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Abstract: 
Susan Fainstein has called on planners to resume advocating for disadvantaged communities in their urban plans and policies to create the ‘just city.’ Such an approach would assess land-use policy against the principles of equity, diversity and democracy. However, planning systems strongly influenced by the ‘new public management’ ideology characterised by decentralisation, privatisation, and deregulation subordinate these principles to economic efficiency and sustainability goals.   Affordable-housing access policy illustrates the challenge planners face if they are to champion the just city.  Urban growth boundaries, designed to achieve a compact city to increase social welfare are seen as constraining the market, creating affordable-housing shortages that disadvantage those on low- or moderate-incomes and increase social injustice in the city.   

Analysing discourse in Auckland’s statutory spatial and land-use planning documents, we explore these tensions as Auckland seeks to become a compact city. Results confirm a reliance on zoning to provide land for housing supply, and the dominant understandings of a compact city, as being sustainable and necessary for urban revitalisation and economic growth, are naturalised within the plan text.  Social justice in Auckland appears to be a material consideration within the compact city discourse, although somewhat unintentionally.  This represents a lost opportunity. We conclude that to achieve ‘just’ cities we need plans that explicitly consider access to and distribution of housing in the compact city.
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Introduction
Visitors flying in to Auckland International Airport are struck by the views out their windows of urban buildings and roads stretching right across the isthmus.  Much of the development is suburban, dominated by stand-alone dwellings.  This suburban fabric is pierced by green volcanic cones and punctuated by green recreation zones.  While the coastline naturally constrains urban expansion east and west, visitors would struggle to identify the urban limits north and south.  Instead, fingers of suburban and peri-urban development claw up valley, or seep into the surrounding countryside, despite decades of urban growth boundaries drawn by generations of planners.  After landing, the visitors traverse a spectrum of residential environments as their coach drives down the congested motorway into the city centre – quarter-acre sections with traditional villas or bungalows, former state houses of the 1950s, the higher density but still low-rise terraced dwellings and the central city high-rise apartments with baby-buggies on the balconies.  Observant visitors would immediately identify distinct concentrations of affluence and deprivation in this sprawling city.  

Created in 2009, Auckland Council was formed after the central government legislated to merge seven municipal councils and a regional council into a single unitary council.  Already home to over 1.5 million people (one-third of New Zealand’s population), Auckland Is growing strongly – projected to increase by over one million people by 2040.  An additional 400,000 new homes  will be needed to house these new inhabitants (Auckland Council, 2012, p. 10).  

Low-density suburban-residential environments have been preferred both in New Zealand and internationally (see Campoli & MacLean, 2007; Carmona, Carmona, & Gallent, 2003; Hayward, Donald, & Okeroa, 2011; Howden-Chapman, Stuart, & Chapman, 2010).  However, Auckland’s statutory planning documents promote a ‘quality compact city’, and promote urban containment and intensification over the next 30 years.   

Urban containment and intensification policies to achieve a compact city are often legitimised on the grounds they will make the city more sustainable, provide more housing choices, restore the vitality of the inner city, and promote economic growth.  However, a contested narrative surrounds the consequences of compact city policy.  For example, it is argued that urban growth boundaries unnecessarily constrain the market, limits housing supply, and results in a lack of affordable housing: 
The drive to redevelop existing urban areas to higher densities displaces existing uses and activities, resulting in a shift from use towards exchange value. Together with the use of unimproved capital value in valuing and rating land, upzoning to promote renewal ensures that renewal areas command high prices (Bunker et al., 2017, p. 12).   
If correct, urban containment and residential intensification policy can affect, displace and exclude those on low- or moderate-incomes.   Yet access to affordable housing, in locations characterised by diversity and offering choice, is a key characteristic of a ‘just city’ – a city where equitable outcomes are sought from public investment and regulation, and in which equity, diversity and democracy are key principles (Fainstein, 2010, p. 3).   

In New Zealand, the gap between the rich and the poor is widening faster than in any other developed country, and there is a disproportionate number of Māori and Pacific people living in poverty, and income inequality was above the OECD average in 2015 (OECD, 2015; Rashbrooke, 2013).  To further a ‘just city’ this suggests that planning policy in New Zealand should at least be considering the distribution of benefits to address these inequalities.  This observed increasing inequality in cities resonates with Fainstein’s call for planners to resume advocating for disadvantaged communities in their urban plans and policies.  But it also calls for planning theorists to  appraise the ability of compact city policy to achieve the ‘just city’.

