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IN THE MATTER of the Resource Management 
Act 1991 

AND 

IN THE MATTER of Proposed Plan Change 88I  

to the Whangarei District Plan.  

RIGHT OF REPLY – COUNCIL REPORTING PLANNER, ROBERT ADAM BURGOYNE 

MAY IT PLEASE THE COMMITTEE: 

Introduction 

1. This is Part 6 of the Right of Reply (ROR) report. This part should be read in conjunction with the other

Parts 1 – 11. This ROR has been prepared by Robert Adam Burgoyne on behalf of the Whangarei

District Council (WDC) in response to matters raised at the hearing for Proposed Plan Change 88I

(PC88I) to the WDC Operative District Plan (WDP).

2. My Statement of Qualifications and Experience is provided in Part 6 of the section 42A Hearing Report

(s42A). The opinions expressed in this ROR, are based on my qualifications and experience, and are

within my area of expertise. If I rely on the evidence or opinions of another, my evidence will

acknowledge that.

3. Attached to this ROR are:

• Attachment 1: Right of Reply Recommended LLRZ Track Change Chapter

• Attachment 2: Right of Reply Recommended LRZ Track Change Chapter

• Attachment 3: Right of Reply Recommended GRZ Track Change Chapter

• Attachment 4: Right of Reply Recommended MRZ Track Change Chapter

• Attachment 5: Ministry of Business, Innovation and Employment evaluation of WDC’s residential

and business capacity assessment.

• Attachment 6: Water and Wastewater Capacity Analysis for Urban and Services Plan Changes
by Heather Osborne

• Attachment 7: Post-Hearings Correspondence

Matters raised during the hearing 

4. During the hearing, several questions and points of clarification were raised by the Hearing Panel that

were not responded to during the hearing. The following tables address those matters. Also summarised

in the tables are responses to evidence and information presented by the following submitters during

the course of the hearing:
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Submitter Submission # 
Arthur and Colleen Rushton 270 
C & K Pyle 194 
Christopher Poynter 297 
Craig Johnston and David and Robin Ford 164 
Deborah and Geoff Seerup 140 
The Department of Conservation (DOC) 143 
Derek, Patricia and Janette Robinson 135 
EB Developments 179 
Fire and Emergency New Zealand (Fire NZ) 165 
Freddrick Morgan 229 
The General Trust Board of the Diocese of Auckland (GTB) 269 
GO and AM King 172 
Jan Irving 211 
Jennifer Edwards 193, 283 
Kāinga Ora-Homes and Communities (Kāinga Ora) (as successor to Housing 
New Zealand Corporation)  

268 

Kerry Grundy (on behalf of the Puriri Park and Maunu Residents Society Inc) 73 
Margaret Gurney 89 
Margaret Hicks 90 
Murray Webby 61 
North Haven Hospice Endowment Trust (North Haven) 79 
Northland Christian Camps Trust Board and Steward's Trust of NZ Inc (NCC) 294 
Port Nikau Joint Venture (PNJV) 224 
Port Nikau Three Joint Venture (PNTJV) 142 
The Positive Aging Advisory Group (PAAG) 97 
The Public and Population Health Unit of the Northland District Health Board 
(Public Health Northland) 

207 

Quality Development Ltd (Quality Development) 157 
Rosemary Morgan (submitted as Clare Morgan) 290 

The Ruakaka Economic Development Group (REDG) 180 

Vivian Kloosterman 204 

5. With respect to the matters not addressed within this ROR, no substantively new material or evidence

is before me (beyond what was included in the original submissions) that prompts me to provide

additional comment or revise my original recommendations.

6. Any changes that I recommend as a result of the ROR are highlighted in green in the revised track

change version of the plan change provisions which are included as Attachments 1 – 4. Proposed

changes previously recommended in the s42A report are still indicated with strikethroughs representing

recommended deletions and underlined writing representing recommended additions.

7. Any changes that I recommend to the Living Zone mapping as a result of the ROR are shown in

Attachments 2 and 3 of Part 1 of this ROR Report.

8. I note that s42A recommendations were made to amend the PC88I zone names in accordance with the

National Planning Standards (the Standards) as follows:

Notified Zone Name S42A Recommended Zone name 
Low-density Residential Zone (LDR) Large Lot Residential Zone (LLRZ) 
Residential Zone (RES) Low Density Residential Zone (LRZ) 
Medium-density Residential Zone (MDR) General Residential Zone (GRZ) 
High-Density Residential Zone (HDR) Medium Density Residential Zone (MRZ) 
Living Zones Residential Zones 

9. To avoid confusion, this ROR will refer to the zones based on their s42A recommended zone names.
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Kāinga Ora Residential Rezoning 

10. Kāinga Ora’s original submission (268.182) sought large scale amendments to the spatial extent of the

proposed GRZ and MRZ. Kāinga Ora presented evidence in support of the original submission. This

section provides responses to the questions and matters raised at the hearing.

Requirements of the National Policy Statement on Urban Development Capacity

Matter raised: Mr Lindenberg’s evidence has not specifically questioned the adequacy of the residential

capacity provided through the plan changes, but asserts that it is appropriate to provide additional

capacity so that plan changes are not required going forward.1

11. In my opinion the recommended plan changes provide sufficient short, medium and long-term residential

capacity in accordance with the requirements of the National Policy Statement on Urban Development

Capacity 2016 (NPS-UDC). There are RMA2 and NPS-UDC3 requirements to undertake on-going

reviews of the provisions and zoning. In my opinion it is appropriate to rely on the RMA and NPS-UDC

requirements to identify and address any future capacity shortfalls.

12. Policy PA1 of the NPS-UDC directs local authorities to provide sufficient development capacity for

housing and business growth to meet demand. “Development capacity” refers to the amount of

development allowed by plan zoning and regulations that is supported by infrastructure. Policy PA1

requires local authorities to ensure that at any one time there is sufficient housing and business

development capacity to meet projected growth according to the table below:

Time frame NPS-UDC Requirement 
Short term  
(the next 3 years) 

Development capacity must be feasible, zoned and serviced with 
development infrastructure. 

Medium term 
(3 – 10 years) 

Development capacity must be feasible, zoned and either: 
• serviced with development infrastructure, or

• the funding for the development infrastructure required to service that
development capacity must be identified in a Long Term Plan required
under the Local Government Act 2002.

Long term  
(10 – 30 years) 

Development capacity must be feasible, identified in relevant plans and 
strategies, and the development infrastructure required to service it must be 
identified in the relevant Infrastructure Strategy required under the Local 
Government Act 2002. 

13. To factor in the proportion of feasible development capacity that might not be developed, policy PC1

requires local authorities to provide an additional margin of feasible development capacity over and

above projected demand of at least 20% in the short and medium terms, and 15% in the long term.

14. In accordance with policies PB1 – PB7 of the NPS-UDC, Council has undertaken an assessment of

residential and business capacity (see see Attachment 1 of Part 1 of the s32 Report). As stated in

section 5 of Part 1 of the s32 Report, the notified plan changes have been assessed as providing

sufficient residential and business capacity. The Ministry of Business, Innovation and Employment has

undertaken an evaluation of the residential and business capacity assessment – see Attachment 5.

1 Paragraph 5.5 of Mr Lindenberg’s Planning evidence on behalf of Kāinga Ora dated 18 November 2019.  
2 Section 79 requires 10 yearly review s of Plan provisions and private plan changes may be lodged under Schedule 1. 
3 Policies PB1, PC3 and PC4.  
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15. The s42A Report recommended changes to the notified Living Zones which would increase the feasible 

residential capacity by approximately 50 allotments. I also note that the Marsden Technology Park 

Precinct (MTTP) was recommended by the s42A report. The MTTP provides for ancillary residential 

activities as a restricted discretionary activity and conceivably could provide for additional residential 

capacity. In addition, the recommended GRZ provides opportunities for intensification and development 

through the following methods: 

• GRZ-R20 provides for multi-unit development as a restricted discretionary activity where external 

bulk and location controls are complied with. The rule also provides for notification exemptions to 
streamline the consent process and provide more certainty to applicants. This rule provides 
flexibility for providing different housing types and enabling higher density development in 
appropriate locations through the consent process. 

• Consent may be applied for as a discretionary activity where the residential unit density or 
minimum lot size of the GRZ is not complied with. The proposed policies (especially GRZ-P11 
and P12) provide a framework to enable higher density in appropriate locations and with 
appropriate design through the consent process.  

Hearing Panel Question: The Commissioners requested further response regarding the different 

options of giving effect to the NPS-UDC requirements.  

16. The NPS-UDC does not dictate where development must occur (e.g. rural, urban or coastal areas) and 

does not require a certain amount of enabled development to be “upwards” (infill and redevelopment) 

as compared to “outwards” (on greenfield sites). The NPS-UDC does however require capacity to be 

provided for different ‘price points’, different types of dwellings , and within different locations4. It is 

therefore worth noting that the capacity figures outlined in Council’s assessment of residential capacity 

and set out in section 5 of Part 1 of the s32 Report do not include development capacity within the Port 

Nikau, Rural (Urban Expansion), Rural Living or Rural Production Zones. The plan enabled capacity 

provided for through these zones is approximately 6,000 additional allotments5. 

17. The residential capacity assessment also does not include development provided through the WDP 

papakāinga provisions, or through activities requiring resource consent such as minor residential units, 

multi unit development, or subdivision below the minimum allotment size. The NPS-UDC does not 

specify what activity status is needed to qualify as ‘plan enabled development’. In my opinion it is 

reasonable to anticipate that some development will occur through the resource consent process.  

18. For the reasons outlined above, in my opinion the recommended plan changes are an appropriate option 

and give effect to the NPS-UDC requirements.  

19. I have assessed the plan enabled and feasible capacity of the alternative rezoning option sought by 

Kāinga Ora. To do so I updated the model developed as part of Council’s residential capacity 

assessment based on Kainga Ora’s requested rezoning shapefile. I estimate that Kāinga Ora’s 

requested rezoning provides an additional plan enabled capacity of 11,611 allotments and an additional 

                                              
 
4 These requirements are based on the definition of “demand” under the NPS-UDC.  
5 Figure is based on the controlled activity subdivision standards. 
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feasible capacity of 989 allotments. Kāinga Ora have also requested amendments to the zone provisions 

(particularly minimum lot size and density provisions) which would increase these numbers further6.  

20. In my opinion providing an additional feasible capacity of 989 allotments is not necessary to give effect 

to the NPS-UDC requirements. Furthermore, the Kāinga Ora rezoning approach is akin to ‘hitting a nail 

with a sledgehammer’ as the percentage of the 11,611 plan enabled allotments that is feasible is only 

8.5%. Under the notified plan changes the percentage of plan enabled allotments that have been 

identified as feasible is significantly higher at 44.2%. In my opinion the potential benefits of 989 additional 

feasible allotments (when the NPS-UDC requirements are already given effect to by the notified plan 

changes) do not outweigh the potential costs discussed in the sections below.  

Hearing Panel Question: Further response was requested regarding the meaning of “feasible” under 

the NPS-UDC and how aspects such as land values may impact feasibility.  

21. Under the NPS-UDC, “feasible” means development that is commercially viable, taking into account the 

current likely costs, revenue and yield of developing. Often plan enabled development may not be 

commercially viable as there are many factors outside the scope of a district plan which influence the 

proportion of plan enabled capacity that is feasible at any given time. For example, urban residential 

land values in Whangarei are low relative to other high-growth urban areas7. This influences the 

commercial feasibility of developing higher-density dwelling types which off higher build costs for lower 

land requirements. If land is cheap, higher-density dwelling types do not offer cost advantages over 

standalone residential units. 

Hearing Panel Question: Commissioners raised the question of how much weight should be placed on 

“Planning for successful cities: A discussion document on a proposed policy statement on urban 

development 2019” (NPS-UD) when compared to the operative NPS-UDC.  

22. In my opinion little weight should be placed on the NPS-UD, and instead the operative NPS-UDC should 

bear the primary weight. I note that under the NPS-UD Whangarei is no longer proposed to be identified 

as a “major urban centre”, and therefore various requirements would not apply to Whangarei such as 

P6C of the NPS-UD, which proposes to require high density residential zoning within 800m walkable 

catchments of centres and frequent transport stops.  

Rezoning Methodology 

Matter raised: Additional information was provided regarding the rezoning methodology used by Kāinga 

Ora during the hearing and within Mr Lindenberg’s Planning – Rezoning Summary Statement.8 The 

Hearing Panel raised questions regarding the appropriateness of the rezoning methodologies used by 

Kāinga Ora and Council, respectively. 

                                              
 
6 The amendments requested by Kāinga Ora to the GRZ and MRZ minimum lot sizes are estimated to increase the plan 

enabled capacity by an additional 3,769 allotments and the feasible capacity by an additional 162 allotments.  
7 Table 17 of Attachment 1 of Part 1 of the s32 Report. 
8 Section 3 of Mr Lindenberg’s Planning – Rezoning Summary Statement on behalf of Kāinga Ora dated 3 December 2019 
and Section 4 of Mr Lindenberg’s Supplementary Statement on behalf of Kāinga Ora dated 12 December 2019.  
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23. In my opinion, the rezoning methodology of the proposed plan changes is appropriate. Kāinga Ora’s 

rezoning methodology is not entirely clear to me. My understanding based upon Mr Lindenberg’s 

evidence is that the rezoning was based on walkable catchments with 800m, 400m and 200m of various 

zones and amenities, while also including “areas where the existing land use is already greater” than 

that enabled by the notified plan changes and areas with a high concentration of Kāinga Ora 

landholdings.9 In my opinion the walkable catchments employed by Kāinga Ora are not appropriate and 

additional criteria should be considered as part of a multi layered zoning methodology.  

24. With regard to the walkable catchment areas, a key difference between the areas identified by Kāinga 

Ora and the notified zoning is that rather than applying proximity circles, which represent distances as 

the crow flies, PC88I utilised actual on-the-ground waking distances. In my opinion this more 

appropriately reflects a “walkable catchment” because locations often may be close to one another but 

severed by infrastructure such as a state highway or rail line or by natural features such as a river. 

Additionally, the road network within Whangarei is seldom a perfect grid and walking from one street to 

another can be complicated and elongated by cul-de-sacs and uninterrupted street blocks.  

25. Another key difference under the notified plan changes is that walkable catchments were only applied 

around the Local Centre Zone (LC). Kāinga Ora applied the catchments around the LC, the 

Neighbourhood Centre Zone (NC) and public transport routes. In my opinion the NC is not intended to 

be a “centre” for commercial activities. Rather, the NC generally applies to corner dairy stores or a small 

group of shops. These areas are spatially constrained and have limited growth opportunities, which is 

reinforced within the Issues section of the NC.  

26. Council’s transport expert witness Don McKenzie has reviewed the Kāinga Ora evidence and provided 

response regarding the meaning of “rapid and frequent” public transport in Attachment 5 of Part 1 of 

the ROR. Mr McKenzie has referenced the definition in the Auckland Regional Passenger Transport 

Plan and stated the following: 

It is unlikely that within the Whangarei context there would be route served by separated and/or 

dedicated Right of Way facilities (e.g. bus lanes), however the 15min service frequency criteria 

for frequent services even within mixed corridors (i.e. buses using the general traffic lanes) might 

be a useful comparator for assessing the Kāinga Ora submission points.  As I understand from a 

brief review of the City Link  Whangarei services and timetable, the best the current bus system 

manages to achieve now is 30 minute frequencies.10 

27. While there is a case to be made that intensification will support the growth of Whangarei’s bus network, 

I do not consider that it currently constitutes a “rapid and frequent” transit network based on the evidence 

of Mr McKenzie. I acknowledge the benefits of encouraging consolidation near transit; however, within 

                                              
 
9 Based on evidence presented at the hearing and paragraphs 3.3 and 3.4 Mr Lindenberg’s Planning – Rezoning Summary  

Statement on behalf of Kāinga Ora dated 3 December 2019 and Section 4 of Mr Lindenberg’s Supplementary Statement  

on behalf of Kāinga Ora dated 12 December 2019.  
10 Page 7 of WDC Plan Changes – Right of Reply (transport Responses) by Don McKenzie. 
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the Whangarei context I do not consider proximity to a bus route alone to be sufficient criteria for 

upzoning. 

28. Lastly, the notified plan changes generally applied a walkable catchment of 400m from LC zoning 

compared to the 800m sought by Kāinga Ora. However, the 400m was not applied as a hard-and-fast 

line indicating inclusion and exclusion within the MRZ. Instead, where other criteria11 supported or 

discouraged intensification these were considered together with the 400m distance. Additionally, cross 

zone boundary effects were considered so that consistent zoning was generally applied to adjoining 

properties. 

29. Beyond the application of walkable catchment areas, the key difference between the notified zoning and 

the Kāinga Ora requested zoning (from my understanding) is that PC88I considered additional criteria 

such as infrastructure capacity, open space, hazards and overlay constraints , indigenous vegetation, 

existing land uses and potential reverse sensitivity issues. 

30. With regard to infrastructure capacity the notified plan changes were reviewed by Council’s asset 

engineers to confirm that not only were services available, but that sufficient infrastructure capacity was 

available to service the plan enabled capacity. Kāinga Ora has provided no evidence of sufficient 

capacity to service the requested rezoning. Council’s Infrastructure Planning and Capital Works 

Department has reviewed the requested zoning and stated that there is potential for it to exceed 

available capacities12. 

31. With regard to open space, policy PA1 of the NPS-UDC requires development to be serviced with 

‘development infrastructure’, which does not include open space under its definition. However, Policy 

PA2 states that local authorities shall satisfy themselves that other infrastructure required to support 

urban development is likely to be available. The definition of ‘other infrastructure’ includes open space. 

32. In my opinion it is important to consider the capacity of public open space because with intensification 

often comes reduced private open space areas. The notified zoning approach required that the proposed 

MRZ areas be located within a 400m walk of an Open Space Zone site with an area of 7,500m 2 to 

represent a typical neighbourhood playground/park size. While the Natural Open Space and Sport and 

Active Recreation Zones provide amenity and opportunities for passive and active recreation, they can 

often have access restrictions or constraints and do not serve the same function as a neighbourhood 

park. In my opinion it is important to consider not only proximity to open space but the size, purpose, 

function and capacity of that open space to service intensification.  

33. With regard to hazards and overlays, I acknowledge the logic of relying on the district-wide and overlay 

provisions to manage the relevant effects and to therefore not consider aspects such as hazard 

constraints and overlays when rezoning for intensification. However, in my opinion it is appropriate to 

consider these aspects and weigh them as part of any rezoning decision and when calculating capacity. 

Failing to do so may result in ‘dishonest zoning’ whereby the zone provisions theoretically enable a 

                                              
 
11 Criteria discussed in section 3 of the PC88I s32 Report. 
12 Pages 3 and 6 of Water and Wastew ater Capacity Analysis for Urban and Services Plan Changes by Heather Osborne.  
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certain level of development which may never be achieved due to physical constraints or district-wide 

provisions that restrict development. Furthermore, in my opinion failing to consider these aspects is 

inconsistent with higher order policies within the Northland Regional Policy Statement (NRPS) and the 

proposed Strategic Direction Chapter13. 

34. The presence of indigenous vegetation was also considered when identifying appropriate MRZ areas. 

There are no proposed blanket vegetation clearance rules within the MRZ and GRZ in accordance with 

s76(4) of the RMA; however, there are proposed vegetation clearance rules within the LRZ. There is a 

moderate presence of indigenous vegetation in portions of the LRZ, particularly in the Parihaka, State 

Highway 14 and Western Hills Drive areas. Kāinga Ora have requested that portions of these areas be 

rezoned as GRZ or MRZ. In my opinion sites with large areas of indigenous vegetation are more 

appropriately zoned as LRZ to ensure that there are controls to manage the clearance of the vegetation.  

35. Lastly, a key rezoning criterion for the notified MRZ areas was designated and existing/consented land 

uses. MRZ zoning was not proposed adjacent to activities such as the airport or hospital, or zones such 

as the Light and Heavy Industry and Rural Production Zones, where intensification could increase the 

potential for reverse sensitivity effects. Additionally, sites that are designated for uses such as schools 

were generally not included within the proposed MRZ areas to reduce the potential for dishonest zoning.  

Hearing Panel Question: Commissioners raised the question of how much weight should be given to 

protecting existing character compared to enabling intensification.   

36. In my opinion character is defined as much by what exists as what can lawfully exist. Under the WDP 

there are no area specific character or heritage overlays within the Living Environments. Rather, the 

generic Living 1 – 3 Environments apply to residential sites in the Urban Area. In terms of potential future 

character and future development, Policy 5.1.1(g) of the NRPS states: 

Subdivision, use and development should be located, designed and built in a planned and co-

ordinated manner which: 

…(g) Maintains or enhances the sense of place and character of the surrounding environment 

except where changes are anticipated by approved regional or district council growth 

strategies and / or district or regional plan provisions. 

37. The proposed MRZ intensification areas within Tikipunga and Onerahi are consistent with the potential 

zoning identified under the respective structure plans (i.e. growth strategies). The intensification areas 

within Kamo and Marsden Point are consistent with the development enabled under the WDP. 

Therefore, I consider that any changes to sense of place and character within Kamo, Tikipunga, Onerahi 

and Marsden Point were anticipated by structure plans and the WDP and therefore give effect to Policy 

5.1.1(g) of the NRPS. 

38. The notified rezoning does not align with the Raumanga Structure Plan, which identified a large portion 

of the proposed MRZ area for potential commercial rezoning (Business 3 Environment) instead. 

However, in my opinion the development intensity and built form enabled by the Business 3 Environment 

                                              
 
13 Particularly Policies 4.5, 4.6 and 7.1 of the NRPS and proposed objectives and policies SD-O10, SD-P3, P8 and P21.  
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would be greater than that enabled by the proposed MRZ. Therefore, in my opinion it was anticipated 

that there may be changes in character and sense of place in Raumanga, but that those changes would 

be generally more consistent with the Living 1 Environment under the MRZ than they would be under 

Business 3 Environment (or the equivalent new zoning).   

39. There have not been structure plans prepared for the proposed MRZ areas within Kensington and the 

Avenues. Therefore, changes in character and sense of place would be inconsistent with Policy 5.1.1(g) 

of the NRPS. However, these areas are adjacent to existing Living 2 Environment so in my opinion the 

proposed MRZ zoning represents an expansion of existing medium density zoning rather than a new 

location altogether. Additionally, approximately 20% of the Living 1 Environment allotments within these 

locations have a net site area less than 500m2. In my opinion this prevalence of development below the 

Living 1 Environment minimum lot size indicates a demand for higher density development and, to a 

degree, represents the existing character of the areas.  

40. In my opinion the proposed Kensington and Avenues MRZ areas are ideal locations for intensification 

being centred around proposed LC Zoning as well as being within walking distance to the City Centre. 

These areas are also well serviced by passive and active open space areas. In my opinion the 

Kensington and Avenues areas are the most “walkable”14 of all the proposed MRZ areas. In my opinion 

the benefits of enabled intensification in these areas outweigh potential adverse effects, especially 

considering that the areas already contain a high prevalence of medium density development and are 

adjacent to operative Living 2 Environment zoning.  

41. The areas requested for rezoning by Kāinga Ora extend well beyond the structure plan areas. No 

information has been provided by Kāinga Ora regarding effects on character and sense of place. In my 

opinion there is risk due to insufficient information that Kāinga Ora’s requested rezoning may have 

adverse effects on character and sense of place inconsistent with the NRPS.  

Conclusions 

42. In my opinion the recommended zoning and capacity are appropriate and give effect to the NPS-UDC. 

In my opinion Kainga Ora’s rezoning methodology is not appropriate and introduces the following costs 

and potential adverse effects: 

• Infrastructure – Council’s Infrastructure Planning and Capital Works Department have confirmed 
that they have been unable to appropriately assess the requested zoning due to the lack of 
information available within Kāinga Ora’s submission and evidence and are unable to support the 
requested widespread zoning15. 

• Sporadic development – The rezoning requested by Kāinga Ora has the potential to result in 
scattered and sporadic medium density development throughout the urban area, rather than 
consolidated intensification within walkable catchments. In my opinion some of these areas are 
not currently appropriate to service higher density development due to their location, physical 
constrains, existing land uses and/or distance from commercial centres, open space and 
amenities.  

                                              
 
14 Defined by the Australian Macquarie Dictionary 2014 as “a neighbourhood designed so that facilities, such as shops, 

parks, transport, etc., are w ithin w alking distance for most residents”. 
15 Page 6 of Water and Wastew ater Capacity Analysis for Urban and Services Plan Changes by Heather Osborne. 
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• Dishonest zoning – Kainga Ora’s requested rezoning has the potential to create dishonest 
zoning whereby areas identified as MRZ have a low likelihood of medium density development 
due to physical, economic and/or legislative constraints. This may create uncertainty for 
landowners, developers and infrastructure providers and contribute to sporadic development.  

