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Patuharakeke Hapū 

Patuharakeke Te Iwi Trust Board 

PO Box 557  

Whangarei 0140 

(Email: c/-admin@patuharakeke.maori.nz) 

03 July 2019 

Whangarei District Council 

Private Bag 9023 

Whangarei 0148 

To: mailroom@wdc.govt.nz 

RE: SUBMISSION ON PLAN CHANGES - Plan Change 82 A & B, 88 A-J, 109, 115, 136, 143, 144, 

145, 147 & 148 : District Plan Changes: Urban and Services 

Ko Manaia te Maunga 
Ko Whangarei Terenga Paraoa te Moana 
Ko Patuharakeke te Hapū 
Ko Takahiwai te Marae 

INTRODUCTION 

1. This submission is from Patuharakeke Te Iwi Trust (PTB) on behalf of Patuharakeke Hapū, tangata

whenua of the Rohe o Patuharakeke with respect to mana whenua, mana moana, mana

takutaimoana.  Patuharakeke Rohe is located on the south side of the Whangarei harbour and

includes our marae at Takahiwai. Our rohe includes all the lands beginning at Otaika then west to

Tangihua ranges, including Ruarangi and then south through Waikiekie and on to Taipuha and

then across to Wakatarariki (Bream Tail)... onwards to the northern point of Mangawhai Harbour,

then out to Te Hauturu o Toi to Aotea and up through the Mokohinau's to Tawhitirahi and

Aorangi (the Poor Knights) and encompassing Marotiri, Ngatuturu and Taranga (the Hen and

Chickens). The boundary runs up the centre of the Whangarei Harbour to the south side up

through Toetoe to Otaika (the point of commencement) and back down the harbour to take in

Kopuawaiwaha, Mangapai, Totara, Springfield, Mata, Mangawhati, Ngatiti, Takahiwai, One Tree

Point, Poupouwhenua, Ruakaka, Waipu and Langs Beach to Wakatarariki (Bream Tail). A visual

depiction of our current rohe for the purposes of contemporary management is provided below.
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Figure 1: Patuharakeke Rohe for Contemporary Management Purposes 
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2. SUBMISSION 

 General Comments 

 

2.1 The attached table summarises our submission points in relation to each chapter, including 

a brief assessment of how Patuharakeke cultural values and the Patuharakeke Hapū 

Environmental Management Plan (“HEMP”); are acknowledged in the chapter and the 

s32(A) evaluation report.  

 

2.2 Overall, there is minimal inclusion of cultural values in the chapters and the associated 

evaluation reports. In the evaluation reports there is minimal reference to our HEMP and all 

evaluation reports fail to acknowledge at least one appropriate factor in the HEMP and 

contain no analysis of how HEMP provisions were taken into account.  

 
2.3 We would also point out the minimal and poor use of Te Reo Māori in the plan changes and 

reports. This matter is in our view, representative of some of the broader failings of WDC to 

respect its obligations under Te Tiriti and lack of understanding of the Te Reo Māori as 

taonga that WDC has an obligation to protect.  

 
2.4 We are concerned that while WDC has actively steered our rohe towards becoming an 

industrial and commercial area to rival Whangarei city itself, these plan changes make no 

provision for affordable housing. The people that work in Marsden Point and Ruakaka can 

barely afford to live there and the social impacts on the community and our hapū are 

significant. Scores of people are commuting every day, our people cannot afford to come 

home form Auckland or Australia to live, work and contribute to our community here; 

instead the majority moving in are wealthy absentee holiday home owners or wealthy 

retirees.  These needs are only going to become more and more acute and some forward 

thinking is required now.  

 
3. HEARING 

 
The Writer is authorised to make this submission on behalf of PTB.  We wish to be heard in 

support of our submission.  

 

If others make a similar submission, we will consider presenting a joint case with them at a 

hearing.  

  
 

 

 Heoi ano ra 

 

 
For Patuharakeke Te Iwi Trust  
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CHAPTER  COMMENT ON OBJECTIVE, 
POLICIES AND METHODS 

RELEVANT HEMP 
CONSIDERATIONS/ASSESSMENT 
 

 
RELIEF SOUGHT  

147 EARTHWORKS  
 
The objective of this chapter is to 
minimise the impact of land 
instability and compaction. 
 
 

PTB support the rules where 
Discretionary consent status is 
triggered  if earthworks: 
 
“Occur within a Site of Significance 
to Maori or within 10m of any 
archaeological site.”1 
 
We acknowledge that the rural and 
other chapters (as well as regional 
policy) addresses more signifcant 
issues with earthworks from a mana 
whenua perspective. 
 