The next section of this paper describes the legislative context within which plans are developed in New Zealand.  It then describes the concept of a just city, highlighting the complexity of defining ‘justice’ and a ‘just city’ arguing that urban planning documents should promote a just city.  We then explore whether Auckland’s statutory spatial and land-use plans include a discourse of justice in its pursuit of a compact city before reflecting on how Auckland’s statutory planning documents could explicitly address justice they seek in the compact city.  


Legislative context
New Zealand local authorities have planning responsibilities under the Resource Management Act 1991 (RMA 1991) while the Local Government (Auckland Council) Act 2009 additionally requires the Auckland Council to prepare and adopt a spatial plan for its city-region.  This spatial plan, adopted in 2012, addresses the city’s social, economic, environmental and cultural wellbeing and is intended to be an integrated and comprehensive strategic plan with a 20-30 year timeframe (Cheyne, 2017).  

The RMA 1991 is the principal land-use planning statute, its purpose being to promote the sustainable management of natural and physical resources, resulting from a major review of environmental legislation in the late 1980s.    It reflects ‘new public management’ tenets emphasising decentralisation, agentification, privatisation and deregulation, (McNeill, 2008). According to Upton its authors intended that resource users would internalise the external environmental costs of development, and anticipated improved environmental quality through fewer restrictions on resource use and development, subject to compliance with higher environmental standards in relation to their use (Upton, 1995).  He argues that, despite its reference to social, economic and cultural wellbeing, it was never intended as a comprehensive social planning statute (Upton, 1995).    

The RMA 1991 was intended primarily to be implemented by municipal and regional councils established under the concurrent local government reform.  Subsequent to the formation of the Auckland Council in 2010, under the RMA 1991, the council is required to prepare the Auckland Unitary Plan (AUP) that provides the regulatory framework for how the Auckland Council is to sustainably manage the city-region’s natural and physical resources.

The legislation also provides for wide public input into the planning process   The process for preparing and adopting this first Plan was based on the requirements under the RMA, as altered by exceptions under the Local Government (Auckland Transitional Provisions) Act 2010.  Any person was able to make a submission on the Proposed Plan, and under the Local Government (Auckland Transitional Provisions) Act 2010 and an independent hearings panel was convened to hear and make recommendations on public submissions.  The Auckland Council then made the final decision as to whether to accept or reject each recommendation with limited rights to appeal[footnoteRef:1].  The Plan became 'Operative in part' in late2016, but will not become fully operative until appeals to the Environment or High Court are resolved, and when the regional coastal plan component is approved by the Minister of Conservation.   [1:  Refer Sections 156, 157 and 158 of the Local Government (Auckland Transitional Provisions) Act 2010.  ] 


Until recently the RMA 1991 avoided any reference to ‘urban’ issues.  Describing the RMA 1991 as ‘anti-urban’, Grundy and Gleeson (1996) suggest the urban environment was present “only to the extent that it represents a spatial concentration of externalities that must be management in order to ensure sustainability” (p.203).  They felt this may result in increased possibility of regressive socio-economic outcomes given the Act’s failure to recognise the complex interactions within the urban environment (Grundy & Gleeson, 1996).

The current lack of affordable housing is possibly one such regressive socio-economic outcome and other legislation impacting on land-use planning has been enacted to try and redress this lacuna, but with mixed success.  The short-lived Housing Affordability: Enabling Territorial Authorities Act 2008, which was intended to enable a municipal council to require developers to facilitate the provision of affordable housing, was repealed in 2010 as the government saw it as potentially discouraging increasing the housing supply, that in turn determines housing affordability (English, 2010).  More recently, the government enacted the Housing Accord and Special Housing Areas Act 2013 to enhance housing affordability by facilitating an increase in land and housing supply in certain regions or districts.  Following the creation of a housing accord between central government and a territorial (included in a schedule to the Act), areas of land can be designated as Special Housing Areas (Preval, Randal, Chapman, Moores, & Howden-Chapman, 2016).  Subsequent housing development is not subject to the standard planning permission process under the RMA, but instead follows an administratively more streamlined approach.  The Housing Accord and Special Housing Areas Act 2013 was intended as an interim measure allowing time for initiatives such as and the National Policy Statement on Urban Development Capacity 2016 prepared under the RMA 1991 and the Resource Legislation Amendment Act 2017 to embed in the planning framework.   Amendments to the RMA in 2017 give a new function to local authorities to ensure provision of sufficient development capacity in relation to housing and business land to meet the expected demands of the region.  It is worth noting that the Auckland spatial and unitary plans were developed prior to these initiatives.  