• Lack of community support – While there were a handful of submissions received from the 
general public in support of residential intensification, there were significantly more received in 
opposition to intensification and specifically in opposition to the provisions and rezoning requested 
by Kāinga Ora. The members of the public that presented at the hearing were passionately 
opposed to the Kāinga Ora submission. In my opinion there is not a strong indication of community 
support for the requested rezoning. Additionally, the areas requested for MRZ zoning by Kāinga 
Ora extend well beyond the areas identified in structure plans. Therefore, potential changes in 
character and sense of place as a result of the rezoning are in my opinion inconsistent with Policy 
5.1.1(g) of the NRPS. 

• Adverse environmental effects – The rezoning requested by Kāinga Ora has the potential to 

create adverse environmental effects by enabling development in inappropriate locations (e.g. 
hazard areas, landscape and character overlay areas, sits with indigenous vegetation, etc.). While 
I acknowledge that these features or areas may be protected by the district wide provisions, there 
is a risk that MRZ zoning will signal that intensification is appropriate and is provided for. This 
may compromise the effectiveness of the district wide provisions.  

43. In conclusion I am of the opinion that the s42A recommended zoning is the most appropriate way to 

achieve the objectives and relevant policy framework while giving effect to the NPS-UDC requirements.  
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Right of Reply for PC88I: Living Zones – General (s42A Part 6, Section A) 
Submitter Summary of Submitter Information/Evidence Reporting Officer Discussion Recommendation 

Rules (s42A Part 6, Section A, Subsection c) 
Fire NZ 
(165.49, 
165.53, 
165.57 and 
165.60) 

Perri Unthank presented evidence on behalf of 
Fire NZ seeking a restricted discretionary 
activity status for emergency services within the 
Living Zones rather than a discretionary activity 
status16. Graeme Quensell also presented 
evidence at the hearing on behalf of Fire NZ 
highlighting the considerations that go into 
designing and locating fire stations in residential 
locations.  

The evidence presented does not change my opinion and my original 
s42A discussion and recommendation stand. The recommended 
discretionary activity status is consistent with recently reviewed plans 
such as the Auckland Unitary Plan and Thames Coromandel District Plan 
(TCDP). With regard to the matter of whether or not Fire NZ is not a 
requiring authority17 I note that the Minister for Internal Affairs is 
responsible for Fire NZ. Requiring authorities include Ministers of the 
Crown. No evidence has been provided demonstrating why a designation 
is not possible through the Minister for Internal Affairs.  

Reject 

Biodiversity (s42A Part 6, Section A, Subsection d) 
DOC 
(143.6 – 17) 

Andrew Riddell presented evidence on behalf of 
DOC seeking new vegetation clearance rules in 
the Living Zones relating to kauri dieback18.  

The evidence presented does not change my opinion and my original 
s42A discussion and recommendation stand. Evidence was presented 
regarding the Environment Court decision on the TCDP that managing 
kauri dieback should not be left for future plan changes. I acknowledge 
this evidence but note the following: 
• The TCDP does not include vegetation clearance rules relating to kauri 

dieback management.  

• The TCDP was undergoing a full plan review. The WDP is undergoing 

a rolling review and the Biodiversity plan change is imminent. 

While I acknowledge the importance of managing the spread of plant 
pathogens, the evidence presented has not convinced me that vegetation 
clearance rules are an effective approach. The costs associated with the 
requested vegetation clearance rules have not been assessed, and 
sufficient information regarding the quantity and location of kauri trees 
within the Living Zones has not been provided to properly assess the 
requested provisions. While there are potential benefits in managing the 
spread of plant pathogens through the requested rules, pathogens could 
easily be spread through other soil disturbance activities not associated 
with vegetation clearance thereby compromising the effectiveness of the 
requested provisions.  

Reject 

 

                                              
 
16 Paragraphs 29 – 37 of Ms Unthank’s statement of evidence on behalf of Fire NZ dated 7 November 2019.  
17 Paragraph 35 of Ms Unthank’s statement of evidence on behalf  of Fire NZ dated 7 November 2019. 
18 Paragraphs 130 – 140 of Mr Riddell’s statement of evidence on behalf of DOC dated 7 November 2019.  
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Right of Reply for PC88I: Living Zones – Large Lot Residential Zone (s42A Part 6, Section B) 
Submitter Summary of Submitter Information/Evidence Reporting Officer Discussion Recommendation 

Objectives (s42A Part 6, Section B, Subsection b) 
Public Health 
Northland 
(207.36) 

Anil Shetty presented evidence on behalf of 
Public Health Northland seeking amendments to 
LLRZ-O6 to require easements for future 
connections to reticulated infrastructure19.  

The evidence presented does not change my opinion and my original 
s42A discussion and recommendation stand.  

 

Reject 

Bulk and Location (s42A Part 6, Section B, Subsection d) 
J Irving 
(211.1) 

J Irving presented in opposition to the proposed 
20m building setback from roads in the LLRZ.  

The evidence presented does not change my opinion and my original 
s42A discussion and recommendation stand. Where vegetation 
screening or an earth bund is offered as mitigation as suggested by J 
Irving20, this may be applied for through the resource consent process.  

Reject 

GO and AM 
King 
(172.1 – 2) 

GO and AM King presented seeking 
amendments to LLRZ-R5 and R6 as follows: 
 
LLRZ-R5 – Building Coverage 
The coverage of all buildings on any site does 
not exceed 500m2 or 20% (of the net site area) 
whichever is the greater on any site. 
 
LLRZ-R6 – Impervious Area 
The cumulative impervious areas (including 
buildings) is less than 1,000m² or 25% of the net 
site area, whichever is the greater. 
 
 

The evidence presented does not change my opinion and my original 
s42A discussion and recommendation stand.  The LLRZ is not intended 
to be serviced, and the subdivision rules have a minimum overall density 
of 1 allotment per 5,000m2. In general, it is not anticipated that there will 
be smaller serviced lots within the LLRZ. Currently there are only three 
existing allotments which are less than 2,000m2 and are connected to 
reticulated services. In my opinion there is limited risk that the rules will 
enable perverse outcomes as sites will generally be between 2,000 – 
2,500m2 to accommodate on-site services. Conversely, the zone 
requires large balance allotments to be retained. The requested 
amendments could result in adverse effects by enabling an 
unanticipated level of development within larger balance allotments. The 
proposed rules are consistent with the operative Urban Transition 
Environment which became operative in June 2013. I have discussed 
the matter with Council’s RMA Consents Team Leader Katie Martin who 
has confirmed that there have been no issues identified with the 
operative building coverage and impervious area rules.  

Reject 

Subdivision (s42A Part 6, Section B, Subsection f) 
Public Health 
Northland 
(207.85) 

Anil Shetty presented evidence on behalf of 
Public Health Northland seeking amendments to 
SUB-R3 to require easements for future 
connections to reticulated infrastructure21.  

The evidence presented does not change my opinion and my original 
s42A discussion and recommendation stand.   

Reject 

 

                                              
 
19 Paragraphs 7.1 – 7.9 of Mr Shetty’s statement of evidence on behalf of Public Health Northland dated 7 November 2019.  
20 Pages 7 – 8 of Ms Irving’s tabled statement dated 5 December 2019.  
21 Paragraphs 8.1 – 8.4 of Mr Shetty’s statement of evidence on behalf  of Public Health Northland dated 7 November 2019. 
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Right of Reply for PC88I: Living Zones – Low Density Residential Zone (s42A Part 6, Section C) 
Submitter Summary of Submitter Information/Evidence Reporting Officer Discussion Recommendation 

Bulk and Location (s42A Part 6, Section C, Subsection e) 
F Morgan 
(229.14) 

F Morgan presented in opposition to LRZ-R8 
requesting that barbed-wire fencing also be 
permitted where it is for stock exclusion 
purposes. 

I agree with F Morgan and support amendments to the LRZ, and 
consequential amendments to the GRZ, to provide for exemptions for 
barbed wire fencing. This is consistent with the operative Living 1 and 3 
Environment provisions. I recommend that LRZ-R8 and GRZ-R8 be 
amended as set out in Attachments 2 and 3, respectively.  

Accept 

Activities (s42A Part 6, Section C, Subsection f) 
North Haven 
(79.3 – 4)  

GO and AM King presented on behalf of North 
Haven requesting clarification that “hospice” 
activities are provided for in the LRZ seeking 
that the definition of “supported residential care” 
be amended to specifically include hospices.   

Melissa McGrath has responded to other submission points relating to 
the definition of supported residential care in Part 1 of this ROR22. 
Based on Ms McGrath’s recommended amendments to the definition it 
clarifies that a hospice would be classified as supported residential care 
in my opinion. I support these amendments, and while they do not 
match those sought by North Haven, they do achieve the general intent 
of the relief sought in my opinion. 

Accept in part 

Vegetation Clearance (s42A Part 6, Section C, Subsection g) 
F Morgan  
(229.15) 

F Morgan presented in opposition to LRZ-R10 
requesting that an exemption be included within 
the indigenous vegetation clearance rules to 
permit clearance for the purpose of constructing 
a residential unit.  

The evidence presented does not change my opinion and my original 
s42A discussion and recommendation stand. 

Reject 

 
 
  

                                              
 
22 Pages 8 – 10 of Part 1 of this ROR. 
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Right of Reply for PC88I: Living Zones – General Residential Zone (s42A Part 6, Section D) 
Submitter Summary of Submitter Information/Evidence Reporting Officer Discussion Recommendation 

Policies (s42A Part 6, Section D, Subsection e) 
K Grundy 
(73.3) 

K Grundy tabled evidence opposing GRZ-O2 
because he considers that it contradicts and is 
incompatible with GRZ-O1. K Grundy requests that 
GRZ-O2 be amended to apply only to minor 
residential units.   

The evidence presented does not change my opinion and my 
original s42A discussion and recommendation stand.  

Reject 

Policies (s42A Part 6, Section D, Subsection e) 
Kāinga Ora 
(268.50 and 
268.56) 

Matthew Lindenberg presented evidence on behalf 
of Kāinga Ora requesting that MRZ-P1.1 be 
deleted23.  
 
Mr Lindenberg also requests that the phrase “where 
practicable avoided” be deleted from GRZ-P11.324.  

In my opinion MDR-P1.1 is appropriate to retain to signal that 
density is a consideration and that it should be managed to achieve 
the planned suburban built character. Upon further review I 
recommend a minor amendment as set out in Attachment 3 to 
replace “households” with “residential units” to achieve consistency 
with the definitions.   
 
With regard to GRZ-P11.3, the evidence presented does not change 
my opinion and my original s42A discussion and recommendation 
stand.   

Reject 

K Grundy 
(73.5 and 
73.7) 

K Grundy tabled evidence requesting that GRZ-P6 
be amended to include reference to the open space 
nature of the GRZ, neighbourhood identity, 
community character, aesthetic coherence and 
sense of place. No specific wording was requested. 
 
K Grundy also requested that GRZ-P12 be deleted 
because multi unit development is not considered 
appropriate within the GRZ.   

Amendments were recommended to GRZ-P6 as part of the s42A 
report to include reference to character and amenity. I do not 
support the inclusion of the other concepts as their interpretation is 
more open to interpretation and uncertainty.  
 
Amendments were also recommended to GRZ-P12 as part of the 
s42A report to consider proximity to open space, appropriate 
infrastructure, effects on the surrounding environment and adjoining 
sites and site design and layout. The evidence presented does not 
change my opinion and my original s42A discussion and 
recommendation stand.  

Reject  

J Edwards 
(283.17) 

J Edwards presented a tabled statement opposing 
the s42A recommended amendment to GRZ-P12 
because it would result in applications for multi unit 
developments not considering adverse effects on 
the existing residential character, amenity and 
sense of place.  

I acknowledge the concerns raised by J Edwards; however, I note 
that the objectives and policies must be read collectively as a suite 
of provisions. There are other policies which address character and 
amenity, such as GRZ-P1, P5 and P6. Additionally, an amendment 
has been recommended to GRZ-P12 to include consideration of 
how sympathetic the development is with the surrounding 
environment and to minimise adverse effects on adjoining sites. 

Reject 

                                              
 
23 Paragraphs 5.16 – 5.17 of Mr Lindenberg’s Planning Statement of Evidence on behalf of Kāinga Ora dated 18 November 2019.  
24 Paragraphs 5.21 – 5.22 of Mr Lindenberg’s Planning Statement of Evidence on behalf of Kāinga Ora dated 18 November 2019. 
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Right of Reply for PC88I: Living Zones – General Residential Zone (s42A Part 6, Section D) 
Submitter Summary of Submitter Information/Evidence Reporting Officer Discussion Recommendation 

Bulk and Location (s42A Part 6, Section D, Subsection f) 
Kāinga Ora 
(268.59 – 63 
and 268.65 – 
66) 

Matthew Lindenberg presented evidence on behalf 
of Kāinga Ora requesting various amendments to 
the GRZ bulk and location provisions summarised 
as follows25: 
• Amend the activity status of GRZ-R2, R3.3 and 

R6 where compliance is not achieved from 
discretionary to restricted discretionary and 
include specific matters of discretion. 

• Amend GRZ-R2 to include exemptions for 
buildings up to 9m in height. 

• Undertake comprehensive amendments to GRZ-
R3 to introduce different building setback 
provisions. 

• Undertake comprehensive amendments to GRZ-

R4 to introduce different building height in 
relation to boundary provisions. 

• Delete GRZ-R9. 

• Amend the matters of discretion for GRZ-R3, R4 
and R8.  

Mr Lindenberg also discussed amendments to 
GRZ-R5 (outdoor living courts)26. However, in his 
track change amendments no amendments were 
identified. It is unclear if any changes are sought to 
this rule.  

The evidence presented does not change my opinion and my 
original s42A discussion and recommendation stand.  

Reject 

Residential Units (s42A Part 6, Section D, Subsection g) 
Kāinga Ora 
(268.67) 

Matthew Lindenberg presented evidence on behalf 
of Kāinga Ora requesting that GRZ-R13 be deleted 
because he does not support the use of density 
controls27. 

The evidence presented does not change my opinion and my 
original s42A discussion and recommendation stand.  

Reject 

                                              
 
25 Paragraphs 5.24 – 5.52 of Mr Lindenberg’s Planning Statement of Evidence on behalf of Kāinga Ora dated 18 November 2019.  
26 Paragraphs 5.60 – 5.63 of Mr Lindenberg’s Planning Statement of Evidence on behalf of Kāinga Ora dated 18 November 2019. 
27 Paragraphs 5.55 – 5.57 of Mr Lindenberg’s Planning Statement of Evidence on behalf of Kāinga Ora dated 18 November 2019.  
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Right of Reply for PC88I: Living Zones – General Residential Zone (s42A Part 6, Section D) 
Submitter Summary of Submitter Information/Evidence Reporting Officer Discussion Recommendation 

Minor Residential Units (s42A Part 6, Section D, Subsection h) 
Kāinga Ora 
(268.68) 

Matthew Lindenberg presented evidence on behalf 
of Kāinga Ora requesting that GRZ-R14.2 be 
deleted so that minor residential units are not 
required to be in proximity to the associated 
principal residential unit. Mr Lindenberg also 
requests that the activity status of GRZ-R14 be 
amended to restricted discretionary instead of 
discretionary where compliance is not achieved28. 

The evidence presented does not change my opinion and my 
original s42A discussion and recommendation stand. The proposed 
maximum 15m separation distance is consistent with the operative 
definition of ‘minor residential unit’. In my opinion this distance is not 
too onerous within the GRZ as residential sections are relatively 
small and generally able to achieve the 15m maximum setback. 

Reject 

Multi Unit Development (s42A Part 6, Section D, Subsection i) 
K Grundy 
(73.12);  
R Morgan 
(290.6); and  
J Edwards 
(283.10) 

K Grundy, R Morgan and J Edwards presented 
tabled statements opposing GRZ-R20 and seeking 
that it be deleted because multi unit development is 
not considered appropriate within the GRZ. 
Concerns were raised regarding the uncertainty that 
the provision would create for landowners within the 
zone and the undemocratic nature of the notification 
exemptions.  

I acknowledge the concerns regarding the potential uncertainty 
enabled through multi unit development. However, I note that multi 
unit development would require consent as a restricted discretionary 
activity under GRZ-R20 and therefore Council may decline 
applications.  
 
With regard to the notification exemptions, they only apply where all 
external bulk and location controls are met. In my opinion for 
applications where only internal controls are infringed WDC is 
unlikely to obtain additional information through notification. 
 
The evidence presented does not change my opinion and my 
original s42A discussion and recommendation stand. I consider 
GRZ-R20 an appropriate balance of requiring consent for higher 
density developments while providing an opportunity for a mix of 
building types and incremental intensification where conditions are 
appropriate (e.g. there is sufficient infrastructure, open space, 
commercial and social amenities and the development is well 
designed).  

Reject 

Kāinga Ora 
(268.69) 

Matthew Lindenberg presented evidence on behalf 
of Kāinga Ora requesting that the activity status of 
GRZ-R20 be amended to restricted discretionary 
instead of discretionary where compliance is not 
achieved, with specific matters of discretion. 

The evidence presented does not change my opinion and my 
original s42A discussion and recommendation stand.  

Reject 

                                              
 
28 Paragraphs 5.58 – 5.59 of Mr Lindenberg’s Planning Statement of Evidence on behalf of Kāinga Ora dated 18 November 2019. 
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Right of Reply for PC88I: Living Zones – General Residential Zone (s42A Part 6, Section D) 
Submitter Summary of Submitter Information/Evidence Reporting Officer Discussion Recommendation 

Activities (s42A Part 6, Section D, Subsection j) 
V Kloosterman 
(204.1) 

V Kloosterman presented in opposition to the 
proposed rules and definition regarding “seasonal 
activities”. V Kloosterman identified conflicts 
between the seasonal activities definition and other 
definitions such as farming and forestry. 

I agree with the concerns raised by V Kloosterman and consider that 
the definition of “seasonal activities” is repetitive of the definitions of 
“farming” and “plantation forestry”. I recommend that the definition 
be deleted, and consequential amendments be made throughout the 
plan to delete references to seasonal activities within the rules. 

Accept 

GTB (269.9) Emily Reid pre-circulated evidence on behalf of 
GTB seeking specific amendments to the GRZ 
provisions to provide a new suite of rules for ‘care 
centres’ and ‘places of assembly’.  
 
Ms Reid expressed concern that the recommended 
rules will be more restrictive than the notified rules 
as care centres and places of assembly are likely to 
infringe more than two of the permitted standards in 
GRZ-R15 – GRZ-RNew4, and therefore would 
become non-complying activities.  

The activities in GRZ-R15 – GRZ-R19 are intended to provide 
opportunities for ‘home occupation’ scale activities in my opinion. I 
consider this appropriate for care centres, but I acknowledge that 
places of assembly are generally not of a scale that is akin to home 
occupations. In my opinion the most appropriate option to achieve 
GRZ-O4 and P9 is for places of assembly to be discretionary 
activities as notified. I recommend that the GRZ provisions be 
amended as set out in Attachment 3.  
 
If the Commissioners are of a mind to consider more permissive 
rules, then I recommend amending the places of assembly rule to be 
restricted discretionary with matters of discretion limited to: 

a. The effects on neighbourhood character, residential amenity 
and safety from all of the following:  
(i) The intensity, scale, location, form and appearance of 

buildings, structure and impervious areas. 
(ii) Traffic. 
(iii) Design of parking and access. 
(iv) Noise, lighting and hours of operation.  

b. Infrastructure and servicing. 
c. Whether the activity can be better located within a nearby 

business zone and any adverse economic and social effects on 
nearby business zones, including cumulative effects.  

Accept in part 

Subdivision (s42A Part 6, Section D, Subsection k) 
Kāinga Ora 
(268.135) 

Blair Masefield presented evidence on behalf of 
Kāinga Ora requesting that SUB-R5 be amended to 
reduce the minimum allotment size in the GRZ and 
amend the internal lot dimension requirements to a 
rectangle rather than a square or circle29. 

The evidence presented does not change my opinion and my 
original s42A discussion and recommendation stand.  

Reject 

                                              
 
29 Paragraphs 6.22 – 6.24 of Mr Masefield’s Planning Statement of Evidence on behalf of Kāinga Ora dated 18 November 2019.  
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Right of Reply for PC88I: Living Zones – General Residential Zone (s42A Part 6, Section D) 
Submitter Summary of Submitter Information/Evidence Reporting Officer Discussion Recommendation 

J Edwards 
(283.21) 

J Edwards presented a tabled statement opposing 
the proposed 450m2 minimum lot size within the 
GRZ based on the grounds that this type of infill 
development is impractical on Puriri Park Road due 
to the location and design of existing houses and 
natural constraints.  

The evidence presented does not change my opinion and my 
original s42A discussion and recommendation stand. I acknowledge 
the points made by J Edwards and agree that subdivision down to 
450m2 lot sizes will often not occur due to existing constraints which 
may limit potential uptake. I note that the proposed rules do not 
require subdivision to be undertaken but enable it as a controlled 
activity.  

Reject 

PNTJV 
(142.37); and 
PNJV (224.30) 

Brett Hood presented evidence on behalf of PNTJV 
and PNJV seeking that matter of control 2 in SUB-
R5 be deleted30. 
 
 

In my opinion the matter of control is important to retain to require 
consideration of future land use. However, I acknowledge the 
concerns raised by Mr Hood and recommend amendments as set 
out in Attachment 2 to Part 2 of this ROR. In my opinion these 
amendments make the matter of control more measurable and 
certain.  

Accept in part 

Information Requirements (s42A Part 6, Section D, Subsection l) 
Public Health 
Northland 
(207.45) 

Anil Shetty presented evidence on behalf of Public 
Health Northland seeking amendments to GRZ-
REQ1 to require a social impact assessment31. 

The evidence presented does not change my opinion and my 
original s42A discussion and recommendation stand. In paragraph 
6.7 of his evidence Mr Shetty provides further clarity regarding the 
intended meaning of a social impact assessment. In my opinion this 
is not significantly different from the requirement of clause 7(1)(a) of 
Schedule 4 of the RMA. Furthermore, GRZ-REQ1 requires the 
urban design assessment to be prepared by a suitably qualified and 
experienced professional. In my opinion a social impact 
assessment, as described within Mr Shetty’s evidence, is not 
necessarily within an urban designer’s area of expertise.   

Reject 

Kāinga Ora 
(268.70) 

Matthew Lindenberg presented evidence on behalf 
of Kāinga Ora supporting the recommended 
amendments to GRZ-REQ132. However, in Mr 
Lindenberg’s track changes of the GRZ chapter he 
included changes to GRZ-REQ1 to delete the 
references to GRZ-R13.1 and 14.1. 

It is unclear what is sought as the track changed relief sought 
conflicts with the discussion in Mr Lindenberg’s evidence. 
Nevertheless, the evidence presented does not change my opinion 
and my original s42A discussion and recommendation stand. 

Reject 

 
  

                                              
 
30 Paragraph 46 of Mr Hood’s evidence on behalf of PNTJV dated 7 November 2019.  
31 Paragraphs 6.1 – 6.18 of Mr Shetty’s statement of evidence on behalf of Public Health Northland dated 7 November 2019.  
32 Paragraphs 5.31 – 5.33 of Mr Lindenberg’s Planning Statement of Evidence on behalf of Kāinga Ora dated 18 November 2019.  
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Right of Reply for PC88I: Living Zones – Medium Density Residential Zone (s42A Part 6, Section E) 
Submitter Summary of Submitter Information/Evidence Reporting Officer Discussion Recommendation 

Policies (s42A Part 6, Section E, Subsection e) 
Kāinga Ora 
(268.30 and 
268.33) 

Matthew Lindenberg presented evidence on 
behalf of Kāinga Ora requesting that MRZ-P4 be 
amended to include “or public open space” at 
the end of the sentence33. 
 
Mr Lindenberg also requests that the phrase 
“where practicable avoided” be deleted from 
MRZ-P11.334. 

I support the amendment to MRZ-P4 for the reasons outlined by Mr 
Lindenberg and recommend that the policy be amended as set out in 
Attachment 4.  
 
With regard to MRZ-P11.3, the evidence presented does not change my 
opinion and my original s42A discussion and recommendation stand.   

