
 
 

examined whether or not individual maunga, and views of them, were considered to be 

’regionally significant’.  

 

131. This resulted in 28 new viewshafts being added to the Isthmus Section of the Auckland 

District Plan, 5 being deleted, and amendments to the boundaries of many other existing 

viewshafts. The 87 viewshafts were subsequently incorporated in part of Change 8 to 

the Auckland Regional Policy Statement and they were then adopted for a change to 

the then Isthmus section of the Auckland City Council District Plan (PM339).  

 

132. Further reviews of the HSAs and Volcanic Viewshafts were conducted by Stephen 

Brown in 2012 / 2013 on behalf of the Council as part of the preparation of the current 

AUP. That review focussed on 11 viewshafts, because of changes to the environments 

around them, and the size of a number of HSAs also contracted slightly in size. 

133. In the course of the IHP hearings for the AUP, further evaluation of the 87 Volcanic 

Viewshafts in existence at that time was undertaken in response to matters raised by 

submitters to the (then) draft PAUP. This review involved a detailed analysis of the 

values associated with both individual viewshafts and individual maunga, giving rise to 

the viewshaft ‘summary sheets’ prepared by Stephen Brown in 2015 and 2016, with 

comments provided by a range of other landscape architects that had been engaged by 

submitters to the PAUP.  Those summary sheets are now found in the AUP’s Schedule 

20. 

134. There was no further review of the mapping of MVs and HSAs conducted for PC 78.  

However, a further review by Stephen Brown of selected MVs has been conducted for 

PC 12023F

27 (see Appendix E).  The MVs reviewed include E06, E10, E16, E18, E19, E20, 

K01, K02, O10, T08, W06, W13 and A13.  The brief for this review was: 

 

• Review the degree to which Maunga Viewshafts (MVs) E10, E16 and E20 might 

be modified to accommodate greater building height and intensity within and 

around Auckland’s CBD, while maintaining the integrity of the views protected by 

the MVs to Maungawhau – Mt Eden; and 

• Re-evaluation of MVs E06, E19, K1, K2, O10, T08, W06 and W13, which were 

recommended for possible removal or modification in 2015 (in the course of 

addressing submissions to the Draft AUP),  to ascertain whether they should still 

be retained. 

• The additional review of MVs E18 and A13 to ascertain if they should be retained. 

135. Table 6 below summarises the findings of this review. 

 

 

 

 
27 Landscape Report Review of Maunga Viewshafts: E06, E10, E16, E18, E19, E20, K01, K02, O10, T08,                                  
W06, W13 & A13, September 2025 



 
 

Table 6 2025 MV Review Summary 

Maunga 
Viewshaft:   

Maunga 
Addressed: 

Value From a 
Regional or Local 
Perspective: 

Recommendations: 

E10 Mt Eden / 
Maungawhau 

Regionally Significant No Change to the MV 

E16 Mt Eden / 
Maungawhau 

Regionally Significant No Change to the MV 

E19 Mt Eden / 
Maungawhau 

Regionally Significant No Change to the MV 

E20 Mt Eden / 
Maungawhau 

Regionally Significant No Change to the MV 

E06 Mt Eden / 
Maungawhau 

Not Regionally or 
Locally Significant 

Deletion of the MV 

E18 Mt Eden / 
Maungawhau 

Regionally Significant Retention of the MV 

K01 Tātua a Riukiuta-
Big King 

Regionally Significant No Change to the MV 

K02 Tātua a Riukiuta-
Big King 

Regionally Significant No Change to the MV 

O10 Maungakiekie-
One Tree Hill 

Locally Significant No Change to the MV 

Relocation of the street trees in the MV 

T08 Rangitoto Locally Significant No Change to the MV;   

Possible relocation of its origin point in 
the future 

W06 Maungarei-Mt 
Wellington 

Not Regionally or 
Locally Significant 

Deletion of the MV; 

Possible replacement & relocation of 
the MV in the future 

W13 Maungarei-Mt 
Wellington 

Not Regionally or 
Locally Significant 

Deletion of the MV 

A13 Ōwairaka-Mt 
Albert 

Regionally Significant Retention of the MV 

 

136. This review concluded that MVs E06, W06 and W13 were not (or no longer) locally or 

regionally significant from a landscape perspective, and could be deleted from the AUP.  