Moving beyond a ‘compact’ city to a ‘just city’
Central to the idea of planning is the idea that resource distribution is not a ‘natural phenomenon’ but results from policy intervention (Burton, 2000).  Despite a multitude of theories of justice, explanations of which are now well rehearsed in the literature (see D. Bell & Davoudi, 2016; Campbell & Marshall, 2002; Drake, 2001; Low & Gleeson, 1998), utilitarianism has long been seen as the benchmark to evaluate public policy (Low & Gleeson, 1998, p. 73).  However, it is criticised on several grounds, including the difficulties determining how to measure the degree of public good, the subjective view of the ‘expert’, and its failure to take into account the distributive implications of policy (Campbell & Marshall, 2002).   Almost two decades ago, writing specifically about whether the compact city was ‘just’, or just compact, Burton (2000, p. 1988) concluded planners needed  to “consider solutions based not just on the needs of the majority but on the plight of the least advantaged”.   This is the premise of Fainstein’s (2010) just city who suggests that policy has a role to distribute benefits in a way that does not favour the better off from the beginning (Fainstein, 2010).     

Fainstein (2010)  defines a ‘just city’ as one where equitable outcomes are sought from public investment and regulation, and in which equity, diversity and democracy are key principles for determining policy (p. 3).   Drawing primarily on Rawls’s theory of justice as fairness, Fainstein considers that disadvantaging those who already have less, or excluding those households from entitlements that are enjoyed by others who are no more deserving, is unjust.  Planners working in deliberative settings should therefore press for “egalitarian solutions and blocking ones that disproportionately benefit the already well-off” (Fainstein, 2010, p. 173).   Similarly, Uitermark (2009) views a just city as one in which “exploitation and alienation are absent” (Uitermark, 2009, p. 350).  He suggests that at the heart of a just city is equity is demonstrated by a ‘fair distribution of scarcity’ – making the city accessible to everyone, regardless of their purchasing power, albeit acknowledging that the quality of what can be accessed may vary, and residents having control over their living environment (Uitermark, 2009).   These definitions share three commonalities: equity, democracy and diversity.  

Fainstein (2010) calls for policies that maximise the three broad principles of equity, diversity and democracy.  She acknowledges that these values may conflict at times, but suggests they provide a basis against which policy can be formulated and evaluated in pursuit of a just city.  She sets out a list of suggested policies conducive to social justice (see Fainstein, 2010, pp. 171-175).  This list assumes “societies with a pre-existing commitment to democratic-egalitarian norms” with a history of application – acknowledging that past practice may have fallen short of the ideal (Fainstein, 2010, p. 171).  They relate to local policy, although their applicability depends on national policy.  Amongst other suggested policy, they include reference to providing for inclusionary and affordable housing in furtherance of equity, avoiding discriminatory zoning to further of diversity, and participation by advocates on behalf of groups that are not able to participate directly in decision making process to further democracy (Fainstein, 2010).

Fainstein (2010) also calls for “non-reformist reforms” to further the achievement of a just city.  By this she means developing strategies within existing frameworks to improve the lives of city residents and to shift the discourse of planning and public policy away from process and economic development toward outcomes and social equity (Fainstein, 2010; p.19).   Understanding how planning documents reflect a particular view of justice is a starting point from which planners can start further discussions on the meaning of justice having particular regard to the spatial implications of policy and the nature of a ‘just’ city in a particular location.  These future discussions could then form part of the non-reformist reforms to further the achievement of a just city.  

