brightside Road

Client Ozone Limited

Design Team Architects: George Clarke 
Architects
Landscape Architects: Jose-
phine Clarke

Project type Private apartments

Total site size 4012m2

Location 85-89 Brightside Road, Stan-
more Bay
36km from Auckland CBD

Maximum height 18m
5 storeys

Number of apartments 61

Commercial space 0

Dwelling mix 29 x two bedrooms
32 x two bedrooms + study

Density - apartments per 
hectare

152

Social/communal facilities Communal outdoor space 

Communal outdoor space 
type

Central landscaped area 
at ground with seating and 
planting

Car parking per apart-
ment

0.9

Car parking type At grade

Covered bicycle parking 
per apartment

0.1

Building footprint 1297m2
32%

Communal outdoor space 
- total area 

120m2
3%

Private outdoor space – 
average per unit at ground 

32m2

Private outdoor space – 
average per unit above 
ground 

6m2

Value improvement The total number of apart-
ments increased from 48 to 
61. 
Apartment value increased 
through improved orientation 
for sun and green amenity.

DEVELOPED DESIGN 
AT A GLANCE
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Ground Floor Plan. 85-89 Brightside Road. GMC Architects.

First Floor Plan. 85-89 Brightside Road. GMC Architects.
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The initial proposal delivered four blocks connected as 
a grid, forming a single mass at the centre of the site. 
This form was reliant on a single central core with lift and 
stairwell connecting internal access corridors. 

Of concern was the “heavy and dominant” mass isolated 
from the street. 

In the revised design, the building mass is broken up into 
three distinct buildings allowing the blocks to address 
the street and better occupy the site. 

Well considered material choices better articulate the 
facades.

Breaking up the bulk and mass has created numerous 
improved outcomes for the project, some of which are 
outlined below.

BULK AND MASSING

PROPOSED RESULT
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A common outdoor BBQ area was proposed. Due to 
the singular form of the building and the surrounding 
dominance of car parking and vehicle movement, this 
space had been pushed to the edge of the site, and had 
limited potential for incidental use or informal activation. 

Breaking up the building mass provided opportunity for a 
centrally located communal outdoor space. This central 
landscaped space doubles as a forecourt to all three 
buildings. 

This shift in location and function provides improved 
pedestrian legibility and enables incidental and informal 
use. This results in a safer and more activated space. 

COMMON LANDSCAPED AREAS

PROPOSED RESULT

Common Landscaped Areas Common Landscaped Areas
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50% of bedroom windows were proposed to open to 
a void of six storeys high, 10.5m deep and 3m wide. 24 
bedrooms shared this void on each side of the building.

The proposed building was located at the centre of the 
site, surrounded by car parking and vehicle maneuvering 
areas. This negated the possibility of an active street 
edge, leading the Panel to have “serious concerns” about 
the lack of activation at ground level.

The developed design has a minimum of 9m between 
buildings, however averaging around 20m. 

More importantly, buildings are offset from each other, 
minimizing shading and ensuring no direct views 
between bedrooms.

The developed design minimized the mass of parking and 
driveways by internalising the car parking. 

Approximately 250m2 of driveways and car parking are 
now primarily located under the south side of buildings. 
This reduces the impermeable area and makes good use 
of the difficult lower southern spaces. 

Entrances and pathways were made more legible and 
an additional pathway to local retail was provided. 
Contrasting paving treatment demarcated pedestrian 
priority on shared spaces.

Covered cycle parking is provided at six locations. 

ORIENTATION – OVERLOOKING

CAR PARKING AND STREET ACTIVATION

PROPOSED

PROPOSED

RESULT

RESULT

The reflected floor plans meant that bedroom and office 
windows opened directly opposite each other across the 
void, with only 3m between neighbouring apartments’ 
windows. This created a significant issue of overlooking.

Further, being primarily clad in hard surfaces and often 
housing airconditioning units, shared voids can create 
issues with noise. 
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Undercroft Parking/
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The arrangement of the apartments on each floor was 
reflected through the central axis of the building. This 
approach provided simple repetition for construction, 
with floor plans simply reflected and repeated without 
considering orientation or amenity. 