MV T08 was identified for possible relocation of its origin point. All other MVs reviewed 

were considered to be at least locally significant, and no changes were recommended. 

 

137. The council has considered whether MVs E06, W06 and W13 should be deleted as part 

of the notified PC 120.  A decision has been made not to delete those MVs, primarily on 

the basis that there has been insufficient time to undertake consultation on this matter – 

with mana whenua, as well as the wider community.  In addition, a preliminary analysis 

is that deletion of these viewshafts would not significantly add to the affected areas’ 



 
 

development capacities, taking into account the other MVs and other AUP constraints 

applicable to them. The number of properties affected by MVs E06, W06 and W13 and 

zoned for either business or residential purposes is approximately 2,500 – a figure that 

is not significant when considered across the Auckland region.  

138. It is acknowledged that this review does not encompass all MVs and HSBAs, as time 

has not allowed for a wider review. As necessary, other MVs and HSBAs will be 

reviewed in response to any issues raised in submissions. 

 

7. Risks or acting or not acting 

139. Section 32(2)(c) of the RMA requires this evaluation to assess the risk of acting or not 

acting if there is uncertainty or insufficient information about the matter that is the subject 

of the provisions. In this instance, not acting to either retain or amend Chapter D14, so 

as to avoid inappropriate development in the MVs and HBSAs, runs the risk of not 

meeting Part 2 of the RMA, as discussed above. 

140. Further, the risk of not including density controls to manage the increase bulk and 

density will lead to ‘infill’ of local views and affect the integrity of the view to the maunga. 

The risk of not acting is therefore greater than of acting. 

  

8. Overall conclusion  

141. The purpose of the Maunga Viewshafts and Height and Building Sensitive Areas Overlay 

as a qualifying matter is to appropriately protect significant views to and between 

Auckland's maunga through the use of provisions in scheduled and mapped locations, 

which manage development height and density. 

142. The impact on development capacity is difficult to quantify as the effects of PC 120 will 

differ across the region based on the contour of land, location relative to maunga, the 

size and location of sites, and existing development. 

143. Overall, there is sufficient information to justify the Maunga Viewshafts and Height 

Sensitive Areas as an existing Qualifying Matter under clause 8(5) of Schedule 3C of 

the RMA, for the modifications in the Height and Building Sensitive Areas being a new 

qualifying matter under clause 8(1)(a) of Schedule 3C of the RMA, and that the proposed 

amendments in PC 120 will manage the effects of increased development on Auckland’s 

tūpuna maunga to achieve a well-functioning urban environment. 

 

 

  



 
 

Information Used  
 

Name of document, report, plan  How did it inform the development of the plan 
change  

Report titled s.32 Landscape 
Report on the National Policy 
Statement on Urban 
Development & the Housing 
Enabling Act (Stephen Brown) – 
see Appendix A 

The concerns and recommendations made in this 
report led to the additional building and earthworks 
standards proposed in PC 78, which in turn have been 
carried through to PC 120 

Plan Change 78 including the PC 
78 s32 

PC 78 addressed similar issues and has been used as 
one of the starting points for the MV / HSBA 
provisions in PC 120 

0BSubmissions on PC 78, expert 
conferencing and Council 
decisions on the City Centre 
Zone and Metropolitan Centre 
Zone 

Submissions received on PC 78 and the decisions on 
the City Centre Zone (which accepted all 
recommendations of the IHP) and the evidence 
submitted to the IHP on the Metropolitan Centre Zone 
have informed further amendments to the provisions 
as contained in PC 120   

Landscape Report Review of 
Maunga Viewshafts: E06, E10, 
E16, E19, E20, K01, K02, O10, 
T08,  W06, W13 & A13 September 
2025 (Stephen Brown) – see 
Appendix E                                              

This review has assisted in the evaluation of options – 
in particular Option 5. 