268.30 – Accept 
 
268.33 – Reject 

Bulk and Location (s42A Part 6, Section E, Subsection f) 
Kāinga Ora 
(268.35 – 39 
and 268.41 – 
43)  

Matthew Lindenberg presented evidence on 
behalf of Kāinga Ora requesting various 
amendments to the MRZ bulk and location 
provisions summarised as follows35: 
• Amend the activity status of MRZ-R2, R3.1(b) 

and R6 where compliance is not achieved 
from discretionary to restricted discretionary 
and include specific matters of discretion. 

• Undertake comprehensive amendments to 

MRZ-R3 to introduce different building 
setback provisions. 

• Undertake comprehensive amendments to 
MRZ-R4 to introduce different building height 
in relation to boundary provisions. 

• Amend MRZ-R5 to delete R5.1(c) and apply 

the same standard in R5.1(b) to all residential 
units.  

• Delete MRZ-R9 and R10. 

• Amend the matters of discretion for MRZ-R3, 
R4 and R8. 

After further review I consider it appropriate to amend MRZ-R5 to be 
consistent with the outdoor living court requirements in other zones such 
as the Local Centre, Neighbourhood Centre and Mixed Use Zones. I 
recommend that MRZ-R5 be amended as set out in Attachment 4.  
 
Apart from the above amendments, the evidence presented does not 
change my opinion and my original s42A discussion and 
recommendation stand.  
 

Accept in part 

                                              
 
33 Paragraphs 5.5 – 5.8 of Matthew  Lindenberg’s supplementary statement on behalf of Kāinga Ora dated 12 December 2019. 
34 Paragraphs 5.21 – 5.22 of Mr Lindenberg’s Planning Statement of Evidence on behalf of Kāinga Ora dated 18 November 2019.  
35 Paragraphs 5.24 – 5.67 of Mr Lindenberg’s Planning Statement of Evidence on behalf of Kāinga Ora dated 18 November 2019.  
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Right of Reply for PC88I: Living Zones – Medium Density Residential Zone (s42A Part 6, Section E) 
Submitter Summary of Submitter Information/Evidence Reporting Officer Discussion Recommendation 

C Poynter 
(297.4 – 6) 

C Poynter presented in support of his original 
submission opposing the proposed MRZ 
building height and setback rules requesting that 
the building height be reduced and that the 
setbacks be increased.  

The evidence presented does not change my opinion and my original 
s42A discussion and recommendation stand.  

Reject 

Residential Units (s42A Part 6, Section E, Subsection g) 
PAAG 
(97.21) 

Robin Lieffering presented on behalf of PAAG 
requesting specific provisions to enable “tiny 
houses” and “tiny villages”.  

I acknowledge the outcomes sought by PAAG relating to housing variety 
and flexibility. In my opinion there are opportunities provided for various 
development types through the recommended provisions, particularly the 
minor residential unit, multi unit development and retirement village 
provisions.  
 
I note that the specific provisions relating to tiny houses and tiny villages 
were not raised in the original PAAG submission and would introduce 
additional provisions that were not proposed in the notified MRZ. The 
requested provisions read more appropriately as conditions of consent 
rather than district plan rules. Where specific developments are 
proposed, such as a tiny village, these can be considered and assessed 
through the resource consent process. 

Reject 

Kāinga Ora 
(268.44) 

Matthew Lindenberg presented evidence on 
behalf of Kāinga Ora requesting that MRZ-R14.1 
and R15.1 be deleted so that there are no 
minimum unit sizes prescribed for residential 
units36. 

The evidence presented does not change my opinion and my original 
s42A discussion and recommendation stand. Furthermore, I note that 
the proposed minimum unit sizes provide a degree of certainty for 
residents, developers and infrastructure provides as to the potential 
maximum plan enabled density. 

Reject 

Multi Unit Development (s42A Part 6, Section E, Subsection h) 
Kāinga Ora 
(268.45) 

Matthew Lindenberg presented evidence on 
behalf of Kāinga Ora requesting that the activity 
status of MRZ-R21 be amended to restricted 
discretionary instead of discretionary where 
compliance is not achieved, with specific 
matters of discretion. 

The evidence presented does not change my opinion and my original 
s42A discussion and recommendation stand.  

Reject 

Activities (s42A Part 6, Section E, Subsection i) 
GTB 
(269.4 – 9) 

Emily Reid pre-circulated evidence on behalf of 
GTB seeking specific amendments to the MRZ 
provisions to provide a new suite of rules for 
‘care centres’ and ‘places of assembly’. 

I recommend that the MRZ provisions be amended as set out in 
Attachment 4. Please refer to discussion on page 17 above regarding 
the GRZ Activities in response to GTB.   

Accept in part 

                                              
 
36 Paragraphs 5.53 – 5.54 of Mr Lindenberg’s Planning Statement of Evidence on behalf of Kāinga Ora dated 18 November 2019.  
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Right of Reply for PC88I: Living Zones – Medium Density Residential Zone (s42A Part 6, Section E) 
Submitter Summary of Submitter Information/Evidence Reporting Officer Discussion Recommendation 

Subdivision (s42A Part 6, Section E, Subsection j) 
Kāinga Ora 
(268.136) 

Blair Masefield presented evidence on behalf of 
Kāinga Ora requesting that SUB-R6 be 
amended to reduce the minimum allotment size 
in the MRZ and amend the internal lot 
dimension requirements to a rectangle rather 
than a square or circle37. 

The evidence presented does not change my opinion and my original 
s42A discussion and recommendation stand.  

Reject 

C Poynter 
(297.2) 

C Poynter presented in support of his original 
submission opposing the proposed MRZ 
minimum lot size and requesting that it be 
increased to 375m2 and that MRZ-P11 be 
amended to state the minimum 375m2 lot size 
within the policy.  

The evidence presented does not change my opinion and my original 
s42A discussion and recommendation stand.  
 

Reject 

PNTJV 
(142.37); and 
PNJV 
(224.30) 

Brett Hood presented evidence on behalf of 
PNTJV and PNJV in support of the submission 
seeking that matter of control 2 in SUB-R6 be 
deleted38. 

For the reasons outlined in response to the PNTJV and PNJV evidence 
on SUB-R5 on page 18 above, I recommend that SUB-R6 be amended 
as set out in Attachment 2 to Part 2 of this ROR.  

Accept in part 

Information Requirements (s42A Part 6, Section E, Subsection k) 
Public Health 
Northland 
(207.26) 

Anil Shetty presented evidence on behalf of 
Public Health Northland seeking amendments to 
MRZ-REQ1 to require a social impact 
assessment39. 

For the reasons outlined in my response relating to GRZ-REQ1 on page 
18 above, the evidence presented does not change my opinion and my 
original s42A discussion and recommendation stand. 

Reject 

 
 
 
  

                                              
 
37 Paragraphs 6.22 – 6.24 of  Mr Masefield’s Planning Statement of Evidence on behalf of Kāinga Ora dated 18 November 2019. 
38 Paragraph 46 of Mr Hood’s evidence on behalf of PNTJV dated 7 November 2019. 
39 Paragraphs 6.1 – 6.18 of Mr Shetty’s statement of evidence on behalf of Public Health Northland dated 7 November 2019 
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Right of Reply for PC88I: Living Zones Zone Mapping (s42A Part 8, Section D) 
Submitter Summary of Submitter Information/Evidence Reporting Officer Discussion Recommendation 

General Opposition (s42A Part 8, Section D, Subsection b) 
M Webby 
(61.1) 

M Webby presented in opposition to the 
proposed GRZ zoning for Part Lot 1 DP 42475 
and Allot 347, 348 and 349 TN OF 
Grahamtown. No specific zoning was sought. 

I have discussed the matter further with M Webby who has confirmed 
that the preferred zoning is LRZ – see Attachment 7A. I support the 
requested rezoning and recommend that the sites be rezoned as LRZ 
as set out in Attachments 2 and 3 to Part 1 of the ROR. 

Accept 

M Gurney 
(89.1); and 
D and G 
Seerup  
(140.1 – 2) 

M Gurney and D Seerup presented in 
opposition to the proposed MRZ zoning for 
Wallace Street noting concerns regarding traffic, 
amenity, character and ecological effects. 
Particular concerns were raised regarding the 
notification exemptions provided for in the 
proposed MRZ rules.  

The evidence presented does not change my opinion and my original 
s42A discussion and recommendation stand. I note that the notification 
exemptions provided in MRZ-R5, R14, R15 and R21 are intended to 
apply only where internal controls are infringed (e.g. outdoor living 
courts, sunlight access, minimum internal areas, etc.), and are 
appropriate in my opinion because WDC is unlikely to obtain additional 
information through notification. The notification exemptions would not 
apply where external building bulk and location rules are infringed.  
 
With regard to character and amenity, MRZ zoning enables increased 
density when compared with the GRZ or the existing environment of 
Wallace Street. This may result in changes to character and, as 
discussed in paragraph 39 above, there has been no structure plan 
prepared for the Kensington area. However, Wallace Street represents 
an ideal location for intensification due to its proximity to LC zoning, 
public and social amenities, and active and public transport routes.  
 
In my opinion the benefits of enabling intensification within Wallace 
Street outweigh the potential adverse effects on the character of the 
area. Changes to character and amenity could occur under the 
Operative Living 1 Environment (albeit at a lower density) as there are 
no street-specific rules for Wallace Street under the operative plan.  
 
In my opinion the area is appropriate for MRZ zoning. If the 
Commissioners are of a mind to consider the risk of potential effects on 
character and amenity too high, then an alternative option would be to 
amend the zoning to GRZ for the properties fronting onto Wallace 
Street (1 – 25 Wallace Street).  

Reject 

M Hicks  
(90.1 – 2) 

M Hicks provided a tabled statement opposing 
any increase to housing density in the Ruakaka 
/ Marsden Point area identifying concerns 
regarding climate change and flooding. 

The evidence presented does not change my opinion and my original 
s42A discussion and recommendation stand. I note that district plan 
overlays such as flood susceptibility, outstanding natural landscapes 
and the coastal area will apply in addition to the underlying zoning. 

Reject 
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Housing New Zealand Corporation Rezoning (s42A Part 8, Section D, Subsection c) 
Kāinga Ora 
(268.182) 

Refer to paragraphs 10 – 43 above.  

Rezoning to Medium Density Residential Zone (s42A Part 8, Section D, Subsection d) 
EB 
Developments 
(179.1) 

Joseph Henehan presented evidence on behalf 
of EB Developments seeking rezoning of the 
eastern portion of Lot 1 DP 98997 to MRZ. A 
geotechnical report prepared by Land 
Development and Exploration Ltd (LDE) has 
been provided, which assess the suitability of a 
proposed 19 lot subdivision40.  

Council’s Infrastructure Development Manager Alison Thompson has 
reviewed the geotechnical report prepared by LDE and is satisfied that 
it is comprehensive. However, Ms Thompson notes that the 
development restrictions recommended by LDE (e.g. building setbacks, 
palisade walls, etc.) will need to be incorporated into any zoning 
decision - see Attachment 7B. 
 
I rely on Ms Thompson’s peer review and in my opinion the provisions 
in the recommended EARTH Chapter will ensure that development is 
undertaken in a suitable manner within the site and that a geotechnical 
report would be prepared at the time of any application. I recommend 
that a portion of the site be rezoned as MRZ as set out in Attachments 
2 and 3 to Part 1 of the ROR. If the Commissioners are concerned of 
increased risk due to land instability, then the alternative option of 
retaining GRZ for the entire site is an appropriate alternative option.  

Accept 

Rezoning to General Residential Zone (s42A Part 8, Section D, Subsection e) 
D, P and J 
Robinson 
(135.1) 

Blair Masefield presented evidence on behalf of 
D, P and J Robinson supporting the submission 
relief seeking rezoning of Lots 1, 3, 5 and 6 DP 
172959 and Lots 1 – 4 DP 190758 to GRZ.  

I have discussed the matter further with Council’s Infrastructure 
Planning and Capital Works Manager Shelley Wharton who has 
confirmed that there is insufficient wastewater capacity available to 
service the development and that substantial cost and time would be 
needed to extend and upgrade services. Ms Wharton considers that the 
evidence presented has not addressed the servicing concerns. Ms 
Wharton has stated that upgrades to the wastewater network are not 
funded or planned for within the next 10 years – see Attachment 7C. In 
my opinion it is not appropriate to rezone this area while services are 
not available or planned for.  
 
Ms McGrath has discussed the implications of Northland Regional 
Council’s (NRC) flooding layers when responding to submissions. I note 
that within these sites NRC’s flood layers cover a greater extent of area 
than the WDP flood susceptible layers. No information has been 

Reject 

                                              
 
40 Page 2 of Exhibit 1 in Mr Henehan’s evidence on behalf of EB Development dated 7 November 2019. 
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providing regarding flood hazards except to say that they would be 
managed by s106 of the RMA41. In my opinion this does not give effect 
to Policy 7.1.7(6) of the Northland Regional Policy Statement as the risk 
of natural hazards caused by intensification have not been assessed.  

A and C 
Rushton 
(270.1) 

A and C Rushton presented in opposition to the 
proposed LRZ zoning at 11 Patiki Street and 
instead seek that it be rezoned as GRZ. 

The evidence presented does not change my opinion and my original 
s42A discussion and recommendation stand. With regard to servicing 
constraints, as stated by Ms Rushton, there is sufficient capacity in the 
wastewater network to accommodate serviced development. However, 
Council’s Water Services Asset Engineer Diana Staveley has confirmed 
that serviced development of up to 30 allotments would cause severe 
negative pressures in the water supply network and would result in the 
network failing to meet firefighting requirements at the upper part of the 
site – see Attachment 7D.  

Reject 

Rezoning to Low Density Residential Zone (s42A Part 8, Section D, Subsection f) 
Quality 
Development 
(157.1) 

Emma Miller presented evidence on behalf of 
Quality Development supporting the submission 
relief seeking rezoning of Lot 2 DP 46220 and a 
portion of Pt Lot 4 DP 19724 to LRZ. Ms Miller 
considers that the identified constraints within 
the sites do not bear scrutiny for rejecting the 
submission and that the lack of development 
progress is not a legitimate reason to remove 
development rights. Ms Miller has provided a 
2006 Archaeological Assessment of the sites as 
part of her evidence.  

I agree with Ms Miller that a lack of development progress is not a 
legitimate reason to remove development rights. However, as stated in 
paragraph 221 of the s42A report I consider that it is a legitimate 
reason to reconsider what the appropriate zoning is.   

In my opinion this rezoning is finely balanced as the sites demonstrate 
both LRZ and Rural Production Zone (RPZ) characteristics. However, 
in my opinion the sites are more consistent with the RPZ zoning criteria 
policy (SD-P25). I agree that the sites physically border other proposed 
Living Zones. However, the sites are accessed via O’Shea Road from 
Pompallier Estate Drive. The sites at the rear of Pompallier Estate Drive 
and along O’Shea Road are zoned as RPZ. In my opinion the sites are 
more closely connected to, and associated with, the surrounding rural 
catchment rather than the nearby residential catchment.  

The Maunu and Hora Hora Structure Plan envisaged that these sites 
would be developed for residential use but that they would be primarily 
accessed via Kotuku Street42 and an indicative road is identified in the 
WDP. The construction of the Kotuku Dam and its designation, which 
occurred after the Structure Plan, have resulted in O’Shea road being 
the primary access. Plan Change 109 proposes to remove the 

Reject 

41 Paragraph 7.8 of Mr Masefield’s evidence on behalf of D, P and J Robinson dated 7 November 2019.  
42 http://w w w.wdc.govt.nz/PlansPoliciesandBylaw s/Plans/UrbanPlanning/StructurePlans/Documents/Maunu-Structure-Plan-map.pdf 
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indicative road from Kotuku Street. This reinforces the disconnect 
between the sites and Kotuku Street.  

J Irving  
(211.2) 

J Irving presented in opposition to the proposed 
LLRZ zoning along Konini Street. No specific 
alternative zoning was sought; however, I note 
that the original submission specifically 
requested that it be rezoned as Residential 
Zone (now referred to as LRZ).  
 

I acknowledge J Irving’s concerns regarding the LLRZ’s maximum 
2,500m2 allotment size. However, I note that the LLRZ also has a 
minimum average allotment size of 5,000m2. Furthermore, wastewater 
connection is not available in this area and therefore it is unlikely that 
any sites would be below 2,000m2 as sufficient space would be 
required for on-site wastewater management. Conversely, the LRZ 
provides for a minimum 2,000m2 allotment size but has no minimum 
average. In my opinion the LLRZ would be more effective in achieving 
an overall lower density of development for the area.  

Reject 

Ruakaka Rezoning (s42A Part 8, Section D, Subsection g) 
REDG  
(180.1 – 2); 
and C & K Pyle 
(194.1 – 2) 
 

Joseph Henehan presented evidence on behalf 
of C & K Pyle and REDG requesting rezoning of 
a large area of land in the Ruakaka/Marsden 
Point area to GRZ.  Mr Henehan’s evidence 
focuses on the: 
• demand for additional residential land due to 

potential industrial development; and  

• the appropriateness of the requested 
Marsden Point Growth Precinct (MPGP).  

 
Mr Henehan has included a flooding 
assessment prepared by Hawthorn Geddes 
Engineers and Architects Ltd as part of the 
evidence presented on behalf of C & K Pyle. 
The report concludes that development of the 
submission area is unlikely to create any 
adverse effects provided that appropriate 
mitigation mechanisms are put in place.  
 
Mr Henehan also provided supplementary 
information regarding the costs of private 
wastewater servicing.  

In response to Mr Henehan’s estimated growth figures I note that a 
Whangarei Housing and Business Development Capacity Assessment 
has been prepared by MRCagney in accordance with the National 
Policy Statement on Urban Development Capacity (NPS-UDC) - see 
Attachment 1 of Part 1 of the s32 Report. Mr Henehan estimates a 
demand of 6,875 new dwellings in the Ruakaka/Marsden Point area 
over the next 10 years; however, the MRCagney assessment estimated 
that the district-wide demand would only be 6,440 over the same time 
period, including the 15% margin required under the NPS-UDC. 
Additionally, Mr Henehan estimates that there will be an increase of 
approximately 6,875 employees in the Ruakaka/Marsden Point area 
over the next 10 years. The MRCagney assessment estimates that 
there will be an increase of 9,900 employees across all of Whangarei 
by 2048.  
 
While I acknowledge the logic behind Mr Henehan’s estimates, in my 
opinion his assessment is not as robust as the assessment undertaken 
by MRCagney, which has been independently reviewed and assessed 
by the Ministry of Business, Innovation and Employment (see 
Attachment 5). The evidence presented regarding residential demand 
does not change my opinion and my original s42A discussion stands.  
 
With regard to the appropriateness of the MPGP, it is still unclear to me 
how this precinct is intended to work. The draft rules included within 
further submissions x373 and x398 appear to duplicate the proposed 
TWM Chapter, apart from amending the activity status where 
compliance is achieved with the rules from restricted discretionary to 

Reject 
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controlled. No further information has been provided within the 
evidence to clarify the specific provisions of the MPGP apart to state 
that it is a “final form” zoning. 
 
Exhibits 4 and 5 of Mr Henehan’s evidence highlight the fact that as a 
“final form” zone the MPGP would render portions of the land 
undevelopable by dedicating significant areas to wastewater and 
stormwater disposal – see Lots 58 – 60 in Exhibit 5 of Mr Henehan’s 
evidence. In my opinion this is not an efficient use of land in the long 
term and could result in an infrastructure “dead zone” making future 
reticulation to adjacent sites expensive and challenging. With regard to 
costs, the information outlined in Mr Henehan’s supplementary 
evidence does not convince me that on-site servicing will result in 
significantly cheaper sections. Furthermore, the costs or affordability of 
future sections is not enforceable through the zoning in my opinion.   
 
Council’s Infrastructure Planning and Capital Works Department has 
reviewed the submission and does not support the requested MPGP 
due to decreased efficiencies of the public reticulated network and the 
potential for poorly designed and failing infrastructure43.   
 
With regard to the flood assessment prepared by Hawthorne Geddes, 
Council’s Infrastructure Development Manager Alison Thompson has 
undertaken a peer review and provided feedback stating: 
 

The report as it stands, shows flooding to be low level enough to be 

addressed through mitigation but it does not go to the level required to 

adequately demonstrate this. We would expect to see rain on grid using 

0.5-1m x 0.5-1m grid from Lidar data and the model to be run with 

proposed building footprints to demonstrate it is adequate to support the 
change in zoning.44 

 
I rely on the advice of Ms Thompson and consider that the information 
provided has not sufficiently addressed the flooding concerns.  
 

                                              
 
43 Page 3 of Water and Wastew ater Capacity Analysis for Urban and Services Plan Changes by Heather Osborne. 
44 Refer to Attachment 7B. 
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C Johnston 
and D and R 
Ford  
(164.1) 

Venessa Anich presented evidence on behalf of 
C Johnston and D and R Ford requesting 
rezoning of a large area of land in the 
Ruakaka/Marsden Point area to GRZ. Ms 
Anich’s evidence focuses on the suitability of 
the area for residential zoning, the demand for 
residential land in the Ruakaka/Marsden Point 
area and the strategic direction in support of 
residential zoning. 

The evidence presented does not change my opinion and my original 
s42A discussion and recommendation stand for similar reasons as 
discussed above in response to C & K Pyle and REDG. 
 
I note that Ms Anich refers to the s42A recommendation to rezone a 
portion of the area to GRZ. For clarity sake, I note that the primary 
s42A recommendation was to reject all of the requested rezoning, and 
the recommendation referred to by Ms Anich was presented to the 
Commissioners as an alternative recommendation.  
 
Council’s Infrastructure Planning and Capital Works Department have 
provided further response regarding water and wastewater capacity in 
this area and identified that there is insufficient wastewater capacity 
within the next 10 years to support the requested zoning45. Therefore, I 
no longer support this alternative recommendation and recommend 
instead that the submission, and those of REDG and C & K Pyle, be 
rejected in their entirety. 

Reject 

NCC  
(294.1) 

Brett Hood presented on behalf of NCC in 
support of the original submission requesting a 
precinct for the site ate 89A One Tree Point 
Road with provisions consistent with those of 
Scheduled Activity 9 in the WDP.  

I acknowledge the concerns raised by Mr Hood regarding the limitations 
of existing use rights46. I agree that the most appropriate way to provide 
for the Scheduled Activity 9 provisions is through a precinct over Lot 1 
DP 375132 and Lot 7 DP 42741. However, in my opinion the 
Scheduled Activity 9 provisions require amendments to achieve 
consistency with the new Plan structure and definitions and to improve 
their efficiency and effectiveness. I recommend that a new “Northland 
Christian Camp Precinct (NCCP)” be inserted in the GRZ Chapter as 
set out in Attachment 3 and be indicated on the Zone maps as set out 
in Attachments 2 and 3 of Part 1 of the ROR. Mr Hood has advised 
that NCC are comfortable with the recommended provisions – see 
Attachment 7E.  

Accept in part 

                                              
 
45 Pages 2 and 6 of Water and Wastew ater Capacity Analysis for Urban and Services Plan Changes by Heather Osborne. 
46 Paragraphs 13 – 15 of Mr Hood’s evidence on behalf of Northland Christian Camps Trust Board and Stew ards Trust of NZ Inc. dated 7 November 2019.  
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Questions from the Panel 

44. The Hearing Panel raised questions regarding PC88I in a document titled “s42A Version – Questions 

from the Panel”, dated 20 December 2019. The following section provides responses to these questions. 

Large Lot Residential Zone 

45. The Hearing Panel questioned if the proposed LLRZ provisions, in particular the Issues, LLRZ-P5 and 

LLRZ-P13, give effect to Policy 5.1.1(f) of the NRPS. In my opinion the provisions do give effect to this 

policy by requiring a balance area to be retained and limiting the overall built form of development. There 

are instances where this has been achieved within the LLRZ along Three Mile Bush Road and SH14. 

46. The Hearing Panel questioned how the provisions achieve the direction to preserve rural character as 

set out under LLRZ-P1 and SD-P21.3(f). In my opinion the LLRZ provisions achieve LLRZ-P1 by 

requiring that balance areas be retained and by managing the overall built form. I also note that LLRZ-

P1 is a two-pronged policy which seeks to preserve rural character while also enabling large lot 

residential development.  SD-21.3(f) relates to the LRZ and therefore is not applicable in this instance.  

47. The Hearing Panel questioned if the zone fits better under the Standard’s description of the Rural 

Lifestyle Zone. In my opinion the proposed LLRZ is consistent with the Standard’s description as it will 

be primarily for residential activities on larger lots. While the zone enables subdivision down to 500m2, 

this is generally not anticipated and there are very few instances of such development as discussed on 

page 12 above. In my opinion it is more appropriate to retain the Standard’s Rural Lifestyle Zone for the 

operative Rural Living Environment which will need to be renamed and reformatted to be consistent with 

the Standards as part of a future plan change.  