This strategy lead to 50% of apartments with their living 
spaces facing south, and no variation in design.

The living spaces were internalised and recessed, 
meaning that the south facing apartments had no sun to 
the internal living spaces at any time of the day. 

Of the south facing apartments, many of those also had 
no sun at any time of the day to the bedrooms, due to 
opening to a narrow void. 

After design development, apartments with living spaces 
oriented to the south have reduced from 50% (a total of 
24 units) to 13% (a total of eight units). 

Within these remaining south-oriented apartments, 
outdoor living space is oriented to the east or west, 
allowing some solar access.

ORIENTATION – SOLAR ACCESS

PROPOSED RESULT
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The revised layout provided an enhanced layout and flow, 
as well as north facing living spaces and decks.



This project is a mixed use development of 
five-six storeys, comprised of 93 apartments 
and 448m2 of ground floor commercial space 
on a 2375m2 site. The project, located at 1150 
Great North Road, is 6km from Auckland city 
centre, within the Point Chevalier town centre.

Point Chevalier town centre has a small area 
of heritage retail premises, with buildings 
providing historic character and good 
enclosure to the street. The immediate 
surrounding area, however, is a lower grade of 
urban form. These sites are set back from the 
street and include car yards, petrol stations 
and drive-through outlets. 

More intensification is likely to occur in this 
area due to good public and active transport 
connections to the CBD and local residential 
amenity. 

As one of the first developments of this 
scale proposed in the area the Panel hoped 
that it would create an exemplar for future 
developments. 

The project proposed retail at the street front, 
ensuring that this edge is fully activated. 
Parking is within the basement, providing 0.5 
car parks per apartment. Vehicle access was 
proposed off the side street of Parr Road, 
supporting Great North Road as an activated 
pedestrian space. A large rooftop garden 
provides common outdoor space.

The building was proposed in an “H” shape, 
primarily occupying the central area of the 
site with two narrow courtyards at either side 
bordering neighbouring sites. This provides 
amenity for residents while neighbouring sites 
remain undeveloped however when future 

development occurs, significant shading 
may follow.

In December 2016, the Panel made the overall 
assessment that “the current proposal has not 
achieved the level of urban design  
quality needed”. 

While a shift in building structure and form 
and massing was suggested, the Panel also 
provided some issues that could be more 
easily addressed to improve the project. Some 
of these improvements are outlined within the 
case study on following pages. 

Siting apartments within 
a local town centre
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CASE STUDY 05: 1150–58 GREAT NORTH ROAD

1150–58 GREAT 
NORTH ROAD

PROJECT OVERVIEW
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POINT CHEVALIER

Project name Meraki Apartments

Client Garry Ji

Design Team Architect: Wanbin Sun, 
Artitect Ltd

Project type Private apartments and 
commercial

Total site size 2375m2

Location 1150-58 Great North Road, 
Point Chevalier 
5km from Auckland CBD

Maximum height 5-6 storeys

Number of apartments 93

Commercial space 448m2 retail at ground

Dwelling mix 22 x studio
33 x one bedroom 
12 x three bedrooms
3 x three/four bedrooms 

Density – apartments per 
hectare

392

Social/communal facilities Small gym, swimming pool, 
common landscaped areas

Communal outdoor space 
type

Rooftop garden, small 
courtyard at ground

Car parking per 
apartment

0.5

Car parking type basement

Covered bicycle parking 
per apartment

0.3

Building footprint 1662m2
70%

Communal outdoor space 
- total area

690m2 
29%

Private outdoor space – 
average per unit at ground 

55m2

Private outdoor space – 
average per unit above 
ground 

8m2

Value improvement The improved design 
delivered an increase in total 
sellable area of 300m2 (6800 
to 7100m2), with a value of 
approximately $3m.
Removal of the curved form 
reduced construction costs.

DEVELOPED DESIGN 
AT A GLANCE
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Ground Floor Plan. 1150-58 Great North Road. Artitect Limited.