 

While some of the relevant HEMP 
provisions are broadly mentioned in 
the evaluation/ s32 report, there is 
no description of how they have 
been taken into account. 
 
We are concerned with the s32 
report which notes, that there has 
been no consultation on this 
proposed change as it is intended to 
be a ‘place holder’ for more 
comprehensive changes.  
 
What happens in the interim? We 
are aware that council wants to 
avoid duplication of other agency 
responsibilities but some district 
plans do contain accidental 
discovery protocols. 

Relief sought: 
Develop wording for protection of 
accidental discoveries (ie. non 
recorded archaeological sites) eg. 
AUP district land disturbance rules 
(E12.3 (4) as an example: 
 
Manage the impact on Mana 
Whenua cultural heritage that is 
discovered undertaking land 
disturbance by:  
• requiring a protocol for the 

accidental discovery of kōiwi, 
archaeology and artefacts of 
Māori origin;  

• undertaking appropriate actions 
in accordance with mātauranga 
and tikanga Māori; and 
undertaking appropriate 
measures to avoid adverse 
effects, or where adverse effects 
cannot be avoided, effects are 
remedied or mitigated. 

                                                
1 Whāngārei District Council (2019) Proposed Plan Changes: Earthworks, page 2.  
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SUBDIVISION 
Objectives are that land is 
subdivided to achieve the 
objectives of each relevant zone, 
overlays and district wide 
provisions.  
 
Land is subdivided in a manner 
that provides for the needs of the 
community. 
 
Subdivision and development 
provides for the efficient and 
orderly provision of services and 
infrastructure.  
 
Subdivision is designed to 
minimise adverse effects on the 
environment and occurs in a 
sequenced and coherent.  
 
 

PTB support the following 
provisions: 
 
The policy to: “Appropriately avoid, 
remedy or mitigate adverse effects 
on: Sites of significance to Maori.”2 

  

The controlled status for any 
subdivision where:  
 
“The land contains a Site of 
Significance to Māori, or an area of 
historic heritage and the proposed 
boundaries are located to ensure 
that the whole Site of Significance to 
Māori or area of historic heritage is 
entirely within one of the allotments 
produced by the subdivision.” 3 
 
 
 
 
 

Provision for incentivising the 
protection of indigenous vegetation 
will be the subject of a future plan 
change (127). This is inconsistent 
with the HEMP (ie. policy directing  
precaution and protection of 
biodiversity.4 This potentially leaves 
a gap in the interim until this future 
plan change eventuates. 
 
While some of the relevant HEMP 
provisions are broadly mentioned in 
the evaluation report, there is no 
description of how they have been 
taken into account. 
 
We note that the Draft plan was 
apparently provided to iwi and hapū 
for feedback and pre-consultation 
and presented to Council and iwi and 
hapū working groups Te Karearea 
and Te Huinga.5 PTB were not 
provided with a draft of this chapter. 

 n/a 

                                                
2 Whāngārei District Council (2019) Proposed Plan Change: Subdivision, page 2.  
3 Whāngārei District Council (2019) Proposed Plan Change: Subdivision, page 3.  
4 Whāngārei District Council (2019) S32 Report PC 147, page 5. 
5 Whāngārei District Council (2019) S32 Report PC 148: Part B: Subdivision, page 41.	
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136 THREE WATERS 
MANAGEMENT  
 
The focus of this chapter is to 
manage the impact of land use on 
three waters management.  
 
 

PTB Support the kaupapa of this 
chapter which is largely consistent 
with the values as expressed in 
HEMP, ie. provisions requiring: 
 
“An assessment of any potential 
effects (including cumulative effects) 
of the development in relation to the 
site, any adjoining sites, the wider 
catchment and cultural values.” 6 
 
Minimise adverse effects from 
stormwater and wastewater on 
people, property, infrastructure, the 
receiving environment and cultural 
values.7 
 

General comment: 
 PTB support the intent ie. 
promoting of green infrastructure 
and greater clarity around waste 
water management; (eg. Policy 8) 
“to enable and recognise the 
benefits of green infrastructure and 
low impact and water sensitive 
design”  

n/a  

115 CONSERVATION ZONE 
Protect and enhance natural, 
ecological, landscapes, cultural 
and heritage values of the 
Conservation Zone.  
 

PTB generally support the objective 
and policies eg.  to protect the 
“cultural” values of open space; and 
• Policy to ensure that natural, 

cultural, heritage and 
recreational values are not 
compromised by the nature, 
scale and design of activities and 
buildings. 