48. The Hearing Panel questioned how LLRZ-R10.1 can be achieved on vacant lots less than 5,000m2. I 

acknowledge this point and recommend that the rule be amended as set out in Attachment 1.  

General Residential Zone 

49. The Hearing Panel questioned if the GRZ should be used in areas where it is intended to retain the 

existing character. There are no identified amenity or character areas under the WDP and the residential 

areas within Whangarei’s Urban Area are zoned as a generic Living Environment. In my opinion the 

GRZ seeks to maintain this residential character while implementing more restrictive rules on non-

residential activities and introducing provisions relating to urban design controls. In addition, the GRZ 

has been proposed in areas of Marsden Point where sites are currently zoned as Rural Production 

Environment. In my opinion it is appropriate in the future for the GRZ to be able to be applied to areas 

that are not currently residential where residential capacity is required to give effect to the NPS-UDC.  

50. The Hearing Panel raised the following questions about specific provisions: 

• GRZ-P1.2 – Is this provision specific enough to give guidance on how the height, bulk and 

form of development will be managed? – In my opinion the policy provides guidance by 
indicating that these aspects should be managed in a way that achieves the planned suburban 
built character. Furthermore, I note that no submissions were received in relation to this provision 
and any changes would therefore be out of scope in my opinion.    
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• GRZ-P5 – Which Rules achieve this policy and manage privacy? – In my opinion GRZ-R2, 3, 
4, 8 and 13.2 – 3 seek to achieve this policy. 

• GRZ-R5 – Should this provision be consistent with similar provisions in other zones where 

residential development is allowed? – In my opinion it is appropriate within the GRZ to require 
slightly larger outdoor living courts for residential units above ground floor. Sites and residential 
units within the GRZ are generally larger and have greater ability to accommodate larger outdoor 
living courts than in higher density and mixed use zones. Additionally, the GRZ is not always in 
proximity to public open space and therefore it is important to ensure there is sufficient on-site 
amenity if the same level cannot be derived from communal or public open space.    

• GRZ-R20 – Why are privacy and overshadowing of adjacent properties not considered in 
the matters of discretion? – Under GRZ-R20.1 restricted discretionary activities must comply 
with all external bulk and location provisions under GRZ-R2 – R4. In my opinion where these 
controls are met it is not necessary to consider privacy and shading in the matters of discretion.  

Medium Density Residential Zone 

51. The Hearing Panel raised the following questions about specific provisions:  

• MRZ-P3 – Are outdoor living courts the same as outdoor living space in MRZ-P1? – Both 
‘outdoor living courts’ and ‘outdoor living space’ are defined terms. The use of outdoor living court 
in this instance is intentional in my opinion as the policy specifically links to MRZ-R5.  

• MRZ-P4 – How does this relate to MRZ-P1 which also refers to public open space? – I have 
recommended amendments to this policy in response to Kāinga Ora’s submission point on MRZ-
P4 on page 19 which clarify that MRZ-P4 is also meant to refer to public open space.  

• MRZ-P5 – Which rules achieve this policy and manage privacy? – In my opinion MRZ-R2, 3, 
4, 8, 14.2 – 3 and 15.2 – 3 seek to achieve this policy. 

• MRZ-P6 – Is this policy referring to existing or proposed residential character? – The MRZ 

applies to existing brownfield areas and vacant greenfield sites. In my opinion it is not appropriate 
to specifically refer to existing or proposed to ensure that the policy applies in both instances.  

Conclusions and Recommendations 

52. After carefully considering the evidence received in relation to each topic, I recommend that PC88I be 

amended to the extent detailed above and as illustrated in Attachments 1 – 4. 

53. The revised provisions [Attachments 1 – 4] and mapping [Attachments 2 and 3 of Part 1 of this ROR 

Report] have been detailed and compared above against viable alternatives in terms of their costs, 

benefits, efficiency and effectiveness and risk in accordance with the relevant clauses of s32AA. Overall, 

it is considered that the revised provisions represent the most efficient and effective means of achieving 

the RMA and PC88I.  

54. I have read and concur with any recommendations from other parts of this ROR that result in 

amendments to PC88I to the extent illustrated in Attachments 1 – 4. 

Dated  31 January 2020 

Author 

 
Robert Burgoyne 
Senior Planner 
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Overview Issues 

The Low Density Large Lot Residential Zone (LLRZ) provides for people who wish to live in 

close proximity to Whangarei City and associated amenities, but prefer to live in areas that 

have a rural outlook, ambiance and amenity on a section large enough to achieve a high 

degree of privacy without being a maintenance burden.  The Large Lot Residential Zone is a 

residential zone with a rural outlook. Infrastructure and network utility operations are located 

within, and in proximity to this Zone.  

The Large Lot Residential Zone is situated on the fringes between Whangarei City Urban 

Zones and Rural Production Zone, where there has traditionally been a demand for this type 

of lifestyle. In addition to providing a rural outlook for the residential enclaves, the uninhabited 

areas are being preserved for their recreational or conservation potential.  Some of these 

areas contain highly versatile soils, so the protection of these areas for their food producing 

potential by avoiding fragmentation and over capitalisation of the land is also expected.  

The clustered large lot low density residential enclave development pattern that is envisaged 

in the Large Lot Residential Zone constitutes the 'final form' of development for these areas.  

There is no intention that this will be a transition to a 'future urban zone'.  Accord ingly 

notwithstanding the proximity of any strictly ‘urban’ services (such as reticulated wastewater 

and water supply), Council will resist service expansion on the basis that it would constitute 

unplanned expansion of services beyond their predetermined limits. 

 

Objectives 

LLRZ-O1 – Living 

Opportunities 

Provide opportunities for people to live in close proximity to 

Whangarei City and associated amenities, in a manner that 

safeguards rural character and ecological and productive values. 

LLRZ-O2 – Character 

and Amenity 

Preserve rural character and amenity whilst enabling large lot 

low density residential development. 

LLRZ-O3 – Clusters Maximise the extent of privacy, openness and rural outlook between 

residential clusters.  

LLRZ-O4 – Reverse 

Sensitivity 

Manage reverse sensitivity where the uninhabited spaces around 

clusters are, or can be, used for productive agricultural or 

horticultural activities. 

LLRZ-O5 – Non-

Residential Activities 

Small scale non-residential activities are provided for where their 

effects are compatible with a Large Lot Residential Zone. 

LLRZ-O6 – Allotment 

Size 

Residential Aallotment sizes are no larger than necessary to provide 

sufficient area for dwellings, accessory buildings and curtilage. 
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Policies 

LLRZ-P1 – Rural 

Character and 

Amenity 

To preserve rural character and amenity whilst enabling large lot low 

density residential development in a transitional zone and 

maintaining factors that contribute to rural character including:  

a. 1. Dominance of natural landforms with built features and roading 

subservient to and cohesive with these. 

b. 2. A sense of spaciousness. 

c. 3. Low night time light levels. 

d. 4. Dominance of natural features including landforms, 

watercourses, and vegetation. 

LLRZ-P2 – 

Earthworks 

To manage the effects of soil disturbance, dust, and sediment runoff 

by limiting the maximum area of exposed earthworks. 

LLRZ-P3 – Reverse 

Sensitivity 

To manage reverse sensitivity effects by preventing sensitive 

activities from being located in close proximity to the boundary of a 

Quarrying Resource Area, the Heavy Industryial Zone or the Rural 

Production Zone. 

LLRZ-P4 – Privacy 

and Sunlight 

To maintain amenity, avoid dominance of buildings and loss of 

access to sunlight, and to maintain a high level of privacy by:  

a. 1. Managing the height of buildings and the height of buildings in 

relation to the distance from site boundaries. 

b. 2. Locating and orientating building areas to ensure each have a 

rural outlook. 

LLRZ-P5 – Highly 

Versatile Soils 

To preserve the productive capacity of highly versatile soils by:  

a. 1. Limiting the extent of building coverage. 

b. 2. Requiring the indefinite retention of 50% of the site. 

c. 3. Requiring subdivision design and location of proposed building 

areas to be located on the least productive land.  

LLRZ-P6 – 

Biodiversity 

To preserve rural character and amenity and to enhance biodiversity 

by protecting areas of indigenous vegetation and habitats, and 

precluding earthworks or the construction of buildings or structures 

in identified areas. 

LLRZ-P7 – Road 

Setbacks 

To avoid ribbon development and maintain the rural outlook from 

State Highways and roads shown on the planning maps, by ensuring 

buildings and building areas are setback from the road boundary.  

LLRZ-P8 – 

Residential Intensity 

To avoid the loss of a sense of open space and rural outlook by:  

a. 1. Limiting the density of residential units. 
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and Yield of 

Subdivision 

b. 2. Limiting the yield of subdivision to reflect a low level large lot 

residential intensity of development. 

c. 3. Requiring uninhabited spaces between residential clusters to 

be contiguous and protected in perpetuity. 

LLRZ-P9 – Non-

Residential Activities 

To protect character and amenity by restricting the establishment of 

non-residential activities and ensuring that any non-residential 

ancillary activities and home occupations are of a design, scale and 

appearance that is compatible with a low density large lot residential 

context. 

LLRZ-P10 – 

Esplanade Areas 

To protect esplanade areas and to reserve waterfront walkways by 

avoiding impervious areas adjacent to Mean High Water Springs and 

river banks.  

LLRZ-P11 – Lot Size To minimise the amount of unproductive land use and unnecessary 

curtilage by requiring additional residential allotments to be as small 

as practicable. 

LLRZ-P12 – 

Clustering 

To consolidate built form and locate new building areas near any 

existing or proposed building areas so as to maximise the extent of 

uninhabited space between residential clusters. 

LLRZ-P13 – 

Subdivision Design 

To design subdivision and development to preserve rural character 

and amenity by: 

a. 1. Recognizsing and taking into account all site specific elements 

and features. 

b. 2. Requiring the maintenance and enhancement of any existing 

Iindigenous Vvegetation and Hhabitats and natural waterbodies. 

c. 3. Recognising and maintaining any Sites of Significance to 

Maāori.  

LLRZ-P14 – 

Environmental 

Enhancement 

To consider multi-unit or infill development on those lots smaller than 

2,500m2 where higher densities of development are off-set by 

significant enhancement of natural and environmental features. 

LLRZ-P15 –  

Indigenous 

Vegetation 

To preserve rural character and amenity and to enhance biodiversity 

by limiting clearance of indigenous vegetation or the disturbance of 

land in identified significant habitats. 
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Rules 

LLRZ-R1  Any Activity Not Otherwise Listed in This Chapter 

 Activity Status: Permitted  

Where:  

1. Resource consent is not required under any rule of the District Plan.  
2. The activity is not prohibited under any rule of the District Plan. 

 

LLRZ-RNew1 Minor Buildings 

 Activity Status: Permitted 
Note: Minor buildings are exempt from rules LLRZ-R2 – R5. 

 

LLRZ-R2  Building and Major Structure Height 

 Activity Status: Permitted  

Where:  

1. The maximum building height and 
major structure height is 8m above 
ground level. 

Activity Status when compliance not 

achieved: Discretionary  

 

 

LLRZ-R3  Building and Major Structure Setbacks 

 Activity Status: Permitted  

Where:  

1. The All buildings and major 
structures is are set back at least: 
a. 20m from the boundary of a 

road boundaries shown on the 
planning maps. 

b. 27m from Mean High Water 
Springs or and the top of the 
bank of any river that has a 
width exceeding 3m (excluding 
bridges, culverts and fences). 

2. The All buildings and major 
structures is are located within 50m 
of: 
a. An existing building or major 

structure; or 
b. An approved building area 

within the Low-Density Large 
Lot Residential Zone; or 

Activity Status when compliance not 

achieved: Discretionary  
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c. A site within a Residential Zone. 

 

LLRZ-R4  Building and Major Structure Height in Relation of to Boundary 

 Activity Status: Permitted  

Where:  

1. No part of the All buildings and 
major structures do not exceeds a 
height equal to 3m above ground 
level plus the shortest horizontal 
distance between that part of the 
building or major structure and the 
any site boundary. 

Activity Status when compliance not 

achieved: Discretionary  

 

 

LLRZ-R5  Building and Major Structure Coverage 

 Activity Status: Permitted  

Where:  

1. The maximum cumulative coverage 
of all buildings and major structure 
coverage is does not exceed 500m2 
on any site. 

Activity Status when compliance not 

achieved: Discretionary  

 

 

LLRZ-R6  Impervious Areas 

 Activity Status: Permitted  

Where:  

1. The All cumulative impervious 
areas (including buildings) within 
the site is are less than 1,000m² of 
the site area. 

2. The impervious area is set back at 
least 5m from Mean High Water 
Springs or and the top of the bank 
of any river that has a width 
exceeding 3m (excluding bridges, 
culverts and fences). 

Activity Status when compliance not 

achieved: Discretionary  

 

 

LLRZ-R7  Indigenous Vegetation Clearance 
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 Activity Status: Permitted  

Where:  

1. The clearance of indigenous 
vegetation: 

Either 
a. Does not exceed 500m2 per site 

within each 10 year period from 
[operative date]; and 

b. Is not within 20m of a water 
body. 
or 

c. Is within a single urban 
environment allotment. 
or 

d. Is associated with:  

i. Routine maintenance within 
7.5m of the eaves of 
existing buildings:  
a) Including the removal of 

any tree where any part 
of the trunk is within the 
7.5m distance.  

b) Excluding damage to the 
roots or removal of any 
tree where the trunk is 
outside the 7.5m 
distance.  

ii. Operation, maintenance 
and repair of existing tracks, 
lawns, gardens, fences, 
drains and other lawfully 
established activities.  

iii. Pest plant removal and 
biosecurity works.  

iv. Vegetation removal for 
customary rights.  

v. Conservation planting, 
including planting for 
ecological restoration 
purposes. 

Activity Status when compliance not 

achieved: Discretionary  

 

 

LLRZ-R8  Earthworks 

 Activity Status: Permitted  

Where:  

Activity Status when compliance not 

achieved: Discretionary  
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1. Within a 12 month period Lless 
than 2,000m2 of exposed soil is 
exposed at any one time.  

2. Any cut or fill height is less than 
2m. 

 

 

LLRZ-R9  Outdoor Areas of Storage or Stockpiles 

 Activity Status: Permitted  

Where:  

1. Any The outdoor area of storage or 
stockpile: 

a. Complies with rules LLDRZ-R2 
– R5. 

b. Is screened from view from 
adjacent public places and 
surrounding sites, except for 
construction materials to be 
used on-site for a maximum 
period of 12 months within each 
10-year period from [operative 
date]. 

Activity Status when compliance not 

achieved: Discretionary  

 

 

LLRZ-R10  Residential Unit 

 Activity Status: Permitted  

Where:  

1. The maximum density will not 
exceed one residential unit per 
5,000m2, provided that one 
residential unit is permitted on an 
allotment of any size except in 
areas protected under LLRZ-R10.2 
and SUB-R3.1. 

2. The residential unit Iis not 
constructed or located within an 
area previously identified as an 
area for indefinite retention, such as 
a no build, no residential or 
conservation covenant, consent 
notice or similar.  

Activity Status when compliance not 

achieved with:   

Rule LLDRZ-R10.1 Discretionary  

Rule LLDRZ-R10.2 Prohibited  

  

 

LLRZ-R11  Sensitive Activity 
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 Activity Status: Permitted  

Where:  

1. The Ssensitive Aactivity is set back 
further than: 
a. 500m from a Quarrying 

Resource Area. 
b. 500m from a Heavy Industryial 

Zone 
c. 30m from the Rural Production 

Zone. 

Activity Status when compliance not 

achieved: Discretionary  

 

LLRZ-R12  Commercial Service 

LLRZ-R13  Artisan Industrial Activities 

 Activity Status: Permitted  

Where:  

1. The activity:  

a. Is an ancillary activity to the 
principal residential unit a 
residential unit on site.  

b. Does not exceed the use of 
45m2 GFA or 15% of the total 
GFA of all buildings on the site, 
whichever is the lesser. 

c. Has a total area of signage no 
greater than 0.25m2, per site. 

d. Does not have illuminated or 
moving signage. 

e. Generates less than 20 traffic 
movements per site, per day, 
per site.  

f. Operates or is open for visitors, 
clients, deliveries or servicing 
outside of the hours of 0600 -
2200.   

g. Does not have There is car 
parking located between the 
activity and the road. 

h. Does not involve, iIn addition to 
the principal operator, has no 
more than two other persons 
engaged in providing the 
activity.  

Activity Status when compliance not 

achieved: Discretionary  
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LLRZ-R14  Seasonal Activities 

LLRZ-R15  Farming 

 Activity Status: Permitted 

Where:  

1. The activity is a primary activity or ancillary activity.  

 
 
 

LLRZ-R16  Place of Assembly 

LLRZ-R17  Recreational Facilities 

LLRZ-R18  Educational Facilities 

LLRZ-R19  Supported Residential Care 

LLRZ-R20  Retirement Village 

LLRZ-RNew2 Visitor Accommodation 

LLRZ-RNew3 Care Centre 

 Activity Status: Discretionary 

Where:  

1. The activity is a primary activity or ancillary activity.  

 

LLRZ-R21  Plantation Forestry 

LLRZ-R22  Intensive Livestock Farming 

LLRZ-R23  Farm Quarrying 

LLRZ-R24  General Industry 

LLRZ-R25  Manufacturing and Storage 

LLRZ-RNew4 Storage 

LLRZ-R26  Repair and Maintenance Services 

LLRZ-R27  Marine Industry 

LLRZ-R28  Motor Vehicle Sales 
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LLRZ-R29  Garden Centres 

LLRZ-R30  Marine Retail 

LLRZ-R31  Drive Through Facilities 

LLRZ-R32  Hire Premise 

LLRZ-R33  Service Stations 

LLRZ-R34  Funeral Home 

LLRZ-R35  Trade Suppliers 

LLRZ-R36  Grocery Store 

LLRZ-R37  General Retail 

LLRZ-R38  Food and Beverage Activity 

LLRZ-R39  Entertainment Facilities 

LLRZ-R40  Visitor Accommodation 

LLRZ-R41  Care Centre 

LLRZ-R42  Health Care Facilities 

LLRZ-R43  Emergency Services 

LLRZ-R44  Hospital 

LLRZ-RNew5 General Commercial 

LLRZ-RNew6 General Community 

 Activity Status: Non-Complying 

Where:  

1. The activity is a primary activity or ancillary activity.  

 

LLRZ-R45 Residential Unit within an Area Identified for Indefinite Retention 

 Activity Status: Pr 

Where: 
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1. The construction or location of Residential Units within an area previously 
identified as an area for indefinite retention, such as a no build, no 
residential or conservation covenant, consent notice or similar.  

 
 

LLRZ-R46 Waste Management Facility 

LLRZ-R47 Landfill 

 Activity Status: Prohibited 

Where:  

1. The activity is a primary activity or ancillary activity. 
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Overview Issues 

The Low Density Residential Zone (RESLDRZ) provides for large lot, low density residential 

living on the periphery of the Urban Area where more intensive residential development is 

inappropriate. The zone forms a transition between urban density and the rural environment.  

The principal focus of the RES Low Density Residential Zone is residential activities. 

Development patterns will generally be characterised by large un-serviced residential lots 

containing mid to large scale principal residential units, surrounded by large areas of open 

space. Commercial activities are actively discouraged in the RES Low Density Residential 

Zone. However, small scale non-residential activities are provided for where they are ancillary 

to residential activities. 

 

Objectives 

LRZ-O1 – Character Maintain and enhance the low density and spacious character of the 

Low Density Residential Zone.  

LRZ-O2 – Amenity Subdivision and development maintain on-site amenity and the 

amenity of adjoining RES Low Density Residential Zone sites. 

LRZ-O3 – Non-

Residential 

Activities 

Residential activities remain the dominant activity in the RES Low 

Density Residential Zone and any non-residential activities are 

compatible with residential amenity. 

 

Policies 

LRZ-P1 – Density 

and Character 

To achieve a low density and spacious character by:  

1. Managing the density of residential activities development and 
minimum lot sizes. 

2. Managing the height, bulk and form of development.   
3. Enabling residential units development on allotments of a size 

consistent with the low-density character of the Zone and that are 
able to accommodate on-site wastewater treatment and disposal. 

LRZ-P2 – Non-

Residential Activities 

To protect the predominately residential nature of the zone by 

managing the establishment of non-residential activities and ensuring 

that any non-residential activities are of a nature, design, scale and 

appearance that is compatible with a residential context. 

LRZ-P3 – Supported 

Residential Care 

and Retirement 

Villages Premises 

To enable a range of appropriate residential activities by providing for 

supported residential care and retirement villages premises where they 

are designed, located and managed to: 
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1. Provide a high level of amenity for residents. 
2. Ensure any adverse effects on surrounding Living Residential and 

Green Open Space and Recreation Zones are avoided. 
3. Maintain the existing residential character of the surrounding 

environment. 
4. Avoid, remedy or mitigate any adverse effects on infrastructure, 

including the transport network.  

LRZ-P4 – 

Impervious areas 

To restrict impervious areas within sites in order to: 

1. Manage stormwater runoff.  
2. Protect and enhance amenity values. 
3. Safeguard esplanade areas and waterfront walkways. 

LRZ-P5 – 

Subdivision 

To encourage design and layout of subdivision which achieves the 

following:  

1. Lots are shaped and sized to allow generous sunlight to living and 
outdoor spaces, and provide high levels of on-site amenity and 
privacy.  

2. Where possible, lots are located so that they over-look and front 
the road and oOpen sSpaces and Recreation Zones. 

3. The creation of multiple rear sites is limited, and where practicable 
avoided. 

Rules 

LRZ-R1  Any Activity Not Otherwise Listed in This Chapter 

 Activity Status: Permitted  

Where:  

1. Resource consent is not required under any rule of the District Plan.  
2. The activity is not prohibited under any rule of the District Plan. 

 

LDRZ-R-New1 Minor Buildings 

 Activity Status: Permitted 

Note: Minor buildings are exempt from rules LDRZ-R2 – R5. 

 

LRZ-R2  Building and Major Structure Height 

 Activity Status: Permitted  

Where:  

Activity Status when compliance not 
achieved: Discretionary  
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1. The maximum building height and 
major structure height is 8m above 
ground level. 

 

LRZ-R3  Building and Major Structure Setbacks 

 Activity Status: Permitted  

Where:  

1. The All buildings and major 
structures is are set back at least: 

a. 4.5m from the road 
boundaryies. 

b. 3m from side and rear 
boundaries, allowing for one 2m 
setback. 

c. 27m from Mean High Water 
Springs or and the top of the 
bank of any river that has a 
width exceeding 3m (excluding 
bridges, culverts and fences).  

Activity Status when compliance not 
achieved with LDRZ-R3.1(a) – (b): 
Restricted Discretionary  

Matters of discretion: 

1. The outlook and privacy of 
adjoining and adjacent properties. 

2. Effects of shading and visual 
dominance on adjoining properties. 

3. Effects on the streetscape 
character of the area. 

4. Effects on the safety and efficiency 
of the transport network. 

Activity Status when compliance not 
achieved with LDRZ-R3.1(c): 
Discretionary  

 

LRZ-R4  Building and Major Structure Height in Relation to Boundary 

 Activity Status: Permitted  

Where:  

1. No part of the All buildings and 
major structures do not exceeds a 
height equal to 32m above ground 
level plus the shortest horizontal 
distance between that part of the 
building or major structure and any 
side or rear boundary that is not 
adjoining a road. 

Compliance Standards:  
1. Measurements for this rule can be 

taken from the furthest boundary 
when adjoining an access 
lot/access leg. 

Activity Status when compliance not 
achieved: Restricted Discretionary  

Matters of discretion: 

1. The outlook and privacy of 
adjoining and adjacent properties. 

2. Effects of shading and visual 
dominance on adjoining and 
adjacent properties. 

 

 

 

LRZ-R5  Building and Major Structure Coverage 
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 Activity Status: Permitted  

Where:  

1. The maximum cumulative building 
and major structure coverage is 
25% of the net site area. 

Activity Status when compliance not 

achieved: Restricted Discretionary  

Matters of discretion: 

1. The scale and bulk of buildings and 
major structures in relation to the 
site and the existing built density of 
the locality. 

2. The outlook and privacy of 
adjoining and adjacent properties. 

3. Visual dominance of buildings and 
major structures. 

 

LRZ-R6  Impervious Areas 

 Activity Status: Permitted  

Where:  

1. The impervious area within the site 
does not exceed 35% of the net site 
area, or 1,000m2, whichever is the 
lesser.  

2. The impervious area is set back at 
least 5m from Mean High Water 
Springs or and the top of the bank 
of any river that has a width 
exceeding 3m (excluding bridges, 
culverts and fences). 