First Floor Plan. 1150-58 Great North Road. Artitect Limited.
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Early plans had pedestrian access off the side street, with 
the entire Great North Road frontage given to retail. 

In later designs, the architect sacrificed some retail 
space in order to provide a more easily identifiable 
entrance lobby off Great North Road. This connected 
to the internal courtyard and vertical circulation space, 
however the Panel assessed it as “a convoluted route with 
a complicated level change of steps and universal access 
ramps within a confined space” (UDP December 2016).

The Panel raised concerns about the centrally located 
form, which creates compromised courtyard spaces 
to the east and west. This concern was not addressed, 
however other massing issues were progressed, which 
improved the project.

Initially the building read as one large form, with a 
sweeping curve creating a seamless transition across 
facades. This visual weightiness was exacerbated by the 
dominance of breezeways facing the internal courtyard. 
Because of the neighbouring site being an undeveloped 
corner site, this part of the development would have 
been highly visible from the town centre. 

The developed design realigned the lobby, providing 
direct and highly visible connection through from Great 
North Road to the internal courtyard. 

Vehicle access to basement parking is provided on the 
side street. This further supports an active frontage 
on Great North Road, and keeps the main road more 
pedestrian friendly with less vehicle crossings.

In the developed design, a recessive negative detail was 
used to enable the buildings to be read as two buildings 
rather than a singular form. This was achieved without 
losing connectivity between buildings.

This rationalization of the design has benefits for 
wayfinding, clarifies the external space, and makes the 
spatial layout more legible.

PEDESTRIAN MOVEMENT AND CONNECTIVITY

BULK AND MASSING

PROPOSED

PROPOSED

RESULT

RESULT
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Pedestrian Access Pedestrian Access
Wheelchair Access Wheelchair Access

The Great North Road façade was busy and difficult 
to read.

The front facade was updated with a more rhythmic 
and legible frontage with a continuous verandah along 
Great North Road. This better supports the historic 
town centre. 

Great North Road Great North Road
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A generous rooftop garden was proposed for all 
residents. A thorough landscape plan supported this 
space. This provided valuable outdoor amenity for the 
development and was retained. 

An internal western courtyard space was proposed 
primarily for car parking.

All apartments have good access to private balconies 
opening from living areas oriented north, east or west.

Initial plans provided a semi-circular space to the north 
western boundary. The Panel expressed that it was not 
convinced about the configuration and functionality of 
the western courtyard space: “This space will be heavily 
shaded and offers residents little in terms of outdoor 
amenity” (UDP December 2016).

The building has been pushed to the south and car 
parking restricted to the basement, resulting in a more 
useable western courtyard space.

Due to the form of the building dominating the centre of 
the site, this courtyard is highly shaded.

In the developed design, the north-eastern courtyard is 
rationalised, providing relatively large private gardens for 
five apartments. These however, remain overlooked by 
residents above. Further, this either creates a constraint 
on or will be shaded by future development on the 
neighbouring site. 

Of the five private gardens provided to the northeast, 
four are for one bedroom apartments. This misses the 
opportunity to provide for families.

COMMUNAL OUTDOOR SPACE

PRIVATE OUTDOOR SPACE

PROPOSED

PROPOSED

RESULT

RESULT

Private Outdoor Space

Communal 
Outdoor Space

Communal 
Outdoor Space



Initially front doors and secondary bedrooms opened to 
the western shared courtyard connecting to the Great 
North Road entry lobby. Planter boxes were used to 
demarcate entrances to apartments and functioned to 
push people back from bedroom windows. 

This created a flimsy definition of private and public 
space.

In the developed design, this edge is now occupied by an 
administration building, providing a legible demarcation 
between public and private space and better articulating 
the common areas. Private areas are clearly set behind 
this area.

INTERFACE OF PUBLIC AND PRIVATE SPACE

PROPOSED RESULT
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PROJECT OVERVIEW

This project proposed 120 apartments on a 
substantial suburban block (6592m2). Located 
on Hobsonville Point Road, the site is 22km 
from Auckland city centre. The site is within 
walking distance of local retail and schools, 
and buses connect to the CBD and to the local 
waterfront ferry area where ferries provide 
connection to thecity centre. 