Method
Using discourse analysis, we explore whether social justice is a material consideration within Auckland’s compact city policy.  The Auckland Plan and the Auckland Unitary Plan, and where necessary, documents preceding the adopted versions, were analysed using QSR NVivo®, to determine whether justice was presented within their text.   Discourse analysis is a process of analysing text and exploring language in order to understand how views of the world are presented through written words, and is often used in housing and planning research (Gurran & Phibbs, 2013; MacCallum & Hopkins, 2011; O'Leary, 2010; Paltridge, 2006).  It identifies sets of ideas or statements, discursive structures, that inform dominant understandings of, or give meaning to, particular concepts (Paltridge, 2006; Waitt, 2010), and was used to determine whether the pursuit of the compact city reflected any of the various interpretations of justice.  Specifically references to equity and diversity were sought.  To explore democracy, the documents were explored to determine whether a particular ‘voice’ was present.  

The hidden discourse of social justice in Auckland’s Statutory Planning Documents

	
Box One: Excerpt from the Auckland Plan [emphasis added]


	Many Aucklanders still value the egalitarian principles that our city and country were founded upon. However, in recent years there has been an alarming growth in inequality and the concentration of highly deprived communities in some parts of Auckland. Addressing inequalities is a major focus of the Auckland Plan. Nevertheless, we still view ourselves as a classless society, and have a degree of access to decision makers and figures of authority that is often not possible in larger cities. This brings an immediacy to local democracy that is often evidenced by the vigorous debate of issues of importance to the community. 38_ Proof of the strength of the shared values of Aucklanders and the relative intimacy of life here (compared to larger cities elsewhere), is that the rapid transformation in the demographic composition of Auckland’s population, in less than a generation, has given rise to few incidents of social unrest. Although some migrants, particularly those from a non-English speaking background, can feel isolated and struggle to adapt to life in Auckland, research has shown that most feel welcome here and settle well. This demonstrates the decency and commonsense of most Aucklanders, both native-born and immigrant. It shows that a common set of values binds us as people. It augurs well for the future of our city, as we strive to achieve our vision as the world’s most liveable city (Auckland Council, 2012, p. 21).




The Auckland Plan superficially acknowledges the criteria for a just city – equality, diversity and democracy.  On closer inspection it raises some concerns.  It refers to the egalitarian principles that the city was founded on.  This suggests it was ‘founded’ at a particular point in time, and despite a reference to “the arrival of tangata whenua[footnoteRef:2] many centuries ago” several paragraphs earlier, the date being referred to in this statement likely refers to the time of colonisation.  While Bell (2017, p. 453) describes Auckland as having a “legacy of colonial violence that transformed Auckland from a predominantly Māori to a predominantly Pākehā place”.  Others suggest that liberal equality did influence some settlers, for example Fischer (2012) writes of the NZ settlers who sought to build a better world characterised by fairness and no favour.  Therefore, the suggestion that Auckland and NZ were founded upon egalitarian principles is contentious.   [2:  Tangata whenua are the indigenous Māori people holding customary authority over that area, and Pākehā is a Māori term for non- Māori New Zealanders of European descent.  ] 


The passage above also refers to access to decision makers that brings an immediacy to local democracy.  However, subsequent references to “shared” and “common values” suggest failure to recognise the range of participants in the process.  It is what Tett and Wolfe (1991) would call a ‘fake dialogue’, namely, a contradiction of the recognition in the discourse of multiple participants in the process.  These references challenge the recognition of multiple participants, evidenced by reference to the demographic composition of Auckland’s population, inequalities and isolated communities, rending the Auckland community as homogenous.  In seeking democracy as part of a ‘just city’ the avoidance of ‘fake dialogue’ is fundamental, as it casts doubt on whose voice is actually being heard through the plan.   