Activity Status when compliance not 

achieved: Discretionary  

 

 

LRZ-R7  Landscaping 

 Activity Status: P  

Where:  

1. At least 40% of the net site area is 
in landscaping.   

Activity Status when compliance not 

achieved: D  

 

 

LRZ-R8  Fences 

 Activity Status: Permitted  

Where:  

1. Any The fence has a maximum 
height of 2m above ground level.  

2. Fencing The fence is not fortified 
with barbed wire, or broken glass. 

Activity Status when compliance not 

achieved: Restricted Discretionary  

Matters of discretion: 

1. Effects of shading and visual 
dominance on adjoining properties. 
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3. The fence is not fortified with or any 
form of electrification or barbed wire 
except for stock exclusion purposes 
where abutting the Rural 
Production Zone. 

2. Urban design and passive 
surveillance. 

3. Effects on streetscape character 
and amenity.  

4. Health and safety effects. 

 
 

LRZ-R9  Car Parking 

 Activity Status: Permitted  

Where:  

1. Any Formed car parking spaces are 
located at least 2m from any road 
boundary, excluding any on-street 
car parking.  

Activity Status when compliance not 

achieved: Restricted Discretionary  

Matters of discretion: 

1. Effects on the safety and efficiency 
of the transport network. 

2. Effects on pedestrian and cyclist 
safety and navigability.  

3. Effects on streetscape character 
and amenity. 

 

LRZ-R10  Indigenous Vegetation Clearance 

 Activity Status: Permitted 

Where:  

1. The clearance of indigenous 
vegetation:  
 
Either 

a. Does not exceed 500m2 per site 
within each 10 year period from 
[Operative Date]; and 

b. Is not within 20m of a water 
body;  
or 

c. Is within a single urban 
environment allotment. 
or 

d. Is associated with: 

i. Routine maintenance within 
7.5m of the eaves of 
existing buildings: 
a) Including the removal of 

any tree where any part 
of the trunk is within the 
7.5m distance. 

Activity Status when compliance not 

achieved: Discretionary  
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b) Excluding damage to the 
roots or removal of any 
tree where the trunk is 
outside the 7.5m 
distance. 

ii. Operation, maintenance 
and repair of existing tracks, 
lawns, gardens, fences, 
drains and other lawfully 
established activities 

iii. Pest plant removal and 
biosecurity works;. 

iv. Vegetation removal for 
customary rights;. 

v. Conservation planting, 
including planting for 
ecological restoration 
purposes. 

 

LRZ-R11  Outdoor Areas of Storage or Stockpiles 

 Activity Status: Permitted  

Where:  

1. Any The outdoor area of storage or 
stockpile: 

a. Complies with rules RESLDRZ-
R2. 

b. Complies with rules LDRZ- R3 
– R5. 

c. Is screened from view from 
adjacent public places and 
surrounding sites, except for 
construction materials to be 
used on-site for a maximum 
period of 12 months within each 
10-year period from [operative 
date]. 

Activity Status when compliance with 
LDRZ-R11.1(b) – (c) not achieved: 
Restricted Discretionary  

Matters of discretion: 

1. Effects in relation to dust and 
odour. 

2. Visual amenity effects.  
3. The matters of discretion in LDRZ-

R3 – R5.  
 
Activity Status when compliance with 
LDRZ-R11.1(a) not achieved: 
Discretionary   

 

 

 

LRZ-R12  Farming 

 Activity Status: Permitted 

 

LRZ-R13  Supported Residential Care 

LRZ-R14  Retirement Village Premises 
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 Activity Status: Permitted 

Where:  

1. The activity generates less than 25 
traffic movements per site, per day, 
per site. 

Activity Status when compliance not 

achieved: Discretionary  

 

 
 

LRZ-R15  Principal Residential Unit 

 Activity Status: Permitted 

Where:  

1. The maximum density is 1 principal 
residential unit, per 2,000m2 net 
site area, provided that one 
principal residential unit is permitted 
on a site of any size. 

Activity Status when compliance not 

achieved: Discretionary  

 

 

LRZ-R16  Minor Residential Unit 

 Activity Status: Permitted 

Where:  

1. The maximum density is 1 minor 
residential unit per principal 
residential unit on the site.  

2. The nearest distance between the 
minor residential unit and the 
principal residential unit (excluding 
any accessory buildings) does not 
exceed 15m. 

3. The maximum GFA of the minor 
residential unit (including decking 
and garage areas) is 90m2. 

Activity Status when compliance not 

achieved: Discretionary  

 

 

LRZ-R17  Retail Activity 

LRZ-R18  Commercial Services 

LRZ-R19  Food and Beverage Activity 

LRZ-R20  Care Centre 

LRZ-R21  Visitor Accommodation 
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 Activity Status: Permitted 

Where:  

1. The activity is an ancillary activity to 
a residential unit on the site. 

2. The principal operator of the activity 
is a permanent resident on the site. 

3. The activity does not include, 
before 8am 0800 or after 6pm 1800 
on any day, the operation of 
machinery, receiving customers or 
the loading or unloading of 
vehicles. 

4. The activity generates less than 20 
traffic movements per site, per day, 
per site.  

5. There is no car parking between 
the residential unit and the road. 

6. In addition to the principal operator, 
the activity has no more than two 
other persons engaged in providing 
the activity.  

7. The activity does not exceed the 
use of 15% of the total GFA of all 
buildings on the site. 

8. The total area of signage is less 
than 0.25m2, per site.  

9. There is no illuminated or moving 
signage. 

10. No more than 6 tariff-paid visitors 
are staying on-site at any one time. 

11. Each visitor accommodation unit 
provides an outdoor living court of 
at least 6m2 and at least 1.8m 
depth. 

Activity Status when compliance with 

up to two of the rules LDRZ-R17-

R21.4-11 is not achieved: Discretionary  

Activity Status when compliance with 

more than two of the rules is not 

achieved or when compliance with any 

of rules RES LDRZ-R17 – R21.1 – 3 is 

not achieved: Non-Complying 

Notification:  

Any non-complying land use activity in 

the RES must be publicly notified. 

 

LRZ-R22  Place of Assembly 

LDRZ-R-New2 Educational Facilities 

 Activity Status: Discretionary  

Where: 

1. The activity is a primary activity or ancillary activity. 

 

LRZ-R23  Entertainment Facilities 
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LRZ-R24  Service Stations 

LRZ-R25  Funeral Home 

LRZ-R26  Recreational Facilities 

LRZ-R27  Emergency Services 

LRZ-R28  Educational Facilities 

LRZ-R29  Hospital 

LDRZ-R-New3 General Commercial 

LDRZ-R-New4 General Community  

 Activity Status: Non-Complying  

Where: 

1. The activity is a primary activity or ancillary activity. 

Notification:  

Any non-complying land use activity within the RES must be publicly 

notified. 

 

LRZ-R30  Plantation Forestry 

LRZ-R31  Intensive Livestock Farming 

LRZ-R32  Farm Quarrying 

LRZ-R33  Seasonal Activity 

LRZ-R34  Industrial Activities 

 Activity Status: Prohibited 

Where: 

1. The activity is a primary activity or ancillary activity. 
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Overview Issues 

The Medium-density General Residential Zone (MDGRZ) provides predominantly for 

residential development within the Urban Area of Whangarei. The MDR General Residential 

Zone provides for traditional suburban densities and housing forms, and is characterised by 

one to two storey stand-alone (detached) residential units on larger properties set back from 

boundaries with landscaped gardens, consistent with an urban, medium density character. 

However, the zone also contemplates incremental intensification to provide for a range of 

housing needs while retaining a suburban built character. Over time, it is anticipated that the 

MDR will experience minimal, incremental and low impact change.   

Commercial activities are discouraged in the MDR General Residential Zone. However, some 

opportunities are provided for non-residential activities such as retail activities, commercial 

services, community activities and visitor accommodation, while ensuring that residential 

amenity and character are not compromised and that activities are sympathetic to the 

surrounding residential context. 

 

Objectives 

GRZ-O1 – Density Subdivision and development are consistent with the medium density 

planned suburban built environment and are compatible with the 

amenity levels of medium density existing residential development. 

GRZ-O2 – Housing 

Variety 

Provide for a range of allotment sizes and densities and low impact, 

minor residential units to provide for affordable, diverse and multi-

generational living. 

GRZ-O3 – Amenity Subdivision and development provide quality residential amenity for 

residents, adjoining sites and the street. 

GRZ-O4 – Non-

Residential Activities 

Residential activities remain the dominant activity in MDR the 

General Residential Zone and any non-residential activities are 

compatible with residential amenity. 

 

Policies 

GRZ-P1 – Density 

and Character 

 

 

 

 

To achieve a medium density the planned suburban built character 

by:  

1. Managing the number of residential units households that can be 
accommodated on each site. 

2. Managing the height, bulk and form of development. 
3. Requiring sufficient outdoor living space and landscaping within 

each site.  
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4. Enabling residential development on sites of an appropriate size 
and shape. 

GRZ-P2 – 

Development Scale 

and Design 

To ensure that the physical scale and design of development is 

sympathetic to the form and scale of existing housing, so that 

change is managed and adverse effects in terms of dominance, 

intrusion of privacy and shading are minimised.   

GRZ-P3 – On-Site 

Amenity 

To require residential activities to achieve appropriate levels of on-

site amenity by providing:  

1. Useable private outdoor living courts. 
2. Sufficient access to sunlight throughout the year. 
3. Adequate space to accommodate typical residential living 

requirements. 

GRZ-P4– Outdoor 

Living Courts 

To provide for development that infringes minimum outdoor living 

court and sunlight access requirements where the development is 

designed to minimise impacts on on-site amenity, including through 

communal outdoor living spaces.    

GRZ-P5– Adjacent 

Properties 

To mitigate adverse amenity effects on adjacent properties by 

sensitively designing residential development to: 

1. Manage the intrusion onf privacy and the extent of building 
dominance on adjacent residential units and outdoor living 
spaces. 

2. Minimise the degree of overshadowing to any adjoining site or 
residential unit. 

GRZ-P6– Residential 

Amenity and 

Character 

To manage adverse effects on residential amenity and character by 

requiring developments to have regard to the way the development:  

1. Provides street activation through connection between front 
doors and the street.  

2. Provides landscaping that enhances on-site and local residential 
amenity, with particular regard to site frontage. 

3. Minimises Avoids large continuous monotonous building facades 
or and walls that do not include design variation or are not 
articulated or broken down into smaller elements.  

4. Relates to neighbouring properties by employing setbacks, 
sensitive building orientation and design, and landscaping to 
mitigate dominance and privacy impacts. 

5. Provides an active interface to oOpen sSpace and Recreation 
Zones onto which it fronts.  

6. Is sympathetic to the amenity and character of the locality and 
other buildings in the vicinity, having regard to:  

a. Building materials and external appearance. 
b. Glazing treatment. 
ac.  Building bulk, scale and symmetry. 
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b.    Development density. 

GRZ-P7– Impervious 

Areas 

To restrict impervious areas within sites in order to: 

1. Manage stormwater runoff. 
2. Maintain Protect and enhance amenity values. 
3. Safeguard esplanade areas and waterfront walkways. 

GRZ-P8– Supported 

Residential Care and 

Retirement Villages 

Premises 

To enable a range of appropriate residential activities by providing for 

supported residential care and retirement villages premises where 

they are designed, located and managed to: 

1. Provide a high level of amenity for residents. 
2. Ensure any adverse effects on surrounding Living Residential 

and Green Open Space and Recreation Zones are minimised 
avoided. 

3. Maintain the existing residential character of the surrounding 
environment. 

4. Avoid, remedy or mitigate any adverse effects on infrastructure, 
including the transport network.  

GRZ-P9– Non-

Residential Activities 

To only enable non-residential activities where they: 

1. Will not detract from the vitality and viability of Business Zones. 
2. Are complementary in design, scale, nature and intensity to the 

residential context. 
3. Avoid, remedy or mitigate adverse effects on residential amenity 

values such as noise, traffic, parking, lighting, glare and visual 
impact. 

GRZ-P10– 

Comprehensive 

Design 

To encourage subdivision and land use proposals to be undertaken 

concurrently as part of a comprehensive design process. 

GRZ-P11– 

Subdivision 

To promote good design and layout of subdivision which achieves 

the following:  

1. Lots are shaped and sized to allow adequate sunlight to outdoor 
living spaces, and to provide adequate on-site amenity and 
privacy. 

2. Where possible, lots are located so that they over-look and front 
roads and oOpen sSpaces and Recreation Zones.  

3. The creation of multiple rear sites is limited, and where 
practicable avoided. 

4. A permeable street network where the use of cul-de-sacs is 
limited. 

5. Connections within a development, and between developments 
and the public realm, are maximised. 

6. Opportunities for connections to public open space, services and 
facilities in the neighbourhood are identified and created. 
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GRZ-P12– Density  To provide for a range of site sizes and densities while protecting 

residential character and amenity by considering increased 

residential density where: 

1. A mixture of allotment sizes and housing typologies, including 
low-cost options, is are provided. 

2. The location is supportive of pedestrians, cyclists and public 
transport. 

3. The area is in proximity to Open Space and Recreation Zones 
and the City Centre, Mixed-uUse, Local Commercial Centre or 
Neighbourhood Commercial Centre Zones. 

4. There is sufficient infrastructure to accommodate the 
development. 

5. The development is sympathetic to the surrounding environment 
and adverse effects on adjoining sites are minimised. 

6. The parent allotment size and site frontage are sufficient to 
enable comprehensive development and provide quality on-site 
amenity. 

 

Rules 

GRZ-R1  Any Activity Not Otherwise Listed in This Chapter 

 Activity Status: Permitted  

Where:  

1. Resource consent is not required under any rule of the District Plan.  
2. The activity is not prohibited under any rule of the District Plan. 

 

GRZ-R-New1 Minor Buildings 

 Activity Status: Permitted 

Note: Minor buildings are exempt from rules GRZ-R2 – R4 and RNew2. 

 

GRZ-R2  Building and Major Structure Height 

 Activity Status: Permitted  

Where:  

1. The maximum building height and 
major structure height is 8m above 
ground level. 

Activity Status when compliance not 

achieved: Discretionary  
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GRZ-R3  Building and Major Structure Setbacks 

 Activity Status: Permitted  

Where:  

1. Any hHabitable rooms of a building 
is are set back at least: 

a. 4.5m from the road 
boundaryies. 

b. 3m from side and rear 
boundaries, allowing for one 
1.5m setback. 

2. Any All non-habitable major 
structures and buildings, and or 
non-habitable rooms of a buildings, 
is are set back at least: 

a. 4.5m from the road 
boundaryies. 

b. 1.5m from any other boundary, 
allowing for a 0mnil setback for 
a maximum building length of 
7.5m on any single boundary 
and for a maximum total 
building length of 10.5m on all 
boundaries. 

c. 2.5m from a habitable room on 
any other site. 

3. Any All buildings and major 
structures are is set back at least 
27m from Mean High Water 
Springs or and the top of the bank 
of any river that has a width 
exceeding 3m (excluding bridges, 
culverts and fences). 

Activity Status when compliance not 

achieved with GRZ-R3.1 – 2: 

Restricted Discretionary  

Matters of discretion: 

1. The outlook and privacy of 
adjoining and adjacent properties. 

2. Effects of shading and visual 
dominance on adjoining properties. 

3. Effects on the streetscape 
character of the area. 

4. Effects on the safety and efficiency 
of the transport network. 

Activity Status when compliance not 

achieved with GRZ-R3.3: Discretionary  

 

 

 

GRZ-R4  Building and Major Structure Height in Relation to Boundary 

 Activity Status: Permitted 

Where:  

1. No part of a All buildings and major 
structures do not exceeds a height 
equal to 3m above ground level 
plus the shortest horizontal 
distance between that part of the 
building or major structure and any 

Activity Status when compliance not 

achieved: Restricted Discretionary  

Matters of discretion: 

1. The outlook and privacy of 
adjoining and adjacent properties. 

2. Effects of shading and visual 
dominance on adjoining and 
adjacent properties. 
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side or rear boundary that is not 
adjoining a road or business zone. 

Compliance Standard:  

1. Measurements for this rule can be 
taken from the furthest boundary 
when adjoining an access 
lot/access leg. 

2. A gable end, dormer or roof may 
exceed the height in relation to 
boundary where that portion 
exceeding the height in relation to 
boundary is: 
a. No greater than 1.5m2 in area and 

no greater than 1m in height; and 
b. No greater than 2.5m 

cumulatively in length measured 
along the edge of the roof. 

3. No more than two gable ends, 
dormers or portions of roof may 
exceed the height in relation to 
boundary on any single site 
boundary.  

 

GRZ-R5  Outdoor Living Court 

 Activity Status: Permitted  

Where:  

1. Every principal residential unit: 

a. With one or more habitable 
rooms at ground floor level 
provides an outdoor living court 
of at least 20m2 and at least 4m 
depth.  

b. With all habitable rooms above 
ground floor provides an 
outdoor living court of at least 
108m2 and at least 2.4m depth.  

2. Every minor residential unit: 

a. With one or more habitable 
rooms at ground floor level 
provides an outdoor living court 
of at least 210m2 and at least 
2.4m depth.  

b. With all habitable rooms above 
ground floor provides an 

Activity Status when compliance not 

achieved: Restricted Discretionary 

Matters of discretion: 

1. Appropriate privacy and amenity of 
the occupants on-site. 

2. Sufficient sunlight access to 
outdoor living spaces within the 
site. 

3. The proximity of the site to 
communal or public open space 
that has the potential to mitigate 
any lack of private outdoor living 
space. 

Notification:  

Any restricted discretionary activity 

under MDGRZ-R5 shall not require the 

written consent of affected persons and 

shall not be notified or limited-notified 

unless Council decides that special 

circumstances exist under section 
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outdoor living court of at least 
6m2 and at least 1.8m depth.  

3. The outdoor living court is able to 
receive direct sunlight for at least 5 
hours on the winter solstice over at 
least 50% of the minimum space 
required under MDGRZ -R5.1-2. 

95A(4) of the Resource Management 

Act 1991. 

 

GRZ-R6  Impervious Areas 

 Activity Status: Permitted  

Where:  

1. The impervious area within the site 
does not exceed 60% of the net site 
area.  

2. The impervious area is set back at 
least 5m from Mean High Water 
Springs or and the top of the bank 
of any river that has a width 
exceeding 3m (excluding bridges, 
culverts and fences). 

Activity Status when compliance not 

achieved: Discretionary  

  

 

GRZ-R7  Landscaping 

 Activity Status: P  

Where:  

1. At least 30% of the net site area is 
in landscaping.   

Activity Status when compliance not 

achieved: D  

  

 

GRZ-RNew2 Building and Major Structure Coverage 

 Activity Status: Permitted  

Where:  

1. The maximum cumulative 
building and major structure 
coverage is 40% of the net site 
area. 

Activity Status when compliance not 

achieved: Restricted Discretionary  

Matters of discretion: 

1. The scale and bulk of buildings and 
major structures in relation to the 
site and the existing built density of 
the locality. 

2. The outlook and privacy of 
adjoining and adjacent properties. 

3. Visual dominance of buildings and 
major structures. 
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GRZ-R8  Fences 

 Activity Status: Permitted  

Where:  

1. Any The fence has a maximum 
height of 2m above ground level.  

2. Any fence Fencing within 3m of a 
road boundary, except any state 
highway, is at least 50% visually 
permeable for any portion above 
1m high.  

3. Any fence Fencing along a 
boundary shared with a Green 
Open Space and Recreation Zone 
is at least 50% visually permeable 
for any portion above 1.5m high. 

4. Fencing The fence is not fortified 
with barbed wire, or broken glass. 

5. The fence is not fortified with or any 
form of electrification or barbed wire 
except for stock exclusion purposes 
where abutting the Rural 
Production Zone. 

Activity Status when compliance not 

achieved: Restricted Discretionary  

Matters of discretion: 

1. Effects of shading and visual 
dominance on adjoining properties. 

2. Urban design and passive 
surveillance. 

3. Effects on streetscape character 
and amenity.  

4. Health and safety effects. 
 

 

  

 

Figure 1:  Examples of fences solid up to 1m and 50% visually permeable between 1m 

and 2m high 
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GRZ-R9  Car Parking 

 Activity Status: Permitted  

Where:  

1. Any Formed car parking spaces are 
located at least 2m from any road 
boundary, excluding any on-street 
parking.  

Activity Status when compliance 

not achieved: Restricted 

Discretionary  

Matters of discretion: 

1. Effects on the safety and 
efficiency of the transport 
network. 

2. Effects on pedestrian and 
cyclist safety and navigability.  

3. Effects on streetscape 
character and amenity.  

 

GRZ-R10  Outdoor Areas of Storage or Stockpiles 
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 Activity Status: Permitted  

Where:  

1. Any The outdoor area of storage or 
stockpile: 
a. Complies with rules MDGRZ-

R2.  
b. Complies with rules GRZ-R3 – 

R4 and RNew2. 
c. Is screened from view from 

adjacent public places and 
surrounding sites, except for 
construction materials to be 
used on-site for a maximum 
period of 12 months within each 
10-year period from [operative 
date]. 

Activity Status when compliance with 

GRZ-R10.1(b) – (c) not achieved: 

Restricted Discretionary  

Matters of discretion: 

1. Effects in relation to dust and 
odour. 

2. Visual amenity effects.  
3. The matters of discretion in GRZ-

R3 – R4 and RNew2. 
 
Activity Status when compliance with 
GRZ-R10.1(a) not achieved: 
Discretionary  

  

 

GRZ-New3 Farming 

 Activity Status: Permitted 

 

GRZ-R11  Supported Residential Care 

GRZ-R12  Retirement Village Premises 

 Activity Status: Permitted 

Where:  

1. The activity generates less than 25 
traffic movements per site, per day, 
per site. 

Activity Status when compliance not 

achieved: Discretionary  

  

 

GRZ-R13  Principal Residential Unit 

 Activity Status: Permitted 

Where:  

1. The maximum density is 1 principal 
residential unit per 450m2 net site 
area provided that one principal 
residential unit is permitted on a 
site of any size. 

2. The principal residential unit is 
separated by at least 3m from any 
other detached residential unit 

Activity Status when compliance not 

achieved: Discretionary  

Note: Any application shall comply with 

information requirement MDGRZ -

REQ1. 
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(excluding any ancillary minor 
residential unit). 

3. The principal residential unit is 
separated by at least 6m from any 
other detached residential unit 
where there is an outdoor living 
court between the residential units 
(excluding any ancillary minor 
residential unit). 

 

GRZ-R14  Minor Residential Unit 

 Activity Status: Permitted 

Where:  

1. The maximum density is 1 minor 
residential unit per principal 
residential unit on the site.  

2. The nearest distance between the 
minor residential unit and the 
principal residential unit (excluding 
any accessory buildings) does not 
exceed 15m. 

3. The maximum GFA of the minor 
residential unit (including decking 
and garage areas) is 90m2. 

Activity Status when compliance not 

achieved: Discretionary  

Note: Any application shall comply with 

information requirement MDGRZ -

REQ1. 

 
 

GRZ-R15  Retail Activity 

GRZ-R16  Commercial Services 

GRZ-R17  Food and Beverage Activity 

GRZ-R18  Care Centre 

GRZ-R19  Visitor Accommodation 

GRZ-New4 Place of Assembly 

 

 

 

 

 

Activity Status: Permitted 

Where:  

1. The activity is an ancillary activity 
to a residential unit on the site. 

2. The principal operator of the 
activity is a permanent resident 
on the site. 

Activity Status when compliance with 

up to two of the rules GRZ-R15 –

R19New4.4-11 is not achieved:  

Discretionary  

Activity Status when compliance with 

more than two of the rules is not 

achieved or when compliance with any 
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3. The activity does not include, 
before 8am 0800 or after 6pm 
1800 on any day, the operation of 
machinery, receiving customers 
or the loading or unloading of 
vehicles. 

4. The activity generates less than 
20 traffic movements per site, per 
day, per site.  

5. There is no car parking between 
the residential unit and the road. 

6. In addition to the principal 
operator, the activity has no more 
than two other persons engaged 
in providing the activity.  