After several meetings and design iterations, 
the developed design proposed 6 buildings 
clustered around communal green spaces and 
gardens, forming a “broken” perimeter block 
with communal lounges and gardens in  
the centre. 

Car parking was a key point of discussion 
throughout the design process. With the desire 
to provide close to 1 car park per apartment, 
the challenge was to avoid a car-dominated 
space. Throughout the conversations with 
the Panel, parking was addressed in various 
ways: at grade, within a car parking block, and 
variously sleeved propositions. 

The developed design provides sub-basement 
parking for 66 cars and partially-sleeved 
parking at ground level for 50. While carrying 
extra cost for sub-basement parking, the 
developer realised the opportunity to shift to a 
landscape-focused development.

The car parking is housed in one southern 
location, which consolidates the space 
allocated, however this means that it is 
at a distance from some of the northern 
apartments. While this could have been 
seen as an inconvenience for residents, the 
developer realised the opportunities this 
opened up for social interaction by providing 
internal and external communal spaces 
adjacent to these movement lines.

The southern elevation was dominated by 
breezeways and car parking. This elevation 
was redesigned with visual closures and 
openings to give the sense of recessed 
balconies rather than a wall of horizontal 
breezeways. Timber louvres create a softened 
interface with the parking spaces, while 
maintaining ventilation. Planting and seating 
further humanised this edge.

Bike parking was provided as hooks on walls 
within parking spaces, however residents 
have already begun to improve this lack 
by “claiming” some bike parking spaces in 
indeterminate places close to building entry 
points. While these have been successful 
interventions, it is a reminder that there will 
always be unintended uses as soon as a place 
is inhabited. 

Increasing density and 
increasing green space
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Project name Bernoulli Gardens

Client Ockham Residential – BB3 LP

Design Team Architects: Ockham Group

Project type Private apartments

Total site size 6592m2

Location Hobsonville Point. 22km from 
Auckland CBD

Maximum height 3-4 storeys

Number of apartments 120

Commercial space None

Dwelling mix 12 x one bedroom
24 x one bedroom + study
62 x two bedrooms
10 x two bedrooms + study
12 x three bedrooms

Density - apartments per 
hectare

182

Social/communal facilities Centrally located communal 
lounge with kitchen and 
bathroom and covered 
outdoor space

Communal outdoor space 
type

Centrally located landscaped 
area and covered outdoor 
space

Car parking per 
apartment

0.9

Car parking type 60% at sub-basement 
40% partially sleeved parking 
within apartment building 

Covered bicycle parking 
per apartment

0.9 provided as hook on wall 
at car parking space

Building footprint 3840m2
58%

Communal outdoor space 
- total area

1820m2
28%

Private outdoor space 
– average per unit at
ground

18m2

Private outdoor space – 
average per unit above 
ground as decks 

9m2

Value improvement The total number of 
apartments increased from 96 
to 120. 

DEVELOPED DESIGN 
AT A GLANCE
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Ground Floor Plan. Bernoulli Gardens. Ockham Residential Investments.

First Floor Plan. Bernoulli Gardens. Ockham Residential Investments.

Not to 
scale

N

Not to 
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The initial design had car parking at grade within the 
centre of the site, and at ground within the building 
footprint of the northern building at Hobsonville  
Point Road. 

At Hobsonville Point Road, the car parking was sleeved 
by a thin strip of work/live units, ensuring an active 
frontage along this edge. 

Entry to the car park was from the south, opening 
out through the centre of the site. Car parking 
dominated the outdoor space within the centre of the 
development. Living areas clustered around this central 
car parking area. 

The southern elevation is a 100m long continuous 
building form. It houses car parking at sub-basement 
and ground level, and two residential levels above with 
breezeways to the street. 

The Panel was concerned at the street level experience 
that would be created by these conditions, which created 
a wall of breezeways.

In the developed design the car parking shifted to semi 
basement and ground level at the south of the site. Two 
storeys of apartments were provided above, and the car 
parking was partially sleeved by apartments and common 
spaces to the north, west and east.