The reference to the “concentration of highly deprived communities in some parts of Auckland” in the passage recognise the spatial inequalities that exist in Auckland, but the messages regarding equity in the Auckland Plan are conflicted.  It promotes Auckland as a strong and equitable society (Auckland Council, 2012, p. 32) yet acknowledges inequalities exist, stating “continuing disparities and high unemployment inflict huge personal cost on those who are disadvantaged, and on society as a whole” (Auckland Council, 2012, p. 80).  Having celebrated, “access [for citizens] to decision makers and figures of authority” (Auckland Council, 2012, p. 21) the Plan then states the need “to promote inclusion, reduce discrimination and remove barriers to opportunity and participation, particularly for disadvantaged groups” (Directive 1.11, Auckland Council, 2012, p. 89).  Despite the contradictions, the Auckland Plan does suggest a strong desire to be a ‘just city’, noting that “to realise the capability of our diverse population and communities, we must be a fair and inclusive city” (Auckland Council, 2012, p. 70).  

The Auckland Plan makes multiple references to ‘fairness’.  Achieving “a fair, safe and healthy Auckland” by 2040 is one of the outcomes sought by the Plan (Auckland Council, 2012, p. 30).  In particular, the Plan acknowledges that,
To make Auckland fair and inclusive we must address: 
· inequality, exclusion and disadvantage experienced by individuals, families, whānau and communities;
· inter-generational disadvantage; by ensuring that children and young people are given the opportunity to reach their potential so that they do not experience disadvantage as adults 
· Structural discrimination; by involving more Māori, Pacific and ethnic community peoples, and persons with disabilities, in positions of decision-making and influence, including as electoral candidates.   
(Auckland Council, 2012, p. 74).  
It recognises that a principal challenge is to ensure all communities receive fair access to services (Auckland Council, 2012, p. 305).  In relation to iwi [tribe] the Plan notes there are upcoming opportunities for local government to work with Māori “to ensure just and fair solutions to Māori issues” (page 14).   This desire to be fair and inclusive reflects a strong liberal discourse of justice, and is strengthened in a spatial sense through the compact city discourse, perhaps inadvertently.  
The Auckland Plan’s commitment to a ‘quality compact form’ has particular implications for the pursuit of a just city.  The Auckland Plan commonly refers to a ‘quality compact (urban) form’, which is intended to accommodate high population and economic growth, and will be achieved by promoting urban intensification and carefully managed peripheral growth (Auckland Council, 2012, p. 37).   A liberal view of ‘justice as fairness’ emerges, albeit somewhat inadvertently.  Curiously, it emerges through the stated definition of the word ‘quality’,   
For this strategy quality is broadly defined as the quality of urban structure, building and housing design, the design of public places and amenities, and the qualities of a city/region that make it an attractive and desirable place. It also means a fair distribution of standards of living (Auckland Council, 2012, p. 44).  [Emphasis added].   
This definition of ‘quality’, with its reference to fair distribution of living standards, resonates with the idea that public investment and regulation in a just city should produce equitable outcomes, ensuring the city is accessible to everyone regardless of their purchasing power (Fainstein, 2010; Uitermark, 2009).  Encapsulated in the definition of ‘quality’ is the first and last reference in the Auckland Plan to a fair distribution of standards of living.  However, this oblique reference to justice is important given that there are some 82 references to the word quality (excluding references to ‘water quality’) in The Auckland Plan.   While there is no subsequent definition of ‘fair distribution’, its common meaning is clear, and its inclusion has implications for all other statutory plans prepared under the RMA.  

The RMA provides for a nested hierarchy of plans.  A Council’s Regional Policy Statement must have regard to management plans and strategies prepared under other Acts (such as the Auckland Plan).  Other Council documents, including regional plans and district plans are required to give effect to the regional policy statement.  Arguably, it could be expected that the Auckland Unitary Plan (in the RPS section) should have regard to the ‘fair distribution of standards of living’ as it seeks to create a quality compact city, as discussed later.  

There is a tension evident in the Auckland Plan between the ideal of ensuring the fair distribution of standards of living and the ideological forces that were behind the enactment of the RMA 1991, which sought a development environment “unfettered by planning policy and regulations”, borrowing Mentz & Goble’s (2014, p. 158) phrase.  The Auckland Plan reflects this in statements including, 
Inappropriate regulations and inflexible standards can impact negatively on good design. They impede the development of more intensive housing and mixed developments [emphasis added] (Auckland Council, 2012, p. 249); 
and
The Southern Initiative area … Auckland Council’s role in developing the Unitary Plan will result in a simpler, more transparent and accessible planning system that will speed up projects in the area and foster job creation [emphasis added] (Auckland Council, 2012, p. 95), 

Given the provisions of the RMA, requiring local authorities to report on the extent to which objectives and policies of proposed plans are the most appropriate way to achieve the purpose of the Act, this is superfluous as in reality goes no further than the legislation. In the second example, the reference to creating “a simpler, more transparent and accessible planning system” acknowledges a desire to improve the land-use planning process required under the RMA 1991, but, the AUP could be written to be permissive, resulting in the same anticipated benefits.  Both cases reflect the neo-liberal desire for less intervention by planners.   

