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Your planning project
How can the reuse of the former Gregg’s factory support a fair, climate-adaptive network of shared spaces and services across North Dunedin by 2050?
Develop a neighbourhood spatial framework and a practical programme for delivering it. Investigate how land use, housing, movement, ecological systems and shared facilities can work together, and how decisions, funding and stewardship would support change. The factory is an anchor within this wider network: its future should be tested against neighbourhood needs, rather than assumed to determine them.
As a planning student, you will work at neighbourhood and precinct scales within Common Ground. You share the architecture studio’s site, themes and four-week sequence, while producing a spatial planning framework and implementation programme. Architecture students retain their original adaptive-reuse project and its 1:50 architectural requirements.
How to use this brief
Use this brief to plan your investigation, prepare your submissions and check your work against the planning assessment criteria. Read the shared thematic resources alongside it. Your planning submission is separate from the architecture students’ project; you are not required to produce their 1:50 architectural drawing set.


Work across three scales
	Scale
	Focus
	Evidence

	City and catchment
About 1:10,000
	Connections beyond the study area
	Situate the neighbourhood within movement, water, ecological and service networks. Trace upstream, downstream and off-site dependencies where supported by evidence.

	Neighbourhood
About 1:2,000–1:5,000
	A connected framework to 2050
	Define a study area around the factory, initially testing an approximately 800-metre walking-network catchment. Adjust the boundary to actual routes, barriers, communities and available evidence.

	Precinct or corridor
About 1:500–1:1,000
	One implementable priority
	Resolve the factory’s public interface and one connected street, open-space corridor or cluster of shared facilities. Show access, land-use relationships, indicative spatial requirements and delivery responsibilities.



These are working scales, to be agreed with tutors. Include scale bars, north points, legends, sources and dates. Planning students submit coordinated maps, policy proposals and an implementation framework; the architectural 1:50 drawing requirement applies to the architecture pathway.


Shared objectives for planning students
Urban commoning
Identify a network of resources that could be shared: land, public space, facilities, skills and services. Select one resource and explain access, tenure assumptions, decision-making, funding, maintenance and conflict resolution. Test how it could remain useful outside the academic year and connect the factory precinct to the wider neighbourhood.
Climate adaptation and resilience
Use a present-day baseline and at least two justified future conditions to test the framework. Screen rainfall and flooding, heat, water availability, wind and infrastructure disruption, then select two locally relevant issues for deeper analysis. Consider coastal or groundwater effects only where site-specific evidence supports their relevance. Do not transfer South Dunedin’s hazard assumptions to North Dunedin.
For each test, identify exposure, affected people and ecology, a proposed response, residual risk and a trigger for further action. Show the planning decision changed by the test. Distinguish adaptation from emissions reduction: reuse and lower-carbon travel may support the proposal, but do not on their own demonstrate resilience.
Just transitions
Examine housing choice, affordability, accessibility, livelihoods and continuity of community life. Investigate studentification through evidence rather than treating students as a problem to remove. Assess three dimensions of spatial justice: the distribution of benefits and burdens, participation in decisions, and recognition of different needs, identities and knowledge. Set at least three measurable commitments and show how the proposal addresses a conflict between them.
Use the Centre for the Just City’s Spatial Justice Conceptual Model as an analytical lens. Apply it critically to the local context alongside mana whenua relationships and knowledge; it does not replace them.


From evidence to a delivery programme
Establish a defensible baseline
Map land uses, housing and tenure evidence, shared facilities, walking and cycling connections, public-space access, ecological assets and relevant hazards. Review applicable planning provisions and infrastructure information. Record the source, date, spatial coverage and limitations of each dataset; distinguish observation, verified information and assumptions.
Compare three materially different futures
Develop alternatives that differ in their distribution of activity, governance or sequence of investment, rather than only their appearance. Possible starting points are a factory-led shared-services hub, a distributed network of smaller facilities, and a corridor-led adaptation strategy. These are hypotheses to test, not predetermined answers. Compare each with a documented continuation baseline using the same criteria.
Make a preferred spatial framework
Select and justify a preferred option. Coordinate land use, movement, shared resources and ecological relationships in a neighbourhood plan. Resolve one priority precinct or corridor and issue a short planning brief for the factory’s adaptive reuse: intended users, public connections, spatial requirements, constraints and conditions for success.
Explain how it could happen
Set out actions for 2027–2030, 2031–2040 and 2041–2050, with sequencing adjusted to evidence and adaptation triggers. Identify potential lead and supporting organisations, land or access agreements, infrastructure dependencies, possible funding mechanisms, indicative cost bands and maintenance obligations. Mark unconfirmed partners and funding explicitly. Separate actions possible under verified current provisions from proposed policy changes requiring further investigation.
Test who benefits and who decides
Evaluate affordability, displacement risk, access and the distribution of costs across the alternatives. Show how people affected by decisions could influence them, including those with limited time, mobility or institutional access. Mana whenua are rights holders; engagement follows teaching-team relationships and protocols. Do not claim consultation or endorsement that has not occurred.