7. The activity does not exceed the 
use of 15% of the total GFA of all 
buildings on the site. 

8. The total area of signage is less 
than 0.25m2, per site.  

9. There is no illuminated or moving 
signage. 

10. No more than 6 tariff-paid visitors 
are staying on-site at any one 
time. 

11. Each visitor accommodation unit 
provides an outdoor living court 
of at least 6m2 and at least 1.8m 
depth. 

of rules MDGRZ-R15 – R19New4.1 – 3 

is not achieved: Non-Complying 

Notification:  

Any non-complying land use activity in 

the MDR must be publicly notified. 

 

GRZ-R20  Multi Unit Development 

 Activity Status: Restricted Discretionary  

Where: 

1. The activity meets Rules MDGRZ -
R2 – R4 and RNew2. 

Matters of discretion: 

1. Appropriate privacy and amenity of 
the occupants on-site. 

2. Sufficient sunlight access to 
outdoor living spaces and habitable 
rooms within the site. 

3. The proximity of the site to 
communal or public open space 
that has the potential to mitigate 

Activity Status when compliance not 

achieved: Discretionary 
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any lack of private outdoor living 
space. 

4. The suitability of the particular area 
for increased residential density, 
including: 

a. The availability and accessibility 
of open space, public amenities 
and commercial activities in 
proximity. 

b. Capacity and availability of 
infrastructure. 

c. Road access and effects on 
transport, including availability 
of public and/or active transport 
options. 

Notification: 

Any restricted discretionary activity 

under MDGRZ-R20 shall not require 

the written consent of affected persons 

and shall not be notified or limited-

notified unless Council decides that 

special circumstances exist under 

section 95A(4) of the Resource 

Management Act 1991. 

Note: Any application shall comply with 

information requirement MDGRZ-

REQ1.   

 

GRZ-R21  Place of Assembly 

GRZ-R22  Emergency Services 

GRZ-R-New4 Educational Facilities 

 Activity Status: Discretionary  

Where: 

1. The activity is a primary activity or ancillary activity. 

 

GRZ-R23  Entertainment Facilities 

GRZ-R24  Service Stations 

GRZ-R25  Funeral Home 
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GRZ-R26  Recreational Facilities 

GRZ-R27  Educational Facilities 

GRZ-R28  Hospital 

GRZ-R29  Farming 

GRZ-R-New5 General Commercial 

GRZ-R-New6 General Community 

 Activity Status: Non-Complying  

Where: 

1. The activity is a primary activity or ancillary activity.  

Notification:  

Any non-complying land use activity within the MDR must be publicly 

notified. 

 

GRZ-R30  Plantation Forestry 

GRZ-R31  Intensive Livestock Farming 

GRZ-R32  Farm Quarrying 

GRZ-R33  Seasonal Activity 

GRZ-R34  Industrial Activities 

 Activity Status: Prohibited 

Where: 

1. The activity is a primary activity or ancillary activity.  

 

GRZ-REQ1  Information Requirement – Urban Design and Density 

 1. All applications for resource consent pursuant to MDGRZ-R13.1, MDGRZ-
R14.1 or MDGRZ-R20 shall include an urban design assessment prepared 
by a suitably qualified and experienced professional which details:  

a. An analysis of the site in relation to its context, including: 

i. The character and scale of surrounding development including any 
cultural relationships or historic heritage features. 

ii. The landform and topography of the site and surrounding 
environment. 

iii. The ecology and habitat of the site and surrounding environment. 
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iv. Access to public and active transport infrastructure. 

b. An assessment of how the proposal is consistent with best practice urban 
design, including: 

i. Effects on the character of the area and neighbourhood, residential 
amenity and pedestrian and vehicular movements. 

ii. The relationship of the proposed development to public places and 
how the proposal responds to any issues or characteristics identified 
in the site analysis.  

iii. Any proposed measures to avoid or mitigate adverse effects on 
adjacent public places and residential sites. 

iv. Any proposed measures to incorporate Māori design elements.  
v. Any proposed measures to facilitate active and public transport.  

c. Any consultation undertaken as part of any pre-application meetings with 
Council and any mitigation measures that were recommended by 
Council.  

d. Any consultation undertaken with mana whenua and a summary of the 
results of that consultation.  

Note:   

1. Acceptable means of compliance and best practice urban design guidance 
is contained within Whangarei District Council’s Urban Design Guidelines.   
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GRZ - PREC1 – Northland Christian Camp Precinct (NCCP) 

 Issues 

The Northland Christian Camp Precinct enables the operation of the youth camp located at 

One Tree Point. The precinct recognises and provides for various activities including 

residential activities, visitor accommodation, community groups and clubs and camp activities.  

 

Objectives 

GRZ-PREC1–O1 

– Recognised 

Activities 

Recognise and provide for a range of activities within the Northland 

Christian Camp Precinct. 

 

Policies 

GRZ-PREC1-P1– 

Enabled Activities 

To enable camp facilities and residential, visitor accommodation and 

community activities within the Northland Christian Camp Precinct.  

Rules 

GRZ-PREC1-R1 Building and Major Structure Height 

 Activity Status: Permitted 

Where:  

1. The maximum building height and 
major structure height is 10m above 
ground level, except as provided for 
under GRZ-PREC1-R10.  

Activity Status when 

compliance not achieved: 

Discretionary 

 

 

GRZ-PREC1-R2 Building and Major Structure Coverage 

 Activity Status: Permitted 

Where:  

1. The maximum cumulative 
building and major structure 
coverage is 35% of the total 
net site area. 

Activity Status when compliance not 

achieved: Restricted Discretionary  

Matters of discretion: 

1. The scale and bulk of buildings and 
major structures in relation to the 
site and the existing built density of 
the locality. 

2. The outlook and privacy of adjoining 
and adjacent properties. 

3. Visual dominance of buildings and 
major structures. 
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GRZ-PREC1-R3 Car Parking Required Spaces, Dimensions, Location and Identification 

 Activity Status: Permitted 

Where:  

1. The number, design and layout 
of car parking spaces complies 
with TRA-R2 – R3 except that: 
a. The number of car parking 

shall be provided for 
according to the standards 
set for places of assembly 
in TRA-Appendix 1A.  

b. Car parking spaces may be 
located on grass surfaces 
without being marked.  

Activity Status when compliance not 

achieved: Restricted Discretionary  

Matters of discretion: 

1. Location, size and design of 
parking and loading areas. 

2. The number of parking and 
loading spaces. 

3. Scale, management and 
operation of the activity as it 
relates to its demand for parking. 

4. The safety and efficiency of the 
transport network for vehicles, 
pedestrians and cyclists. 

 

GRZ-PREC1-R4 Noise Arising from Activities with the Northland Christian Camp Precinct 

 Activity Status: Permitted 

Where:  

1. Noise limits comply with NAV.6.1 except 
that: 
a. The maximum noise limit between the 

hours of 0700 and 2200 is 55dBA LAeq. 
b. Noise measurements are to be taken 

from ground floor levels of residential 
buildings only.  

Activity Status when 

compliance not 

achieved: Discretionary 

 

 

GRZ-PREC1-R5 Residential Unit 

 Activity Status: Permitted 

Where:  

1. Residential units comply with GRZ-R13 
and R14 except up to a maximum of 10 
residential units is permitted.  

Activity Status when 

compliance not 

achieved: Discretionary 

 

 

GRZ-PREC1-R6 Place of Assembly 

GRZ-PREC1-R7 Educational Facilities 
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GRZ-PREC1-R8 General Community 

 Activity Status: Permitted 

1. The activity is a primary activity or ancillary activity. 

 

GRZ-PREC1-R9 Visitor Accommodation 

 Activity Status: Permitted 

Where:  

1. There is a maximum of 200 beds in 
permanent structures at any time for 
accommodation of camp attendees, 
provided that none will be occupied for a 
period of longer than 10 days. 

2. There is a maximum of 200 beds in tents, 
caravans and motor homes, provided that 
none will be occupied for a period longer 
than 10 days.  

Activity Status when 

compliance not 

achieved: Discretionary 

 

 

GRZ-PREC1-R10 Recreational Facilities 

 Activity Status: Permitted 

Where:  

1. The activity is a primary activity or 
ancillary activity. 

2. One building may be used as a 
gymnasium where: 
a. The maximum building height is 15m. 
b. The building is setback 20m from any 

Northland Christian Camp Precinct 
boundary. 

c. The maximum GFA (including 
verandahs and mezzanine floors) is 
2,150m2.   

Activity Status when 

compliance not 

achieved: Discretionary 
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Overview Issues 

The High-dMedium Density Residential Zone (HMDRZ) provides predominantly for higher 

medium density residential development in urban areas with few constraints and that are 

within easy walking distance to public open space and commercial centres. Over the 

foreseeable future, while traditional single residential unit properties will likely remain a 

dominant feature within the HDR Medium Density Residential Zone, the zone is anticipated to 

provide for a greater range of housing choices and improved affordability ,. However, 

incremental change can be expected with an increasing prevalence of housing typologies 

such as low-rise apartments, walk-ups, terrace housing, semi-detached housing and 

detached townhouses on smaller sections.  

While it is recognised that more intensive residential development has the potential to 

generate adverse effects on established residential environments, it can and should be well 

designed so that the layout and scale of housing complements established neighbourhoods. 

However, care has been taken not to set development controls at such a level that the 

feasibility of development may be unduly compromised.  

It is expected that any changes to existing amenity levels resulting from further residential 

intensification will be gradual. Such changes will be off-set by advantages gained from 

increased neighbourhood activity and vitality, better population support for commercial 

centres, an emphasis on good quality urban design, a greater range of housing options, 

better utilisation of existing public facilities and infrastructure, and reduced urban sprawl. 

Commercial activities are discouraged in the HDR Medium Density Residential Zone. 

However, some opportunities are provided for non-residential activities such as community 

activities, visitor accommodation, supported residential care and home occupations retail 

activities, while ensuring that residential amenity and character are not compromised and that 

the activity is sympathetic to the surrounding residential context.  

 

Objectives 

MRZ-O1 – Density Subdivision and development are consistent with the planned high 

medium density built environment and are compatible with the 

amenity levels of high medium density residential development. 

MRZ-O2 – Housing 

Capacity 

Increase housing capacity, intensity and variety. 

MRZ-O3 – Amenity Subdivision and development provide quality residential amenity for 

residents, adjoining sites and the street while acknowledging the 

potential for reduced on-site amenity due to increased building scale 

and density. 
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MRZ-O4 – Non-

Residential Activities 

Residential activities remain the dominant activity in HDR the 

Medium Density Residential Zone and any non-residential activities 

are compatible with residential amenity. 

 

Policies 

MRZ-P1 – Residential 

Activities 

To recognise and provide for the diverse accommodation needs of 

the community by: 

1. Allowing for decreased outdoor living space and landscaping 
provided that public open space is conveniently accessible.  

2. Enabling a variety of high medium density housing types 
including apartments, terrace housing, semi-detached 
townhouses, compact detached townhouses and multi unit 
developments. 

MRZ-P2 – 

Development Scale 

and Design 

To ensure that the physical scale and design of development is 

sympathetic to the form and scale of existing housing, so that 

change is managed and adverse effects in terms of dominance, 

intrusion of privacy and shading are minimised.   

MRZ-P3– On-Site 

Amenity 

To require residential activities design to achieve good levels of on-

site amenity by providing:  

1. Useable private outdoor living courts. 
2. Sufficient access to sunlight throughout the year. 
3. Adequate space to accommodate typical residential living 

requirements. 

MRZ-P4 – Outdoor 

Living Courts 

To provide for development that infringes minimum outdoor living 

court and sunlight access requirements only where the development 

is designed to minimise impacts on on-site amenity, including 

through access to communal outdoor living space or public open 

space. 

MRZ-P5 – Adjacent 

Properties 

To mitigate adverse amenity effects on adjacent properties by 

sensitively designing residential development to: 

1. Manage the intrusion of privacy and the extent of building 
dominance on adjoining residential units and areas of outdoor 
amenity. 

2. Minimise the degree of overshadowing or obstruction of sunlight 
penetration to any adjoining site or residential unit. 

MRZ-P6 –  

Residential Amenity 

and Character 

To manage adverse effects on residential amenity and character by 

requiring new developments to have regard to the way the 

development: 
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1. Provides street activation through connection between front 
doors and the street.  

2. Provides landscaping and planting that enhances on-site and 
local residential amenity, with particular regard to site frontage. 

3. Avoids Minimises large continuous monotonous building facades 
or and walls that do not include design variation or are not 
articulated or broken down into smaller elements.  

4. Relates to neighbouring properties by employing setbacks, 
sensitive building orientation and design, and landscaping to 
mitigate dominance and privacy impacts. 

5. Provides an active interface to oOpen sSpace and Recreation 
Zones on to which it fronts. 

6. Is sympathetic to other buildings in the vicinity, having regard to:  

a. Building materials and external appearance. 

b. Glazing treatment. 

c.Bbuilding bulk, scale and symmetry. 

MRZ-P7– Impervious 

Areas 

To restrict impervious areas within sites in order to: 

1. Manage stormwater runoff.  
2. Maintain Protect and enhance amenity values. 
3. Safeguard esplanade areas and waterfront walkways. 

MRZ-P8– Supported 

Residential Care and 

Retirement Villages 

Premises 

To enable a range of appropriate residential activities by providing for 

supported residential care and retirement villages premises where 

they are designed, located and managed to: 

1. Provide a high level of amenity for residents. 
2. Ensure any adverse effects on surrounding Living Residential 

and Green Open Space and Recreation Zones are avoided 
minimised. 

3. Maintain the existing residential character of the surrounding 
environment. 

4. Avoid, remedy or mitigate any adverse effects on infrastructure, 
including the transport network.  

MRZ-P9– Non-

Residential Activities 

To only enable non-residential activities where they: 

1. Will not detract from the vitality and viability of established 
commercial centres Business Zones. 

2. Are complementary in design, scale, nature and intensity to the 
residential context. 

3. Avoid, remedy or mitigate adverse effects on residential amenity 
values such as noise, traffic, parking, lighting, glare and visual 
impact. 

MRZ-P10– 

Comprehensive 

Design 

To encourage subdivision and land use proposals to be undertaken 

concurrently as part of a comprehensive design process. 
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MRZ-P11– 

Subdivision 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

To promote design and layout of subdivision which achieves the 

following:  

1. Lots are shaped and sized to allow adequate sunlight to living 
and outdoor spaces, and to provide appropriate on-site amenity 
and privacy. 

2. Where possible, lots are located so that they over-look and front 
roads and open spaces.  

3. The creation of multiple rear sites is limited, and where 
practicable avoided. 

4. A permeable street network where the use of cul-de-sacs is 
limited. 

5. Pedestrian and vehicular Cconnections within a development, 
and between developments and the public realm, are maximised. 

6. Opportunities for connections to public open space, services and 
facilities in the neighbourhood are identified and created. 

Rules 

MRZ-R1  Any Activity Not Otherwise Listed in This Chapter 

 Activity Status: Permitted  

Where:  

1. Resource consent is not required under any rule of the District Plan.  
2. The activity is not prohibited under any rule of the District Plan. 

 

MDRZ-R-New1 Minor Buildings 

 Activity Status: Permitted 

Note: Minor buildings are exempt from rules MDRZ-R2 – R4 and RNew2. 

 

MRZ-R2  Building and Major Structure Height 

 Activity Status: Permitted  

Where:  

1. The maximum building height and 
major structure height is 11m above 
ground level, except that 50% of a 
building's roof in elevation, 
measured vertically from the 
junction between wall and roof, may 
exceed this height by 1m where the 
entire roof slopes 15 degrees or 
more. 

Activity Status when compliance not 

achieved: Discretionary  
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MRZ-R3  Building and Major Structure Setbacks 

 Activity Status: Permitted  

Where:  

1. Any All buildings and major structures is 
are set back at least: 

a. 2m from the road boundaryies. 
b. 27m from Mean High Water Springs or 

and the top of the bank of any river 
that has a width exceeding 3m 
(excluding bridges, culverts and 
fences). 

2. Any hHabitable rooms of a building is are 
set back at least 1.5m from side and rear 
boundaries, except where a common wall 
between two buildings on adjacent sites is 
proposed. 

3. Any All non-habitable major structures and 
buildings, and or non-habitable rooms of a 
buildings, is are set back at least: 

a. 1.5m from side and rear boundaries, 
allowing for a 0mnil setback for a 
maximum building length of 7.5m on 
any single boundary and for a 
maximum total building length of 
10.5m on all boundaries. 

b. 2.5m from a habitable room on any 
other site. 

Activity Status when compliance 

not achieved with MDRZ-

R3.1(a), R3.2 or R3.3: 

Restricted Discretionary  

Matters of discretion: 

1. The outlook and privacy of 
adjoining and adjacent 
properties. 

2. Effects of shading and visual 
dominance on adjoining 
properties. 

3. Effects on the streetscape 
character of the area. 

4. Effects on the safety and 
efficiency of the transport 
network. 

Activity Status when compliance 

not achieved with MDRZ-

R3.1(b): Discretionary  

 

MRZ-R4  Building and Major Structure Height Bulk in Relation to Boundary 

 Activity Status: Permitted  

Where:  

1. A All buildings and major structures does 
not: 
a. rResult in an existing residential unit on 

a separate HDRMRZ site no longer 
being able to comply with HMDRZ-R5.2 
or HMDRZ-R14.2.  

b. or iIncrease the degree of infringement 
for an existing residential unit. 

2. Any part of a building that is greater than 
3.5m in height is confined within the arms 
of a single 150o angle formed by two lines 
intersecting at a common point on any 

Activity Status when compliance 

not achieved: Restricted 

Discretionary  

Matters of discretion: 

1. The outlook and privacy of 
adjoining and adjacent 
properties. 

2. Effects of shading and visual 
dominance on adjoining and 
adjacent properties. 

 

 

Attachment 4



  
High Medium Density Residential 
Zone(HMDRZ) 
 

Right of Reply Recommended MRZ Track Change Chapter 

 January 2020  Page 6 

side or rear boundary such that each line 
forms an angle of 15o with that boundary.  

2.   All buildings and major structures do not 
exceed a height equal to 3m above ground 
level plus the shortest horizontal distance 
between that part of the building or major 
structure and any side or rear boundary, 
except where: 
a. Any parts of the buildings or major 

structures are within 20m of the site 
frontage; and: 
i. Do not exceed a height of 3.6m 

above ground level where they are 
1.5m or less from side and rear 
boundaries adjoining the HDR 
MRZ, and 

ii. Thereafter, are set back 0.3m for 
every additional metre in height 
(73.3 degrees) up to 6.9m and 
then 1m for every additional metre 
in height (45 degrees). 

Compliance Standards:  
1. HMDRZ-R4.2 does not apply where a 

common wall between two buildings on 
adjacent sites is proposed. 

2. Measurements for HMDRZ-R4.2 can be 
taken from the furthest boundary when 
adjoining an access lot/access leg. 

3. MDRZ-R4.2 does not apply to any 
boundary adjoining a road or Business 
Zone.  

4. A gable end, dormer or roof may exceed 
the height in relation to boundary where 
that portion exceeding the height in 
relation to boundary is: 
a. No greater than 1.5m2 in area and no 

greater than 1m in height; and 
b. No greater than 2.5m cumulatively in 

length measured along the edge of the 
roof. 

5. No more than two gable ends, dormers or 
portions of roof may exceed the height in 
relation to boundary on any single site 
boundary. 
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MRZ-R5  Outdoor Living Court 

 Activity Status: Permitted  

Where:  

1. Every residential unit: 

a. With one or more habitable 
rooms at ground floor level 
provides an outdoor living court 
of at least 20m2 and at least 4m 
depth.  

b. With all habitable rooms above 
ground floor with 1 or 2 
bedrooms provides an outdoor 
living court of at least 64m2 and 
at least 1.58m depth. 

c. With all habitable rooms above 
ground floor, with 23 or more 
bedrooms provides an outdoor 
living court of at least 108m2 
and at least 2.4m depth.  

2. The outdoor living court is able to 
receive direct sunlight for at least 5 
hours on the winter solstice over at 
least 50% of the minimum space 
required under HMDRZ-R5.1. 

Activity Status when compliance not 
achieved: Restricted Discretionary 

Matters of discretion: 

1. Appropriate privacy and amenity of 
the occupants on-site. 

2. Sufficient sunlight access to 
outdoor areas and habitable rooms 
within the site. 

3. The proximity of the site to 
communal or public open space 
that has the potential to mitigate 
any lack of private outdoor living 
space. 

Notification:  

Any restricted discretionary activity 
under HMDRZ-R5 shall not require the 
written consent of affected persons and 
shall not be notified or limited-notified 
unless Council decides that special 
circumstances exist under section 
95A(4) of the Resource Management 
Act 1991. 

 

MRZ-R6  Impervious Areas 

 Activity Status: Permitted  

Where:  

Activity Status when compliance not 

achieved: Discretionary  
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1. The impervious area within the site 
does not exceed 65% of the net site 
area.  

2. The impervious area is set back at 
least 5m from Mean High Water 
Springs or and the top of the bank 
of any river that has a width 
exceeding 3m (excluding bridges, 
culverts and fences). 

 

MRZ-R7  Landscaping 

 Activity Status: P  

Where:  

1. At least 25% of the net site area is 
in landscaping.   

Activity Status when compliance not 

achieved: D  

 

MDRZ-RNew2 Building and Major Structure Coverage 

 Activity Status: Permitted  

Where:  

1. The maximum cumulative 
building and major structure 
coverage is 45% of the net 
site area. 

Activity Status when compliance not 

achieved: Restricted Discretionary  

Matters of discretion: 

1. The scale and bulk of buildings and 
major structures in relation to the 
site and the existing built density of 
the locality. 

2. The outlook and privacy of adjoining 
and adjacent properties. 

3. Visual dominance of buildings and 
major structures. 

 

MRZ-R8  Fences 

 Activity Status: Permitted  

Where:  

1. Any The fence has a maximum 
height of 2m above ground level.  

2. Any fence Fencing within 3m of a 
road boundary, except any state 
highway, is at least 50% visually 
permeable for any portion above 
1m high.  

3. Any fence Fencing along a 
boundary shared with a Green 
Open Space and Recreation Zone 

Activity Status when compliance not 

achieved: Restricted Discretionary  

Matters of discretion: 

1. Effects of shading and visual 
dominance on adjoining properties. 

2. Urban design and passive 
surveillance. 

3. Effects on streetscape character 
and amenity.  

4. Health and safety effects. 
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is at least 50% visually permeable 
for any portion above 1.5m high. 

4. Fencing The fence is not fortified 
with barbed wire, broken glass or 
any form of electrification except for 
stock exclusion purposes where 
abutting the Rural Production Zone. 

 

 

Figure 2:  Examples of fences solid up to 1m and 50% visually permeable between 1m 

and 2m high 

 
 

MRZ-R9  Garages 

 Activity Status: Permitted  

Where:  

1. Any ground floor garage which 
faces the street occupies less than 
40% of the site frontage. 

Activity Status when compliance not 

achieved: Restricted Discretionary  

Matters of discretion: 

1. Effects on streetscape character of 
the area. 

2. Effects on urban design and 
passive surveillance. 

 

MRZ-R10  Car Parking 

 Activity Status: Permitted  

Where:  

Activity Status when compliance not 

achieved: Restricted Discretionary  

Matters of discretion: 
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1. Any Formed car parking spaces 
within the site (excluding garages) 
are located at least 2m from any 
road boundary, excluding any on-
street car parking.  

1. Effects on the safety and efficiency 
of the transport network. 

2. Effects on pedestrian and cyclist 
safety and navigability.  

3. Effects on streetscape character 
and amenity. 

 

MRZ-R11  Outdoor Areas of Storage or Stockpiles 

 Activity Status: Permitted  

Where:  

1. Any The outdoor area of storage or 
stockpile: 

a. Complies with rules HMDRZ-
R2. 

b. Complies with rules MDRZ-R3 
– R4 and RNew2.  

c. Is screened from view from 
adjacent public places and 
surrounding sites, except for 
construction materials to be 
used on-site for a maximum 
period of 12 months within each 
10-year period from [operative 
date]. 

Activity Status when compliance with 
MDRZ-R11.1(b) – (c) not achieved: 
Restricted Discretionary  

Matters of discretion: 

1. Effects in relation to dust and 
odour. 

2. Visual amenity effects.  
3. The matters of discretion in MDRZ-

R3 – R4 and RNew2. 
 