 ‘Quality’ is significant in the Regional Policy Statement part of the Auckland Unitary Plan Operative in Part (AUP).  It is in this part of the document that the direct implications and intentions of compact city policy on housing are evident.  Objective B.2.2.1(1) retains the reference to a ‘quality compact city’, continuing the discourse of conviction that a compact city is sustainable[footnoteRef:3], and a suite of policies (B2.2.2(1)-(8)) support this objective.   To be achieved within a rural urban boundary, these policies seek to enable the “efficient supply of land for residential activities” (which includes housing), which “provides choices that meet the needs of people and communities for a range of housing types and working environments” (Policy B2.2.2(2)(a) and (d)).   [3:  Objective B.2.2.1(1) A quality compact urban form that enables all of the following: 
(a)	a higher-quality urban environment; 
(b) 	greater productivity and economic growth; 
(c) 	better use of existing infrastructure and efficient provision of new infrastructure; (d) 	improved and more effective public transport; 
(e) 	greater social and cultural vitality; 
(f) 	better maintenance of rural character and rural productivity; and 
(g) 	reduced adverse environmental effects.
(Auckland Council, 2017).  
] 


Other objectives and policies refer to “quality”.  For example, Objective B2.3.1(1) seeks a ‘quality built environment’, and Objective B2.4.1(1) seeks “residential intensification to support a quality compact urban form environment”.  While these provisions reflect a desire to recognise and provide for existing character, there is no specific policy to address any adverse, and potentially unintended, distributive effects of pursuing a compact urban form such as segregation or exclusion resulting from gentrification.  Whether the definition of ‘quality’ in the Auckland Plan, and its reference to the fair distribution of standards of living, would be a material consideration for decision makers considering applications for development under these provisions is unclear.  However, given the lack of reference to justice in the RMA and that the reference to the fair distribution of living standards is hidden in the definition of ‘quality’, this is unlikely.  

The use of zoning is key to achieving residential intensification, which will then result in a quality compact urban form (refer Objective B2.4.1 and Policy B2.4.2(1), AUP).  Affordable housing is intended to be achieved through the provision of sufficient supply and diverse range of dwelling types and sizes (Policy B2.4.2(11), AUP).  Fainstein’s (2010) principles specifically refer to zoning and that to foster diversity, “zoning should not be used for discriminatory ends but rather should foster inclusion” while “boundaries between districts should be porous” (i.e. zone boundaries should be ambiguous) (Fainstein, 2010, p.174).  To foster equity, she suggests inclusionary zoning, and that housing units developed as affordable, should be retained (Fainstein, 2010, p.174).  In the AUP there are six residential zones.  A stand-alone dwelling is still a ‘permitted activity’ in all six zones, with higher density developments triggering more stringent consent standards or permitted in higher density land-use zones.   Reflecting on the evolution of these provisions through the democratic plan-making process in light of Fainstein’s principles to achieve a just city highlights that although the operative provisions are intended to offer choice and a range of dwelling type to ensure affordability, there are no specific inclusionary policies.  However, there were such policies when the plan was notified.  
 