 

Consultation summary 
 

The First Schedule to the RMA sets out the relevant consultation requirements 

  

1. Time has not allowed for targeted consultation undertaken with community or 

stakeholders.  However, as the proposed provisions are the same or similar to those 

proposed in PC 78, notice has been taken of the submissions that were made on that 

plan change. The limited consultation that has occurred with regard to PC 120 is 

detailed in the Auckland Council September 2025 reports entitled:  

 

• Consultation And Engagement on a Proposed Plan Change Potentially Replacing 

Proposed Plan Change 78 – Intensification Summary Report 

• Māori Engagement Consultation Summary Report 

 

2. There has been limited consultation with local boards, the Tūpuna Maunga Authority 

and Mana whenua / iwi authorities – see the Māori Engagement Consultation 

Summary Report and Appendix B.  

 

3. Internal (to Council) consultation has been undertaken with relevant subject matter 

experts.  



S.32 LANDSCAPE REPORT  
ON THE NATIONAL POLICY STATEMENT  
ON URBAN DEVELOPMENT & THE 
HOUSING ENABLING ACT 

FOR AUCKLAND COUNCIL 

Brown NZ Ltd 
June 2022 
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Mt Hobson Height Sensitive Area Map showing recommended changes to the 
1976 HSA & photopoints 
 
In the course of the IHP hearings, all of the HSAs were subject to yet further interrogation. 
Although this did not result in any significant changes to the mapping of the HSAs, it did result 
in the following statement being added to each set of HSA maps and photos – also now 
found in Schedule 20 – which addresses the process of evaluation: 

“Each of Auckland’s volcanic cones has been analysed and evaluated to determine: 

• Those parts of each cone / maunga and its surrounds that are considered to be 
critical to the retention of their volcanic cone / crater / feature profile – differentiating 
them from the terrain and other non-volcanic elements and features that surround 
them. These areas have been mapped.  

• Those areas around each cone that engage with it visually – via local views, both 
individually and cumulatively – and that derive an appreciable part of their 
character, identity and sense of place from this interaction. Photos have been 
included in this assessment that reflect such interaction, and the areas considered 
to directly benefit from it are mapped. 

Individual volcanoes / cones have different topography and profiles: some are more 
visually expressive and enjoy more presence in relation to Auckland’s wider 
metropolitan area and community, whereas others are more subtle, with greater 
importance attached to local views and their role as a local feature and visual focal-
point. In some instances, the nature of the surrounding terrain also strongly influences 
both the perception of cones’ form and the extent of the area that is exposed to them. 
For example, the physically proximate nature of Mt Victoria / Takarunga and North Head 
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/ Maungauika means that the visual interaction between these two cones, and public 
views of them as joint features, have been taken into account in looking at their volcanic 
‘profile’. These factors have been weighed up in determining the proposed boundaries 
for the Height Sensitive Areas (HSAs) proposed around individual cones. Consequently, 
this summary explains the key factors that have contributed to delineation of the 
proposed HSAs for all eleven cones assessed.”  

A typical HSA map covering the maunga of Mt Victoria / Takarunga, North Head / Maungauika 
and associated parts of Devonport is shown below, together with some of  the photos taken 
from the local area.   
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As with the Volcanic Viewshafts, it is my assessment that the HSAs remain integral to the 
protection of the values and visual integrity of Auckland’s main maunga. In addition to 
maintaining the visual primacy of the maunga, both individually and cumulatively, the HSAs 
affirm the identity and sense of place of individual city localities, like Mt Eden, Mt Albert, Mt 
Wellington, Mangere, One Tree Hill  and Devonport. They also serve to reinforce both the 
City’s integration with the volcanic field that it sits on and its historic evolution during both pre-
colonial times and since then. In my view, this mechanism remains critical to protecting the 
value of the maunga / ONFs under s.6(b), (e) and (f) of the RMA. 

In addition to these matters of national importance, the maunga are integral to Auckland’s 
identity and sense of place. They reflect the unique engagement of a geomorphological 
system with an increasingly large, cosmopolitan city. I therefore consider that Auckland’s 
maunga / ONFs are a Qualifying Matter and that the HSAs are – like the Volcanic Viewshafts 
– critical to protection of their values and integrity.  