Activity Status when compliance with 
MDRZ-R11.1(a) not achieved: 
Discretionary  

 

 

MRZ-R12  Supported Residential Care 

MRZ-R13  Retirement Village Premises 

 Activity Status: Permitted 

Where:  

1. The activity generates less than 25 
traffic movements per site, per day, 
per site. 

Activity Status when compliance not 

achieved: Discretionary  

 

MRZ-R14  Principal Residential Unit 

MRZ-R15  Minor Residential Unit 

 Activity Status: Permitted 

Where:  

Activity Status when compliance not 

achieved: Restricted Discretionary  

Matters of discretion: 

Attachment 4



  
High Medium Density Residential 
Zone(HMDRZ) 
 

Right of Reply Recommended MRZ Track Change Chapter 

 January 2020  Page 11 

1. Every principal residential unit 
provides a Net Floor Area n internal 
area (excluding garages) of at least: 
a. For 1 bedroom – 4560m2 

b. For 2 bedrooms – 705m2 

c. For 3 bedrooms – 1190m2 

d. For more than 3 bedrooms – 

1190m2 plus 20m2 for each 

additional bedroom.  

2. Every residential unit provides a living 
area that can receive direct sunlight 
for at least 5 hours on the winter 
solstice. 

3. There is a separation distance of at 
least 6m from any window in a 
habitable room to a window of a 
habitable room in a separate 
residential unit (excluding any 
ancillary minor residential unit) where 
there is a direct line of sight between 
the windows. 

1. The design, size and layout of 
buildings to provide appropriate 
privacy and amenity of for 
occupants on-site.  

Notification:  

Any restricted discretionary activity 

under HMDRZ-R14-R15.1-2 shall not 

require the written consent of 

affected persons and shall not be 

notified or limited-notified unless 

Council decides that special 

circumstances exist under section 

95A(4) of the Resource Management 

Act 1991. 

 

 

MRZ-R16  Retail Activity 

MRZ-R17  Commercial Services 

MRZ-R18  Food and Beverage Activity 

MRZ-R19  Care Centre 

MRZ-R20  Visitor Accommodation 

MRZ-R-New3 Place of Assembly 

 Activity Status: Permitted 

Where:  

1. The activity is an ancillary activity to a 
residential unit on the site. 

2. The principal operator of the activity is a 
permanent resident on the site. 

3. The activity does not include, before 
8am 0800 or after 6pm 1800 on any 
day, the operation of machinery, 
receiving customers or the loading or 
unloading of vehicles. 

Activity Status when 

compliance with up to two of 

the rules MDRZ-R16 – 

R20New3.4-11 is not 

achieved: Discretionary  

Activity Status when 

compliance with more than 

two of the rules is not 

achieved or when 

compliance with any of rules 

HMDRZ-R16 – R20New3.1 
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4. The activity generates less than 20 
traffic movements per site, per day, per 
site.  

5. There is no car parking between the 
residential unit and the road. 

6. In addition to the principal operator, the 
activity has no more than two other 
persons engaged in providing the 
activity.  

7. The activity does not exceed the use of 
15% of the total GFA of all buildings on 
the site. 

8. The total area of signage is less than 
0.25m2, per site.  

9. There is no illuminated or moving 
signage. 

10. No more than 6 tariff-paid visitors are 
staying on-site at any one time. 

11. Each visitor accommodation unit 
provides an outdoor living court of at 
least 6m2 and at least 1.8m depth. 

– 3 is not achieved: Non-

Complying 

Notification:  

Any non-complying land use 

activity in the HDR must be 

publicly notified. 

 

MRZ-R21  Multi Unit Development 

 Activity Status: Restricted Discretionary  

Where: 

1. The activity meets Rules HMDRZ-R2 – R4, 
RNew2 and R9. 

Matters of discretion: 

1. Appropriate privacy and amenity of the 
occupants on-site. 

2. Sufficient sunlight access to outdoor living 
space and habitable rooms within the site. 

3. The proximity of the site to communal or 
public open space that has the potential to 
mitigate any lack of private outdoor living 
space. 

4. The suitability of the particular area for 
increased residential density, including: 

a. The availability and accessibility of open 

space, public amenities and commercial 

activities in proximity. 

b. Capacity and availability of infrastructure. 

Activity Status when 

compliance not achieved: 

Discretionary 
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MRZ-R22  Place of Assembly 

MRZ-R23  Emergency Services 

MDRZ-R-New3 Educational Facilities 

 Activity Status: Discretionary  

Where: 

1. The activity is a primary activity or ancillary activity.  

 

MRZ-R24  Entertainment Facilities 

MRZ-R25  Service Stations 

MRZ-R26  Funeral Home 

MRZ-R27  Recreational Facilities 

MRZ-R28  Educational Facilities 

MRZ-R29  Hospital 

MDRZ-R-New4 General Commercial 

MDRZ-R-New5 General Community 

 Activity Status: Non-Complying  

Where: 

1. The activity is a primary activity or ancillary activity.  

Notification:  

c. Road access and effects on transport, 

including availability of public and/or active 

transport options. 

Notification: 

Any restricted discretionary activity under 

HMDRZ-R21 shall not require the written consent 

of affected persons and shall not be notified or 

limited-notified unless Council decides that 

special circumstances exist under section 95A(4) 

of the Resource Management Act 1991. 

Note: Any application shall comply with 

information requirement HMDRZ-REQ1. 
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Any non-complying land use activity within the HDR must be publicly 

notified. 

 

MRZ-R30  Rural Production Activity 

MRZ-R31  Industrial Activities 

 Activity Status: Prohibited 

Where: 

1. The activity is a primary activity or ancillary activity.  

 

MRZ-REQ1  Information Requirement – Urban Design and Density 

 1. All applications for resource consent pursuant to HMDRZ-R21 shall include 
an urban design assessment prepared by a suitably qualified and 
experienced professional which details: 

a. An analysis of the site in relation to its context, including: 

i. The character and scale of surrounding development including any 
cultural relationships or historic heritage features. 

ii. The landform and topography of the site and surrounding 
environment. 

iii. The ecology and habitat of the site and surrounding environment.  
iv. Access to public and active transport infrastructure. 

b. An assessment of how the proposal is consistent with best practice 

urban design, including: 

i. Effects on the character of the area and neighbourhood, residential 
amenity and pedestrian and vehicular movements. 

ii. The relationship of the proposed development to public places and 
how the proposal responds to any issues or characteristics identified 
in the site analysis.  

iii. Any proposed measures to avoid or mitigate adverse effects on 
adjacent public places and residential sites. 

iv. Any proposed measures to incorporate Māori design elements.  
v. Any proposed measures to facilitate active and public transport. 

c. Any consultation undertaken as part of any pre-application meetings 

with Council and any mitigation measures that were recommended by 

Council.  

d. Any consultation undertaken with mana whenua and a summary of the 

results of that consultation.  

Note:   

1. Acceptable means of compliance and best practice urban design guidance 
is contained within Whangarei District Council’s Urban Design Guidelines.   
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Attachment 4



NPS-UDC evaluation feedback – Whangarei housing and business development capacity assessment 

Key Criteria Indicator Comments 

The assessment 
produces a rigorous 
estimate of 
aggregate demand 
for homes in the 
short, medium and 
long term. 

Have all contributions to total 
housing demand relevant to the 
urban market been considered? For 

example population and demographics, 
household projections, visitors, migrant 
workers (there for 1 year or less), students 
(there for the academic year) 

There is a clear explanation of the factors driving Whangarei’s population growth, including 
natural amenity advantages and proximity to Auckland (“spill over” effect of Auckland 
housing demand is noted). Inter-regional migration noted as a driving factor behind recent 
growth and is expected to continue. 

Other sources of housing demand (latent demand; visitor accommodation; student and 
seasonal accommodation) are also considered, but assessed as having only a minor impact. 

Is the basis of the demand 
assessment the 2017 Statistics New 
Zealand medium household growth 
projection? If not, is any alternative 
projection justified? 

 

Yes, based on medium growth projections – a few changes for selected areas included and 
justified by reference to expected higher growth in these areas. 

Does the assessment use rigorous 
methods to explore the range of 
demands for types, locations and 
price points to the extent relevant 
in the urban market. For example, (if 

relevant) the assessment matches demands 
of different population groups to housing 
types, locations and price points and 
forecasts the impact of demographic 
change; it also considers current unmet or 
latent demand if relevant to the urban 
market. 

Demand by location broken down into three broad areas with quantified demand 
projections. Typology is also discussed – includes some analysis of why consented dwellings 
are overwhelmingly for stand-alone housing (even relative to similar urban areas). 

Demand by price point highlights housing stress and affordability issues, suggesting unmet 
demand at lower price points. However the conclusions from this section are not particularly 
clear – are there issues in other parts of the market apart from social housing provision that 
should be considered? Some quantification of demand by price point would also be useful. 

Does the assessment produce an 
estimated number of dwellings 
required in the short, medium and 
long term for the area (broken 
down by associated districts if 
relevant)? Does the assessment provide 

estimates either side of the main projection, 
with discussion of the key drivers of these 

Yes, this is presented in table 6, and by location in table 7. 

There are no quantified estimates that differ from the main projection, but the uncertainty 
and volatility of demand is well covered in section 3.2.1. Figure 7 shows the range of 
population projections out to the long term, but some indication of how this could affect the 
figures in table 6 in terms of numbers of dwellings would make this more meaningful to the 
reader. 

Attachment 5



Key Criteria Indicator Comments 
estimates? 

The assessment 
produces a rigorous 
estimate of the 
feasible 
development 
capacity for 
housing provided 
for by current plans 
and development 
infrastructure 

Does the assessment reasonably 
quantify all housing development 
capacity enabled by relevant 
proposed and operative RPSs, 
regional plans and district plans, 
and is the assessment clear about 
what enabled capacity is also 
supported by development 
infrastructure?  

GIS analysis used to join a range of datasets to calculate capacity. Clear explanation of 
process and methodology used in summary document and full details provided in 
appendices. A summary of plan-enabled capacity provided in tables 10&11, separating out 
greenfield, infill and redevelopment. 

Capacity assessment considers both operative and draft district plan, but the two scenarios 
are clearly distinguished. 

An assessment of development infrastructure availability has been undertaken. This is 
covered relatively lightly in the summary report, but this is appropriate for the context as 
infrastructure is available to support capacity in accordance with the NPS-UDC 
requirements. A few exclusions of capacity due to unavailability of infrastructure are usefully 
noted. 

There is no detail included on how infrastructure provision might be rolled out however, and 
how responsive this might be to un-sequenced market demands. This would help to provide 
a fuller picture of how infrastructure provision might be impacting on land prices. 

Has a robust assessment of 
development feasibility been 
undertaken? Are the methods and 

assumptions used in this assessment clear? 
Are key assumptions about construction 
costs, land prices, target profits and cost of 
capital up to date? Has the local property 
community been asked for input? 

Yes, an assessment has been applied to the total plan-enabled capacity for both operative 
and draft plan scenarios, with an appropriate level of detail and complexity for the scale of 
Whangarei’s housing market. Methods and assumptions used are clear and full details 
provided in appendix D. 

Results are clearly presented in tables 12&13, and allow for direct comparison with the 
matching plan-enabled capacity tables 10&11. 

The assessment uses current (2017) costs and prices. Inputs for the model are detailed in 
appendix D, showing input from property community.   

We note that the spreadsheet models used for the assessment have been provided for 
Whangarei District Council’s on-going use, which is a positive approach to building the 
council’s in-house capabilities for future HBAs. 

Does the assessment of 
development feasibility include 
sensitivity analysis of relevant key 
assumptions? Does the assessment 

describe the range of feasible development 

A range of scenario testing has been completed – summarised in section 3.3.4.1 with further 
detail in appendix D.  Changing costs and prices over time have been considered and are 
usefully discussed in the context of the price-cost ratio in figure 11. 
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Key Criteria Indicator Comments 
capacity that is possible if there are changes 
to assumptions on: 

• Development sale price 
• Land cost  
• Construction cost (for building 

development) 
• Land development cost 
• Development timeframes, and/or 

Minimum gross profit required in order for a 
development to be considered feasible  
Does the assessment provide 
information about take-up of 
feasible development capacity? 
Using quantitative info (e.g. building 
consents and code compliance certificates), 
and qualitative analysis (e.g. discussions 
with development community). 

Take-up is specifically considered in section 3.3.6. The conclusion that low take-up would not 
warrant any discounting of capacity is clear. 

Is there a clear conclusion on 
whether development capacity for 
housing is sufficient? 
Discusses what the rural-urban land price 
differential suggests about current 
sufficiency. Aggregate demand + margin 
compared to estimated feasible and plan-
enabled DC. Is there an estimate of the no. 
dwellings over/under? Where relevant to 
the urban market, is there discussion of 
sufficiency to meet demand by dwelling, 
type, location and price? Sensitivity analysis 
based on changes in key drivers of demand 
and capacity? 

Conclusions are summarised for both the operative plan and draft plan scenarios and 
present a clear narrative about sufficiency. These are presented in both the body of the 
summary report and in the executive summary. 

Table 1 summarises the capacity results. While the format of this table is useful to 
understand the situation “at a glance”, we found the presentation of demand slightly 
confusing – the figures are cumulative, but the short/medium/long term headings are for 
discrete periods (e.g. 2028-48 for long term). A further breakdown of the individual time-
period demand as well as a cumulative total would be helpful to make this clearer (i.e. as in 
table 6). 

Sufficiency of capacity by location has been addressed well and is quantified in section 3.4.2. 
There is no equivalent for typology and price point, which we considered to be one of the 
few weaknesses in the HBA. These may not have been possible to present in the same way, 
but some more discussion would help to draw a more complete picture. 

As a minor point, we note that the feasible capacity figure of 13,050 in the long term 
matches precisely with the figure for long-term demand plus margin. This is presumably co-
incidental, but could give the impression that the numbers have been “massaged” to reach 
sufficiency! 

The rural-urban differential has been clearly considered, and provides some useful 
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Key Criteria Indicator Comments 

corroboration for the findings of the rest of the assessment. However the ratio discussed 
(1.53) in the HBA (table 17) differs significantly from the MBIE urban development capacity 
dashboard (2.00) – it is not clear why these are so different but the implications of the 
higher figure are potentially significant. 

Finally (and noting that this is not strictly a requirement of the NPS-UDC) the HBA clearly 
demonstrates sufficiency in NPS-UDC terms, but raises questions about whether supply is 
really sufficient to meet demand at competitive prices, given the relative unaffordability 
implied by a median multiple of approximately 8.7 and a fairly high rural-urban differential. 

Does the assessment analyse the 
contributing factors to any shortfall 
in sufficiency? I.e. how do different 

factors (enablement in plans, development 
infrastructure or feasibility) contribute to a 
shortfall in sufficiency?     

No shortfall in sufficiency – aside from the operative plan scenario, which is considered in 
comparison to the draft plan scenario. 

 

The assessment 
produces an 
estimate of 
demand for 
business space in 
the short, medium 
and long term. 

Does the assessment provide a 
rigorous narrative on the key 
sectors, trends and possible future 
changes in the local economy? 
Does this cover broad sectoral composition, 
employment densities, spatial 
characteristics and emerging trends and the 
sectors that are expected to drive future 
land/space demands? 

The demand narrative draws on and summarises information from a range of sources, 
including quantitative datasets, locally specific studies and direct stakeholder input. 

The resulting narrative is thorough and has a level of detail commensurate with Whangarei’s 
size and context. Sectoral composition and recent employment growth trends are usefully 
considered. 

 

Does the assessment analyse 
different business demands for 
different locations, property types, 
sizes and tenure? 

There is thorough analysis of demand by sector and size of different activities within these 
sectors. 

Demand by location is not specifically covered in the summary document. Some indicative 
information is included in appendix E but some explicit discussion would be ideal – even if 
only to note that locational demands are not a significant factor in the Whangarei context. 

Does the assessment contain future 
medium and long term projections 
of demand (especially for industrial 
land) by discussing the key drivers 

The method used to derive demand projections is summarised in section 3.5.2 and is clearly 
set out in the following sections. Projected land demands are summarised in table 24, 
broken down by short/medium/long term projections and by sector. 

The main projections are supplemented with alternative projections in table 25, which is 
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to business demand space? useful to highlight the sensitivity of assumptions around employment growth and land use 
per employee ratios. 

The assessment 
produces an 
estimate of 
capacity for 
business space 

Does the assessment reasonably 
identify all business development 
capacity enabled by relevant 
proposed and operative RPSs, 
regional plans and district plans 
(including a stocktake of vacant 
land by zone and type and 
redevelopment potential), and is 
the assessment clear about what 
enabled capacity is also supported 
by development infrastructure?  

Section 3.6 describes the assessment of business land capacity, with additional detail 
provided as an appendix. As per the housing assessment, there are separate scenarios for 
the operative and draft district plans, and conclusions are clearly drawn in regard to both. 
There is a further breakdown by permitted vs permitted and discretionary activities to 
provide four scenarios in total. 

Capacity is limited to vacant land only, not redevelopment potential. However the reasons 
for this approach are given and appear sound. 

Infrastructure constraints are considered in section 3.6.1.2. This analysis aligns with the 
approach and conclusions from the housing assessment. 

Have these assessments been 
qualitatively assessed or ground-
truthed? For example have they been 

tested and supplemented by visual 
inspections or surveys of business occupiers? 

No specific mention is included in the summary document. This would be a useful addition in 
subsequent assessments. 

 

Does the assessment consider the 
feasibility of capacity, particularly 
for industrial land? E.g. has a multi-

criteria analysis been used? Are the 
methods and assumptions used in this 
assessment clear? 

Yes, a multi-criteria analysis has been used and is clearly described in section 3.7.4.1. Criteria 
weightings were tested with council staff, and checked against an existing survey of local 
businesses. 

 

Is there a rigorous conclusion on 
whether development capacity for 
business is sufficient now and in the 
short, medium and long terms? 
Is there a quantitative comparison between 
the demand and capacity assessments? Is 
sufficiency measured by zone type, 
geographical area and in the short, medium 
and long terms? Are there more detailed 
sufficiency measures for the short and 
medium terms? Are the industrial zone land 

Quantitative results are summarised in table 2 and in greater detail in tables 32 and 33. The 
summary table 2 separates out the operative and draft plan scenarios, however it could be 
more explicit on whether it is presenting the permitted or permitted and discretionary 
scenarios (it appears to be the latter, but it is not immediately apparent to the reader). In 
general however, the executive summary does provide a useful and accessible summary of a 
relatively complicated picture of supply. 

Sufficiency by geographical location is not discussed, as noted above under demand by 
location. 

The results of the MCA feasibility assessment are presented in the body of the report, but 
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price differentials used to inform a 
conclusion about whether zoning matches 
demand of different activities for particular 
locations? 

could also be discussed in the executive summary for completeness. 

Industrial zone differentials are discussed in the hosing and business interactions section. 

Does the assessment analyse the 
contributing factors to any shortfall 
in sufficiency? I.e. how do different 

factors (enablement in plans, development 
infrastructure or feasibility) contribute to a 
shortfall in sufficiency?     

Yes, the shortfall in sector-level capacity under the draft district plan compared to 
sufficiency under the operative plan is explained, and the policy implications of this are 
discussed in section 5.4.  

 

The assessment 
considers 
interactions 
between housing 
and business 
activities and their 
impact on each 
other 

Does the assessment consider the 
interactions between business and 
housing capacity? 
Does the assessment ensure that capacity is 
not double counted or under- or over-
estimated? Does it consider the positive and 
negative spatial interactions between 
housing and business capacity, and impacts 
on accessibility and transport? Does it 
analyse barriers and opportunities for 
development and change?  

Yes, there is extensively covered in section 4. There is a thorough analysis of how double 
counting has been avoided, which is clearly communicate, and useful consideration of city 
centre development issues, transport implications of location and relative demands for land 
use. 

This criteria has been covered to a much greater depth than other HBAs to date and should 
be seen as an exemplar in this regard. 

 

 

The assessment 
explicitly uses 
market and price 
efficiency 
indicators 

Are results from the quarterly 
monitoring of market indicators 
reflected in the assessment and are 
they consistent with the final 
assessments of housing and 
business land sufficiency? 

The data are noted and considered throughout the summary report and used appropriately 
to support the analysis. 

 

 

Does the assessment include 
consideration of price efficiency 
indicators as a package and an 
analysis of what these suggest 
about the sufficiency of supply and 
location of development capacity? 

Yes, these are considered in a number of sections in the document. They are helpfully used 
to provide additional context and a “sense check” for housing capacity conclusions, for 
looking at relative demands for different activities and for testing feasibility conclusions. 
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Communication 

Indicator Comments 

Clarity 
Is the capacity assessment easy to read 
and understand? Does it use appropriate 
headings, plain English, exec summary 
and visuals or spatial information where 
appropriate? Is it of a readable length? 

The assessment is well laid out and clearly written. The tables and figures used in the report are generally easily 
understandable and relevant to the analysis – an issue has been noted above with regard to the clarity of the overall 
housing sufficiency table 1 (which is repeated in various places through the report) but this is a relatively minor 
concern.  

The executive summary provides an excellent snapshot of the report and is pitched well in terms of length and level of 
detail. An appropriate level of detail has been included in the report and is complemented well by the additional 
information and analysis in the appendices. 

Narrative 
Does the assessment provide a clear 
narrative about the urban markets for 
housing and business space and their 
interaction with land use planning? Is the 
analysis of the indicators clearly grounded 
in the local context? Is it an appropriate 
level of detail for the local authority in 
question? 

There is a clear narrative provided throughout the document. There are definitive conclusions made about sufficiency 
and relevant contributing factors. 

The analysis is very clearly grounded in the local context and considers a number of issues specific to Whangarei that 
add real value to the overall assessment. The level of detail and complexity that has been provided is ideal for the size 
and nature of the urban area.  

Usefulness to decision-makers 
Will the assessment inform targets, plan 
changes and future development 
strategies (where relevant), and long term 
plans? Does it draw clear conclusions on 
the ‘so what’ and next steps (possibly 
through a recommendations section)? 
Does it link the HBA to other key 
responsive planning requirements under 
the NPS? Does it contain the key 
information necessary for further 
decisions? Are key risks and timing issues 
highlighted?  

The information in the report is presented in a way that should be accessible and useful to decision makers, and 
enables the conclusions to be easily used to inform other uses. 

The assessment is particularly strong at drawing out the implications of the results. The conclusions and policy 
implications section, and the next steps for policy in the executive summary are useful and we would highlight these 
sections as being a best practice example for other HBAs. 

There are no explicit recommendations made, but decision makers should be clear what the assessment suggests 
about any responses that may be required in the short, medium and long terms.  
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Process 

Indicator Comments 

Agreement between the 
relevant councils on the 
geographic area of focus for 
the assessment 
Is this clearly delineated and does it have 
some logical basis e.g. the functional 
market, coordination arrangements, the 
application of planning decisions?  

The geographic area of assessment is applied across the whole Whangarei district and is clearly defined in chapter 2. 
There is no discussion of any alternative boundaries that may have been considered – a brief consideration of this may 
have been useful to include.  

Local expertise sought and 
used 
Is there evidence that the input of iwi 
authorities, the property development 
sector, significant land owners, social 
housing providers, requiring authorities, 
and the providers of development 
infrastructure and other infrastructure has 
been sought and used? 

Yes, there is evidence that this has been used. Local expertise and stakeholder input is referenced as various places 
throughout the document. Some specific stakeholders consulted are listed in the executive summary. 

Transparency 
Are the methodology and assumptions 
clear, even when work has been procured? 
If there is a disclosure statement, does this 
detail key gaps, strengths and 
weaknesses? Are options for filling these 
gaps explored? Has consideration been 
given to releasing the report to the public? 

In general the methodology and assumptions are extremely transparent. A summary of the methodology used for each 
section is included in the summary report, and further detail is provided in the appendices. 

Some gaps and weaknesses are acknowledged through the document. This could have been usefully summarised into 
an overall “disclosure statement” and consideration of any areas to improve or do differently in future HBA iterations. 
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Memorandum 

To Robert Burgoyne - Senior Planner, District Plan Department 

From Heather Osborne - Senior Infrastructure Planner, Infrastructure Planning and Capital 
Works Department 

Copies Melissa McGrath (District Plan Manager); Simon Charles (Waste and Drainage 
Department Manager); Andrew Venmore (Water Services Manager); Shelley 
Wharton (Infrastructure Planning and Capital Works Department Manager); Sarah 
Irwin (Infrastructure Planning Team Leader). 

Subject Water and Wastewater Capacity Analysis for Urban and Services Plan 
Changes 

Date 24 January 2020 

 

WDC Infrastructure have been requested to provide comment in relation to infrastructure capacity, 
particularly for the provision of wastewater and water, to address submissions on the Urban and 
Services Plan Change Package for the Whangarei District Plan. The following provides some 
commentary to assess the impacts of requested ‘up-zoning’ in certain catchments of the 
Whangarei District.  

The below table provides the estimated increase in Household Unit Equivalents (HUE’s) over the 
next 10 years, as a result of the zoning requested in private submissions on the Plan Changes.  