In the Proposed AUP (PAUP) Council sought to have neighbourhoods that contained quality homes that help meet the housing needs of current and future, low to moderate income households (Objective 1, Section 2.4, Chapter 2 Regional Policy Statement, PAUP, Auckland Council, 2013).  Policies to achieve this include to 
1. Encourage residential development to provide a range of dwelling types and sizes that help meet the housing needs of households on low to moderate incomes, including social housing and lower cost, market rate housing. 
2. Require new large­scale residential development within the RUB and encourage all other development to provide a proportion of dwellings that are affordable for the intermediate housing market.
(Section 2.4, Chapter 2 Regional Policy Statement, PAUP, Auckland Council, 2013).  
The explanation of these provisions highlighted that housing is fundamental to Aucklanders’ social well­being, necessary for building thriving, mixed communities, and critical for Auckland's economic performance. This provision was to be implemented by a rule:
Where a new development within the RUB contains more than 15 dwellings or involves the creation of more than 15 vacant sites, at least 10 per cent of the total number of dwellings or vacant sites within the development must be retained affordable housing. Where a framework plan applies, this requirement applies to the entire framework plan area. (Rule 1.1, Section 6.6, Part 3, PAUP, Auckland Council, 2013).  
In the explanatory text of the PAUP, these provisions were seen as a necessary intervention in the housing market to increase the supply of housing that is affordable to households in the intermediate housing market, and complementary to the role government plays in the provision of social housing.  Yet, following the submission process, it was the view of the Independent Hearings Panel (2016) that
the affordable housing provisions as proposed by the Council would likely reduce the efficiency of the housing market due to effectively being a tax on the supply of dwellings and be redistributional in their effect. The Panel is of the view that the imposition of land use controls under the Resource Management Act 1991 is not an appropriate method for such redistributional assessments and policies.  (Page 59)
and
the Panel notes it is open to property owners to provide dwellings for rent or sale at below market values, as housing providers with social objectives routinely do. The Panel considers these choices should be left with property owners and it is not the appropriate jurisdiction of the Unitary Plan to impose these choices on property owners. For these reasons the Panel considers that housing affordability is best addressed in the Plan as primarily housing supply and housing choice issues and that consideration of housing affordability needs to permeate the provisions throughout the Plan (page 59).  
Instead: 
The Panel recommends a doubling of the feasible enabled residential capacity of the Plan relative to the Plan as notified, an increase of around 30 per cent of the land area within the Rural Urban Boundary, and an increase in the choice of housing types to increase the supply of housing over the short and long term. The Panel recommends deletion of specific objectives, policies and methods for retained affordable housing (page 60).  
(Auckland Unitary Plan Independent Hearings Panel, 2016)

This was accepted by the Auckland Council.  

Arguably the non-retention of the retained affordable provisions reflects Fainstein’s third principle – democracy.  However, to further democracy, her recommendations include that groups not able to participate directly in decision-making processes be represented by advocates, and that there should be broad consultation for uninhabited areas being rezoned for residential activities including representatives of groups living outside those areas (Fainstein, 2010; p175).  This discourse analysis has delved only into the plan text, and has not evaluated the consultation undertaken.  Questions raised earlier in relation to the fake dialogue in the Auckland Plan does raise questions about whose voice was heard in the deliberations of the retained affordable housing provisions, and whether anyone was acting as an advocate for those households on low to moderate incomes. 

Conclusion
In conclusion, a just city is one where land-use policy would be assessed against the principles of equity, diversity and democracy, and access to affordable housing would be a principle element.  The discourse in the Auckland Plan and the Auckland Unitary Plan show limited or inconsistent references to elements of justice.  However, we consider there is a clear intent for a just city, evidenced by reference in the strategic parts of these statutory documents to a ‘quality’ compact city.  That the proposed affordable housing provisions in the Auckland Unitary Plan were thwarted is further evidence of intent, but reflects the reality of planning under an Act informed by neo-liberal views about the role of planning in a market-led economy.  

While the multiplicity of definitions of justice means that the call for planning to strive for the ideal of a ‘just city’ is a potentially unachievable and utopian, understanding the intent for justice has created a starting point from which planners can initiate a further discussion on it, having particular regard to the spatial implications of policy.   It is a step towards non-reformist reform, where practitioners working within the planning framework of the Local Government (Auckland Council) Act 2009 and Resource Management Act 1991 can move beyond the discourse of conviction regarding the compact city, setting in motion a change towards pursuit of a ‘just’ city.  Growing inequalities provide the mandate for intervention and planners can use their ‘power’ to influence what goes into the proposed plans, and the outcomes that ensue.   It is an exciting time to be a planner as in furthering the discourse of justice in Auckland, there is room for specificity about the type of justice sought, for whom, and more importantly why.  
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