Turning to the key issue of how the HSAs should therefore be managed, it appears that there 
are two options in this regard: 

• Introduction of a new lower density zone that specifically targets the Single House 
(SH) and Mixed Housing Suburban Zones (MHS) within each HSA so as to maintain 
the status quo within them. On one hand, this approach would make the rationale for 
control quite explicit – via the new zone’s introductory statement, objectives and 
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policies. However, it would not address existing Terrace Housing and Apartment 
Buildings (THAB) development found within some HSAs. 

• Continued application of an overlay or overlays that limit the height and intensity of 
development across the underlying residential zones, so as to both retain views over 
that development and between the buildings within it. This approach would 
encompass all underlying residential zones, but could potentially cause conflict with 
the intent of the underlying zones’ objectives and policies.  

To examine the issue of these two approaches further, I have reviewed the HSAs and 
explored the extent to which MHU and THAB zones are found within each, and what effect 
intensification within them would impact on individual maunga. The following images show 
the full suite of HSAs found around Auckland and the underlying zones within them.      

 

 

Mt Victoria / Takarunga & North Head / Maungauika  
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Mt Albert / Owairaka 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Mt Eden / Maungawhau 
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Mt St John / Te Kopuke & Mt Hobson / Ohinerau 
 

 
Mt Roskill / Puketapapa 
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The Big King / Te Tatua a Riukiuta 

 
One Tree Hill / Maungakiekie 
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Mt Wellington / Maungarei 

 

 
Mangere Mountain 
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Brown Island / Motukorea 

 

The following table (overleaf) summarises the physical extent of THAB and Business Zoning 
within each HSA, before examining the strategic location of those zones (if present) and 
summarising the potential effects of development within them on a 7 point scale: 

Very Low 
Low 
Low-Moderate 
Moderate 
Moderate-High  
High 
Very High  
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Height Sensitive Area: Physical Extent of 
THAB and MHU 
Zones: 

Comments About Those Zones & Their 
Strategic Importance: 

Mt Victoria / Takarunga &        
North Head / Maungauika 

None No MHU or THAB zones are found within the 
HSA. 
Potential Effects: Very Low 

Mt Albert / Owairaka Limited (MHU Zone) Most of Owairaka is surrounded by SH and MHS 
zones; however, the southern side of the 
maunga contains a pocket of MHU zone that is 
significant in relation to views from Owairaka Ave 
and Owairaka Reserve which – importantly – 
connects up with the network of reserves running 
between the SH20 and Sandringham Road.  
Potential Effects: Moderate 

Mt Eden / Maungawhau None The Maungawhau HSA does not include any 
THAB or MHU zones,  
Potential Effects: Very Low 

Mt St John / Te Kopuke None The Te Kopuke HSA does not include any THAB 
or MHU zones,  
Potential Effects: Very Low 

Mt Hobson / Ohinerau None The Ohinerau HSA does not include any THAB 
or MHU zones,  
Potential Effects: Very Low 

Mt Roskill / Puketapapa Extensive (MHU Zone) The western southern and eastern sides of 
Puketapapa are completely enclosed by MHU 
zoning, and another strip of MHU zone follows 
the northern side of SH20 (together with some 
MHS next to Denbeigh Ave) within the HSA. 
Development within the MHU area potentially 
affects key views of the maunga from both 
Dominion Road and May Road. 
Potential Effects: Very High 

The Big King / Te Tatua a Riukiuta Extensive (THAB & 
some MHU) 

The south-western to north-eastern sides of Te 
Tatua a Riukiuta are enclosed by mainly THAB 
zoning, with some more limited MHU zoning 
near Fyvie Avenue and the northern end of the 
maunga’s reserve. These zones intervene 
between the maunga and key public vantage 
points, including Mt Eden Road. 
Potential Effects: Very High 

One Tree Hill / Maungakiekie None Maungakiekie’s HSA mainly comprises Cornwall 
Park, together with a strip of MHS zone along 
Campbell Road. 
Potential Effects: Very Low 

Mt Wellington / Maungarei Small scale (MHU) Two very small pockets of MHU zone are located 
near the Ellerslie Panmure Highway, but these 
are effectively ‘swamped’ by the much larger 
array of Business zoned land south to north-east 
of Maungarei.  
Potential Effects: Low 

  