 
Table 1: Proposed Allotment Yields 

Catchments Proposed Yield of 
Allotments (Plan 
Change as notified) 

Approximate Yield of 
allotments Sought by 
Submissions 

Total Resulting Yields 
of Allotments 
(approx.) 

Ruakaka 1748 3262 5010 

Maunu - 217 NA 

Tikipunga - 369 NA 

Kensington - 5 NA 

Regent - 11 NA 

Woodhill - 31 NA 

Riverside - 19 NA 

Morningside - 11 NA 

 

It should be noted that the yield of allotments shown in Table 1 does not include a wide-spread 
change in zoning that has been requested in a submission made by the Housing New Zealand 
Corporation (HNZC). The HNZC submission would result in a much higher yield of development 
throughout most of Whangarei’s main centre’s. However, the submission has not provided any 
quantified estimates of increases in density or allotment yields to be able to sufficiently assess the 
requested wide-spread zoning changes. 
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Wastewater  

 

One Tree Point/ Ruakaka 

 

- The area consists of three catchments, fed to one treatment plant, the Ruakaka 
Wastewater Treatment Plant (WWTP). 

- A long term, combined resource consent was granted by the Northland Regional Council on 
the 14th June 2019 for the Ruakaka WWTP (AUT.021532.01). 

- The long-term consent also allows for construction of a new treatment plant and discharge 
to the sea (ocean outfall). The consent requires WDC to continuously investigate/evaluate 
opportunities for reuse and recycling of treated wastewater.  

- Supplying the NZ Refinery with highly treated wastewater is one of the potential reuse 
projects identified.  

- Capacities rely on three different factors: 
o Network  
o Treatment  
o Disposal  

 
- The network capacity for One Tree Point will require upgrades to meet the demands of 

the proposed zoning in the next 10 years. Council plans to upgrade the rising main from 
Marsden Bay to the WWTP within the next five years to provide capacity for the proposed 
zoning. The scope of the upgrade does not include capacity to provide for the zoning 
requested by submissions.  
 

- The treatment plant capacity and disposal capacity are interlinked and so are assessed 
as such. MWH prepared a Ruakaka WWTP Treatment System Review Report in July 2016. 
The report identified three options to increase the capacity of the WWTP. The combined 
consent was sought following the provision of this report and the recommendation to 
reconfigure the two existing ponds and install additional aerators is close to being 
implemented (design of ponds complete and aerators to be installed, starting this year). 
According to the WDC Waste and Drainage Department, capacity for treatment and 
disposal utilizing the existing plant (with upgrades) is estimated to provide capacity for new 
sewer connections for approximately 1,200 HUE’s. 

 
The volume of wastewater currently received at the plant has not yet reached the amount 
that would necessitate the construction of the new plant that the existing long-term, 
combined consent provides for. 
 
The short to mid-term disposal option will be supplying the NZ Refinery with treated 
wastewater, which is anticipated within the next 10 years. Budget is available within the 
WDC Long Term Plan (LTP) to build the infrastructure required for the project to proceed. 
The viability of this option depends on the volume of wastewater to the plant. To achieve 
the nominated highly treated wastewater reuse of a consistent 1,000 m3/d to the refinery, a 
total wastewater inflow to the WWTP of around 2,300 m3/d is required.  Presently the 
average inflow is only about 1,100 m3/d. This project would provide additional disposal 
capacity for approximately 2,000 HUE’s. 
 
Overall, the treatment and disposal capacity available for Ruakaka and One Tree Point 
equates to approximately an additional 3,200 HUE’s, enough to service the estimated 1748 
additional HUE’s resulting from the notified plan change zoning. The capacity is not 
sufficient to provide for the increase to 5,010 HUE’s that may result from proposed 
submission zoning.  
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- Communal On-site servicing is not supported as a reasonable means of achieving 
wastewater disposal by the WDC Waste and Drainage Department within areas serviced by 
the public wastewater network. This is due to lost efficiencies in the public wastewater 
network and that experience with communal systems has found that the systems generally 
fail due to poor management or lack of maintenance by body corporates, or similar. Council 
inevitably are asked to take over management of the system which is poorly designed and 
requires costly maintenance. 
 

 
Whangarei City  
 

- The treatment and disposal capacity between 2015 -2041 for Whangarei City was 
assessed in a Mott Macdonald Report for the Whangarei Wastewater Treatment Plant, 
servicing most of central Whangarei including the 7 other areas in Whangarei where 
submissions have been made requesting zoning changes to increase density (Tikipunga, 
Maunu, Kensington, Regent, Woodhill, Riverside and Morningside). Resource Consent was 
also obtained to increase disposal capacity for the WWTP in 2013 (RC 2009 04352).  
 

- This consent expires in 2022 and work is underway on determining requirements for the 
renewal of the consent.  At this stage there are no plans to increase the capacity of the 
intake or discharge from the plant.  The levels have been determined to reflect the 
maximum capacity of all of the contributing pump stations, so increasing capacity at the 
plant would also require upgrading the supporting infrastructure which is not within the LTP.     
 

- It can be concluded from the report and consent that there is sufficient capacity at the 
treatment plant and for disposal to allow for the estimated additional development potential 
in the submissions associated with central Whangarei Areas as listed in Table 1 of this 
Memo.  
 

- However, due to the time that has now passed since the writing of the report, and the 
significant changes that have since taken place in the network, there is not a high enough 
degree of certainty about the latent capacity of the treatment plant and disposal facilities to 
adequately provide detail required to address the HNZC submission.  
 

- In regard to network capacity, there are known capacity issues within certain portions of 
the central Whangarei area, including Maunu and Tikipunga. Livening of the Tarewa Tank 
this year, and a project currently budgeted for in the LTP, to upgrade the Maunu trunk main 
within the next 5 years, would provide capacity for the notified zoning and the proposed 
private submission zoning changes. However, there is no project included in the current 
LTP to address capacity constraints in the Tikipunga trunk sewer and therefore the zoning 
requested via submission for Tikipunga cannot be supported. 
 

- Due to the lack of information available within the HNZC submission and supporting 
evidence, it has not been possible to assess the increase in HUE’s that may result from the 
proposed re-zoning. Without having firm detail, WDC Waste and Drainage recognize that 
the proposed widespread up-zoning would have the potential for increases within certain 
catchments which would exceed capacities available within the network and would not have 
budget lines available for undertaking upgrading works to meet this potential demand.  
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Water 

 
The WDC Water Services Department have identified known areas of current constraint within the 
water network. These include potential head losses along Station Rd, Tikipunga, for which there is 
LTP budget available for upgrading, planned for this year (2020). The Three Mile Bush area also 
requires mains upgrades and further storage capacity (at a higher elevation if possible) with 
investigation underway and money allocated within the LTP within the next 10 years. These 
currently constrained areas should therefore not impact on capacity for re-zoning. 
 
The water services department have also provided the following analysis of potential future issues 
associated with possible increases in residential yields in different catchments –  
 

One Tree Point/ Ruakaka 
 

- Although increased development doesn’t require additional firefighting capacity (no more 
hydrants or greater flows from them), when calculating firefighting capacity, the normal 
demand is taken out of the network first. Maps included below depict the potential loss of 
firefighting capacity within Ruakaka. The maps differ over time based on the potential 
changes in ‘normal demand’.  

 

 
 Figure 1 Ruakaka Firefighting Capacity (current day) 
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 Figure 2 Ruakaka Firefighting Capacity (2058) 

 
 

- Also, of concern in Ruakaka is the effects of climate change on the availability of source 
water (Wilsons Dam and Ruakaka River). Stantec have been engaged to investigate this 
but the effects are not yet known and cannot be used as part of an assessment to 
determine appropriate levels of supply or capacity for zoning.  

 
- The Ahuroa Water Treatment Plant upgrade can supplement supply to Ruakaka. The site is 

currently designated, and the additional land has recently been acquired (October 2019). 
However, consent from the Northland Regional Council would need to be obtained and 
therefore the upgrade is consent dependant. 
 
 

Whangarei City  
 

- The construction of the new Whau Valley Water Treatment Plant (WTP) is currently 
underway and scheduled to be complete by October 2020. This treatment plant will provide 
146% of the capacity that the current treatment plant has available, future proofing 
treatment for the Whangarei City area.  
 

- The new Whau Valley WTP and the planned fairway Drive pump station upgrade will 
increase capacity for Whangarei.  
 

- A new source from Wairua River and Poroti Treatment Plant upgrade will provide drought 
capacity for Whangarei. Both of these would require resource consents for increased water 
supply takes. 
 

- The Maunu catchment currently has good capacity, but additional development may affect 
the pressures available, depending on locations.  
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- There are investigations currently underway to consider multiple options for projects 

following on from the Station Rd upgrade to cater for growth in the Tikipunga area.  
 

- Any extensions to the network outside the urban boundary will need to consider effects on 
existing network back up the pipe. 

.  
- Growth is being considered for all areas currently. Mott MacDonald have been engaged to 

assist WDC Water Services with Master Planning for both existing networks.  
 

- Subsequent scenarios can be considered as part of the master planning for higher density 
zoning, but this may mean there is a need to move forward some projects which are not 
currently planned for the next 10-year period. 
 

- The current growth model capacity has been planned for in the next 30 years projects (to 
be detailed in the Master Plan). 

 

Conclusions 

 
- There is not sufficient wastewater capacity within the next 10 years to support zoning that 

would enable the scale of additional allotments/ HUE’s requested through submission in the 
One Tree Point/ Ruakaka area. 
 

- There is likely to be sufficient capacity within the wastewater network to provide for a small 
increase in HUE’s in the Whangarei City area, with the exception of Tikipunga. However, 
the unknown impact of widespread zoning changes cannot be accurately confirmed to be 
able to be supported by the wastewater network without further detail and modelling. 
 

- Additional development within Ruakaka/ One Tree Point may create a change in the 
‘normal demand’ which will impact the firefighting capacity available within the water 
network. 
 

- The new Whau Valley WTP will provide treatment capacity sufficient to provide for 
additional development/ HUE’s. However, WDC Water Services are currently working with 
Mott McDonald to consider growth in the District and develop a master plan. The current 
capacity has been planned to provide for the next 30 years but increases in demand 
beyond the current planning may require bringing forward of projects that are not currently 
planned for in the next 10-year timeframe. 
 

- Overall, private submissions requesting zoning changes, excluding in the Tikipunga, 
Ruakaka and One Tree Point area, are considered to be able to be provided for via the 
current, or planned, capacities in the water and wastewater networks over the next 10 
years. 
 

- There is not enough detail to be able to confirm whether there is sufficient water or 
wastewater capacities to support widespread zoning changes requested by the HNZC.The 
requested rezoning may significantly increase the plan enabled capacity with no real 
certainty of where that development may occur. It is therefore difficult to provide planned 
infrastructure upgrades to service indiscriminate, market-led development. 
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regarding the rezoning of Part Lot 1 DP 42475 and Allot 347, 348 and 349 TN 
OF Grahamtown 
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Eden Edwardson

From: Dr Grant Webby <Grant.Webby@damwatch.co.nz>
Sent: Wednesday, January 29, 2020 7:52 AM
To: Robert Burgoyne
Cc: grant and rosemary
Subject: RE: Zoning of 34 Cockburn Street, Onerahi

EXTERNAL: This email originated from outside Whangarei District Council. Do not click links or open attachments unless 
you recognise the sender and know the content is safe. 
Hi Robert 

I’ve discussed the zoning preference for our property with other family members and can confirm that we wish to opt 
for the Low Residential Zone category. 

Kind regards 

Grant Webby 
Principal Hydraulic Engineer

+64 21 193 7979 +64 4 381 1384 +64 4 381 1301

 Level 3, 88 The Terrace, PO Box 1549, Wellington 6140, New Zealand 

From: Robert Burgoyne [mailto:robert.burgoyne@wdc.govt.nz] 
Sent: Tuesday, 14 January 2020 6:33 a.m. 
To: Dr Grant Webby 
Cc: grant and rosemary 
Subject: RE: Zoning of 34 Cockburn Street, Onerahi 

Thanks Grant. That should be fine to wait until the 27th but I will tentatively pencil it in as Low Density Residential for 
now. 

Kind regards, 

Robert Burgoyne 

Senior Planner | District Plan 

Whangarei District Council | Forum North | Private Bag 9023, Whangarei 0148 | www.wdc.govt.nz 

P 09 430 4200 | DDI 09 470 3185 | E robert.burgoyne@wdc.govt.nz 

Like us on Facebook 

From: Dr Grant Webby <Grant.Webby@damwatch.co.nz> 
Sent: Monday, 13 January 2020 1:44 PM 
To: Robert Burgoyne <robert.burgoyne@wdc.govt.nz> 
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Cc: grant and rosemary <grms.webby@xtra.co.nz> 
Subject: RE: Zoning of 34 Cockburn Street, Onerahi 

EXTERNAL: This email originated from outside Whangarei District Council. Do not click links or open attachments unless 
you recognise the sender and know the content is safe. 
Hi Robert 

I have had a good look at the information you sent on the different zoning options.  Either the Low Density 
Residential Zone or the Rural Production Zone would appear to best suit our family objectives for the land in 
question.  However, as you pointed out, the disadvantage of the Rural Production Zone is the requirement for 
an 8 m setback distances for new buildings.  It is not likely that we would want to construct any additional 
sheds but we could not rule it out. 

To preserve flexibility for the future then, it would probably be best if we opted for the Low Density 
Residential Zone. 

I still have to confirm this with one of my brothers.  The Christmas break has made communication difficult 
with both of us being away on holiday.  I will endeavour to get back to you by Monday 27 January if you can 
wait that long.  If this is too long to wait, then I suggest we just proceed with the Low Density Residential Zone 
option. 

Kind regards 

Grant Webby 

Grant Webby 
Principal Hydraulic Engineer

+64 21 193 7979 +64 4 381 1384 +64 4 381 1301

 Level 3, 88 The Terrace, PO Box 1549, Wellington 6140, New Zealand

From: Robert Burgoyne 
Sent: Wednesday, December 11, 2019 8:31 AM 
To: grms.webby@xtra.co.nz 
Subject: Zoning of 34 Cockburn Street, Onerahi 

Hi Grant, 

Following up from our phone conversation we have further reviewed the zoning of your sites in Onerahi. 

The main options appear to be the proposed General Residential Zone, the Low Density Residential Zone or the Rural 
Production Zone. I have attached the recommended versions of the GRZ and LDRZ Chapters as well as the operative 
Rural Production Environment Chapter.  
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I note that farming is a permitted activity within each zone but a key thing to consider are the building setback 
restrictions. As discussed the Rural Production Environment would impose 8m setbacks which could restrict further 
sheds, garages, etc. 

In addition the QEII Covenant along the back sections would protect that area from future development. 

Please feel free to get in touch if you would like to discuss these options further or have any questions or concerns. We 
are aiming to provide a response to the Commissioners by the end of January. 

Kind regards, 
Robert Burgoyne

Senior Planner | District Plan

Whangarei District Council | Forum North | Private Bag 9023, Whangarei 0148 | www.wdc.govt.nz

P 09 430 4200 | DDI 09 470 3185 | E robert.burgoyne@wdc.govt.nz

Like us on Facebook

Attention: This email together with any attachments is confidential and may be subject to legal privilege. If you are not 
the intended recipient please delete the message and notify the sender. Any views or opinions presented are solely 
those of the author and will not necessarily reflect the views of Damwatch.  

Attachment 7A



Attachment 7B: Post Hearing Correspondence from Alison Thompson, 

Whangarei District Council’s Infrastructure Development Manger, in 

response to the evidence on behalf of EB Developments and C & K Pyle 



1

Eden Edwardson

From: Alison Thompson
Sent: Wednesday, January 8, 2020 4:53 PM
To: Robert Burgoyne
Subject: RE: Geotech reports in evidence
Attachments: Pages from Pre-Circulated-Evidence-EB-Developments (002).pdf

Hi Robert, 

I have reviewed both reports as well as reviewed the details with our technical experts and make the following 
comments: 

C&K Pyle submission: 
The Hawthorn & Geddes report regarding parts of the site being subject to flooding. The report as it stands, shows 
flooding to be low level enough to be addressed through mitigation but it does not go to the level required to 
adequately demonstrate this. We would expect to see rain on grid using 0.5-1m x 0.5-1m grid from Lidar data and the 
model to be run with proposed building footprints to demonstrate it is adequate to support the change in zoning. I have 
attached an image below of a model with the building footprint shown, as an example. 
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EB Developments submission: 
The LDE report is comprehensive, but there are strict requirements for the location of building sites. Any development 
or building consent will need to meet the restrictions as set out in the Geotechnical report, being within, either the 
building set back as shown on drawing 16396-G01 (attached) or a palisade wall designed and constructed by a suitably 
experienced CPEng geotechnical engineer as per the geotechnical report. If the zoning was to change this would need to 
be incorporated into the decision. 

Nga Mihi, 
Alison 

From: Robert Burgoyne <robert.burgoyne@wdc.govt.nz> 
Sent: Friday, 3 January 2020 8:56 am 
To: Alison Thompson <alison.thompson@wdc.govt.nz> 
Subject: RE: Geotech reports in evidence 

Hi Alison, 

Just checking in on this to see if you have heard any response back. Particularly interested in the EB Developments one 
out at Onerahi as there has been some concern raised by neighbours. 

Cheers, 

Robert Burgoyne 

Senior Planner | District Plan 

Whangarei District Council | Forum North | Private Bag 9023, Whangarei 0148 | www.wdc.govt.nz 

P 09 430 4200 | DDI 09 470 3185 | E robert.burgoyne@wdc.govt.nz 

Like us on Facebook 

From: Robert Burgoyne  
Sent: Monday, 11 November 2019 11:33 AM 
To: Alison Thompson <alison.thompson@wdc.govt.nz> 
Cc: Melissa Mcgrath <Melissa.McGrath@wdc.govt.nz> 
Subject: Geotech reports in evidence 

Hi Alison, 

Following up from our discussion please see attached two statements of evidence we have recently received which 
include a Geotech report and a flooding assessment.  

If you and the team are able to provide any comments or feedback on these that would be greatly appreciated. Feel free 
to get in touch if you have any questions. 

Cheers, 
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Whangarei District Council’s Infrastructure Planning and Capital 

Works Manger, in response to the evidence on behalf of D, P and J 

Robinson 
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Eden Edwardson

From: Robert Burgoyne
Sent: Friday, January 24, 2020 12:39 PM
To: Robert Burgoyne
Subject: Robinson - 126 Vinegar Hill Rd

From: Shelley Wharton <shelley.wharton@wdc.govt.nz> 
Sent: Wednesday, 27 November 2019 1:04 PM 
To: Robert Burgoyne <robert.burgoyne@wdc.govt.nz> 
Cc: Heather Osborne <heather.osborne@wdc.govt.nz> 
Subject: RE: Robinson - 126 Vinegar Hill Rd 

Hi Robert 
Sorry to take so long to get back to you. 
Their report has not addressed wastewater at all – these are generic statements and not specific infrastructure plans, 
capacity calculations or costs of upgrading the network to a standard that would allow the development to proceed. 
There would need to be a network modelling exercise (whole city network to test scenarios), and a cost-benefit analysis 
completed to demonstrate that the cost of providing the upgraded wastewater services is reasonable for the yield of 
Lots expected. 
As in my previous email the entire trunk wastewater network from Vinegar Hill to the Kioreroa Rd Wastewater 
Treatment Plan is severely under capacity to service additional development beyond current zoning. This statement is 
based on network modelling data and currently zoned development capacity. To service any additional development 
the This will be a substantial cost, and take substantial time, none of which is funded or planned at present. There are 
no plans to undertake this work within the next 10 years, therefore it is unreasonable to rezone land when there is no 
ability for it to be serviced within the life of the District Plan. There will be another opportunity to reconsider zoning in 
the next rolling review. 

It is also unreasonable to say that the developer could upgrade the network, and that council could fund the works 
when there is no analysis of Council’s ability to charge or pay for this for. There is nothing in the report to back up their 
statements. 

And as you say nothing about how adequate water supply capacity could be provided. 

Ngā Mihi Mahana 

Shelley Wharton BE(Env) NZDipBus PRINCE2 MEngNZ 

Manager – Infrastructure Planning & Capital Works Department 

Whangarei District Council: Te Kaunihera a rohe o Whangārei | L1 Walton Plaza | Private Bag 9023, Whangārei 0148 | www.wdc.govt.nz 

P 09 430 4200 M 0274 749 028 | E shelley.wharton@wdc.govt.nz 

Like us on Facebook
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From: Robert Burgoyne <robert.burgoyne@wdc.govt.nz> 
Sent: Tuesday, 26 November 2019 8:20 AM 
To: Shelley Wharton <shelley.wharton@wdc.govt.nz> 
Cc: Heather Osborne <heather.osborne@wdc.govt.nz> 
Subject: RE: Robinson - 126 Vinegar Hill Rd 

Good morning, 

Sorry to bug you , just checking if you have had a chance to look at this. The submitters are presenting on Thursday this 
week. We don’t necessarily need to respond on Thursday but just need to be able to confirm that we are looking into it 
from an infrastructure perspective. 

Thanks, 

Robert Burgoyne 

Senior Planner | District Plan 

Whangarei District Council | Forum North | Private Bag 9023, Whangarei 0148 | www.wdc.govt.nz 

P 09 430 4200 | DDI 09 470 3185 | E robert.burgoyne@wdc.govt.nz 

Like us on Facebook 
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Whangarei District Council’s Waste and Drainage Asset Engineer, in 

response to A and C Rushton submission    
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Eden Edwardson

From: Diana Staveley
Sent: Thursday, December 5, 2019 2:25 PM
To: Robert Burgoyne
Subject: RE: 11 Patiki Street water and WW capacity

Hi Robert 

My preliminary modelling of the site  (based on 30 lots) shows that it does not meet our firefighting requirements at the 
upper part of the site (60m). Causes severe negative pressures in the network. 

Regards Diana 

From: Robert Burgoyne <robert.burgoyne@wdc.govt.nz> 
Sent: Thursday, 21 November 2019 2:25 PM 
To: Diana Staveley <Diana.Staveley@wdc.govt.nz>; Casper Kandori <Casper.Kandori@wdc.govt.nz> 
Subject: 11 Patiki Street water and WW capacity 

Hi Diana and Casper, 

We have had a query about infrastructure capacity at the end of Patiki Street. The owner of 11 Patiki Street is 
requesting rezoning to Living 1 Environment which would enable serviced subdivision down to 500m2 lots.  

We have other concerns with the site besides infrastructure but I was wondering if you would be able to do a quick 
check as to whether or not there would be capacity to service the site if it were developed to Living 1 scale? 
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Happy to discuss further, 

Robert Burgoyne 

Senior Planner | District Plan 

Whangarei District Council | Forum North | Private Bag 9023, Whangarei 0148 | www.wdc.govt.nz 

P 09 430 4200 | DDI 09 470 3185 | E robert.burgoyne@wdc.govt.nz 

Like us on Facebook 
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Eden Edwardson

From: Brett Hood <brett@reyburnandbryant.co.nz>
Sent: Thursday, January 30, 2020 8:01 AM
To: Robert Burgoyne
Cc: Melissa Mcgrath
Subject: RE: Northland Christian Camp

EXTERNAL: This email originated from outside Whangarei District Council. Do not click links or open attachments unless 
you recognise the sender and know the content is safe. 
Hi Robert 

I received feedback on these provisions from NCC last night. They are comfortable with what you have 
proposed.  

Thank you for your help on this. 

Kind Regards 

Brett Hood 
Director 

m 021 609 798 | p 09 438 3563 | f 09 438 0251 
PO Box 191 Whangarei 0140 | www.reyburnandbryant.co.nz 

Caution: This e-mail message and accompanying data may contain information that is confidential and subject to privilege. If you are not the intended 
recipient, you are notified that any use, dissemination, distribution or copying of this message or data is prohibited. If you have received this e-mail in 
error please notify reyburn@reyburnandbryant.co.nz immediately and delete all material pertaining to this e-mail. 

Reyburn & Bryant accepts no responsibility for changes to this email, or for any attachments, after its transmission from Reyburn & Bryant 

From: Robert Burgoyne <robert.burgoyne@wdc.govt.nz> 
Sent: Wednesday, 29 January 2020 2:46 PM 
To: Brett Hood <brett@reyburnandbryant.co.nz> 
Cc: Melissa Mcgrath <Melissa.McGrath@wdc.govt.nz> 
Subject: Northland Christian Camp 

Hi Brett, 

Please see attached the updated draft NCCP precinct rules. 

Happy to discuss. 
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