What you will submit
Proposed groups of 3–4 produce one 20–28-page A3 landscape planning portfolio and a shared presentation. Coordinate the following evidence as one argument:
P1 — Baseline atlas. A defined study boundary, source register, key opportunities and constraints, and two critically analysed precedents, including one from Aotearoa.
P2 — Alternatives and evaluation. Three spatial scenarios plus a continuation baseline, a transparent comparison matrix and a justified choice. Record trade-offs and sensitivity to uncertain assumptions.
P3 — Neighbourhood framework. A coordinated plan to 2050, supported by thematic maps and an explanation of relationships to the city and catchment.
P4 — Priority implementation area. A precinct or corridor plan, suitable sections or movement diagrams, and a factory planning brief. Explain access, capacity assumptions and interfaces with adjacent uses.
P5 — Climate and justice tests. Two climate tests; at least three justice commitments; and evidence tracing one commoning resource across the precinct, neighbourhood and wider network.
P6 — Delivery and monitoring. An action schedule identifying responsibility, timing, dependencies, potential funding, maintenance and risks. Include at least five indicators with a baseline or baseline-data requirement, proposed target, review interval and decision trigger.
Each student submits an 800–1,000-word critical reflection and a contribution record identifying their authored maps, analysis or implementation work. Evaluate two planning decisions and one unresolved tension, including how exchanges with architecture students changed the proposal. Every member presents and answers an individual question.
A satisfactory proposal makes a clear, evidence-based connection between its maps, policy choices and delivery programme. Missing information is a recorded research need, not permission to invent a baseline, public preference, cost or performance result.


The four-week planning sequence
	Week
	Work
	Checkpoint

	11–15 January
Online
	Shared thematic workshops; study boundary; evidence and policy review; stakeholder and rights-holder mapping; climate test design.
	Planning question, baseline atlas draft, group agreement and investigation plan.

	18–22 January
Dunedin
	Authorised observation; accessible-route and public-space audits; three scenarios; comparison with the baseline; joint architecture review.
	Preferred neighbourhood option, priority area and an agreed factory planning brief.

	25–29 January
Dunedin
	Spatial framework, climate and justice testing, governance, policy options, phasing and delivery workshop.
	P1–P6 review and coordinated exchange with the architectural proposal.

	1–5 February
Online
	Resolve evidence gaps; complete portfolio; rehearse; present and reflect.
	Final online presentation on Friday 5 February. Submission times and panel slots will be confirmed by the teaching team.



Planning students share the core workshops and reviews, with discipline-specific studios during architectural development sessions. Site access and any engagement require prior arrangements through the teaching team. Where access is unavailable, work from public viewpoints and documented evidence, stating the limits.
Working with the architecture pathway
Both pathways use a shared evidence register and agree their principal assumptions. By the end of week 2, planning students provide the neighbourhood framework and factory planning brief; architecture students test those requirements against the building and its spatial possibilities. In week 3, teams exchange findings on access, use, capacity, climate response and stewardship, then record how each proposal changes.
Each pathway retains its own assessable output and named responsibilities. If a matched architecture team is unavailable, the planning group tests an explicit adaptive-reuse scenario with tutors, without inventing building capacities or presenting assumptions as verified feasibility.


Planning assessment
Your assessment comprises 70% shared group work and 30% individual contribution. The six criteria below assess your planning framework, its implementation and your personal reasoning. C1 assesses developed spatial planning and implementation. The teaching team will confirm credit arrangements and applicable assessment rules before teaching begins.
	Criterion
	Group
	Individual
	Total

	C1 Spatial planning and implementation
	30%
	10%
	40%

	C2 Climate adaptation and resilience
	15%
	5%
	20%

	C3 Just transitions
	10%
	5%
	15%

	C4 Urban commoning across scales
	10%
	0%
	10%

	C5 Research and contextual judgement
	5%
	5%
	10%

	C6 Critical reflection and communication
	0%
	5%
	5%

	Total
	70%
	30%
	100%



Group evidence: judge the coherence and deliverability of P1–P6, the way testing changes the framework, and the relationship between spatial and governance decisions. Stronger work evaluates alternatives critically, resolves competing objectives and sets credible conditions for implementation.
Individual evidence: assess a substantial authored planning contribution under C1; personal climate reasoning under C2; a defended justice decision under C3; traceable research judgement under C5; and reflection, coordination and communication under C6. The group subtotal is shared; individual marks recognise demonstrated personal achievement. The presentation provides evidence within these criteria and carries no additional weighting.
Score each non-zero component out of 100 and multiply by its percentage-point weight divided by 100. Add the group subtotal out of 70 and individual subtotal out of 30. P1–P6 define required evidence without adding an automatic overall fail rule or grade cap. Institutional grading and moderation rules remain to be confirmed.


Resources for your project
Dunedin City Council — 2GP plan and maps. Establish applicable provisions, overlays and their current status at the time of study; record when each was checked.
Otago Regional Council — Otago’s future climate. Begin scenario selection here, then obtain the local hazard and infrastructure evidence needed for the study area.
Centre for the Just City — Spatial Justice Conceptual Model. Use its distributive, procedural and recognitional dimensions to interrogate alternatives.
Existing architecture course outline. Shared thematic context and precedent resources; its 1:50 requirements and architectural marking sheet remain specific to that pathway.
Resource links checked 10 October 2026. This brief proposes a student investigation; it does not establish site ownership, development permission, hazard exposure, funding or stakeholder endorsement.
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