This shift in location enabled a much improved outdoor 
space at the heart of the development, however the 
challenge was to deal with a wall of car parking and 
breezeways on the southern elevation, discussed below. 

The developed design provides sculptural and material 
texture and complexity to this elevation. 

The façade was designed as a series of visual closures 
and openings to give the sense of recessed balconies 
rather than a wall of horizontal breezeways. The Panel 
supported the treatment of this façade, where “the 
gallery access is perceived of as a private balcony”. 

Timber louvres screen the parking space and further 
soften the façade. These also enable ventilation and 
natural lighting for the level one car park. 

Integrated seating and planting help to soften and bring a 
human-scale complexity for pedestrians.

BULK - SOUTHERN ELEVATION

RESULT
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CAR PARKING

PROPOSED

PROPOSED RESULT
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In the early designs, a common lounge was sited upstairs 
within a northern building. It was located in a sunny 
position with a deck to the north, however it was located 
at a distance from movement areas and required some 
dedication to go there. As such, it would have lacked 
activation and would have likely been underutilised or 
semi-privatised. 

In the developed design, an indoor communal lounge and 
shared outdoor covered space are located at the heart of 
the development. 

The lounge opens to the outdoor room, which then 
extends northward out to the common green space. 
Good solar amenity is provided to the north-facing 
internal and external common spaces as well as the 
communal garden area. 

These common spaces are located adjacent to the 
pedestrian entry and exit from the car park and alongside 
the mail room. This locates these spaces within the 
primary movement network, ensuring that these spaces 
are well used. 

CASE STUDY 06: BERNOULLI GARDENS

COMMUNAL SPACE

PROPOSED RESULT
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In the initial design, the central area was highly car-
oriented, primarily given to a large driveway, at-grade 
parking and manoeuvring space. As a result, the 
landscaped spaces, while still a considerable 35% of the 
site, appeared as “left over” spaces between buildings, 
car parking, driveways and access ways. 

In the developed design, the common green space 
is given its own presence and clarity. Located in the 
heart of the development, it is framed and activated by 
pathways and buildings rather than being left-over space 
between them.

CASE STUDY 06: BERNOULLI GARDENS

LANDSCAPE

PROPOSED RESULT

Early on in the conversations, the Panel expressed 
reservations about windowless internal rooms. “Whilst 
the Panel supports the provision of adaptable or flexible 
apartment design, it does not support configurations that 
would result in internal rooms” (UDP September 2015). 

In the developed design, 34 of the 120 apartments have 
internal habitable rooms proposed as studies. These 
studies can fit single beds and are occasionally shown 
with single beds in the marketing material. These rooms 
have internal windows and mechanical air vents to help 
mitigate this issue.

FLOOR PLANS – INTERNAL STUDIES/BEDROOMS

PROPOSED RESULT

Common Landscaped Areas Common Landscaped Areas
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1.5 /
Single colour

A range of logo holding devices* are 
available to display the full colour logo 
over coloured backgrounds. For instances 
where the full colour logo cannot be used, 
the logo may be represented in ocean blue, 
black or white.

The use of the single colour version is 
limited to scenarios when applying the 
primary logo or holding device is not 
practical.

If you need to use the logo in a single 
colour, please contact the Auckland 
Council brand team first: 
brand@aucklandcouncil.govt.nz.

*Refer to the Curve System chapter 
for holding devices.

1.6 /
Reversed

Use the reversed version of the logo 
in white on dark backgrounds.

Note
These logo rules apply to all council logos, 
including local board logos, office of the mayor, 
key unit identifiers, Te reo Māori logos and 
Council Controlled Organisations.

CHAPTER ONE  VISUAL BRAND IDENTITY 1   LOGO

1.7 /
Stacked version

The stacked version is to be used sparingly 
only when the standard logo cannot fit 
without affecting the size of the logo, 
e.g. name badges where the logo impedes 
on the already limited space available for 
text. To use the stacked version of our logo, 
contact the council brand team:
brand@aucklandcouncil.govt.nz. 