• To avoid fragmentation of open 

The s32 Report again fails to address 
material elements of the HEMP and 
how they have been taken into 
account. There is substantive 
relevant policy on the management 
of reserves/WDC/DOC owned land in  
s 2.9 (m,o&p) and 5.7.3 (e&f) of the 
HEMP. As such, WDC should have 
carried out direct consultation in 
regard to this proposed zoning with 
PTB.  
This is particularly concerning in 

Relief sought: It is our position that 
in the interim the zoning should 
remain Rural Production 
Environment on map 42/44. 

                                                
6 Whāngārei District Council (2019) Proposed Plan Change: Three Waters Management, page 2.  
7 Whāngārei District Council (2019) Proposed Plan Change: Three Waters Management, page 10. 	
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space land, where to do so would 
not protect the listed values 
(including “cultural values”); and 

• Provides for customary 
vegetation clearance. 

• Buildings associated with 
recreational, educational, 
cultural and conservation 
activities, complement and not 
compromise the values and 
qualities of Conservation Zone 
are provided for. 

 
 

relation to map 42 where Pukekauri 
forest has been rezoned as 
Conservation Zone. As mentioned 
PTB are supportive of much of the 
intent of the zoning because it aligns 
with our kaitiaki values. However, 
we have been in discussions with 
WDC for a number of years now 
about the status of these blocks. 
They only come to be in WDC 
ownership because they are public 
works takings. As PTB have 
continuously pointed out in earlier 
plan change consultations such as 
the Rural and Coastal package, our 
hapū suffers ongoing prejudice and 
barriers to the development of the 
1% of hapū owned land we have 
retained since colonisation through 
district plan zonings and overlays.  
These blocks are subject to our 
Treaty of Waitangi Claims and PTB 
have made it clear that our hapū 
have aspirations for the return of the 
Pukekauri Blocks, and have 
aspirations for the use of those 
blocks for kaitiakitanga, cultural and 
educational purposes. Applying 
conservation zoning will create a 
more restrictive regime for any 
development on this land, even 
development of a minor and 
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sympathetic nature that we envisage 
should be enabled.  

144 PORT ZONE 
 

PTB Support the following objectives 
and policies: 
 
SPPO-O6 – Cultural Values To 
recognise and provide for the 
relationship of Maori and their 
culture and traditions with their 
cultural landscapes in the future 
development and expansion of the 
Port. 
 
SPPO-O4 – Public Access to the 
Coastal Marine Area. 
Maintain, and where practicable 
enhance public access, use and 
enjoyment of the coastal marine 
area, provided it does not adversely 
affect the efficient and safe 
operation of the Port. 
 
SPPO-P6 – Cultural Values Ensure 
activities within the SPPO are 
undertaken in a manner which 
recognises and provides for the 
cultural values associated with 
cultural landscapes by: 
• Limiting the height of buildings 

and outdoor storage areas to 

In this instance WDC did undertake 
preliminary consultation with PTB. 
We support the proposed provisions 
that provide for appropriate access 
to the coast and protection of our 
relationships and cultural landscapes 
that have been taken on board.  
 
However, there is no ability in Port 
Zone B to provide for the small 
native plant nursery PTB would like 
to develop. Discussions have already 
been held with Northport and MMH 
for some time and they are 
supportive of this initiative. The 
objective of the nursery is to supply 
the surrounding Port Zone, HI, LI and 
housing developments in our rohe 
with landscaping plants to assist in 
the protection of our cultural values. 
This would support the 
enhancement of Blacksmiths 
Creek/Rauiri, and positively impact 
cultural landscapes in our rapidly 
urbanizing environment. This 
venture would support local hapū to 
be visible and active on 
Poupouwhenua, providing some 
employment and potentially eco-

Relief sought: 
Develop wording to provide for a 
minor nursery as an ancillary activity 
to port operations with permitted 
status. 
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• minimise adverse effects on 
cultural landscapes; and 

• Requiring an assessment of 
cultural values where these may 
be adversely affected by future 
development within the SPPO. 

cultural tourism opportunities of a 
small and intermittent/seasonal 
nature/scale alongside ie. a small 
“container market” with coffee, local 
weaving/art products etc for the 
community and future visitors eg. 
cruise ships to visit. 
 

88H HEAVY INDUSTRIAL  

 

 

PTB oppose the  40m maximum 
building height in this zone. 

This height limit is excessive, ie 
Auckland Unitary Plan maximum in 
HI zone is 20m. The existing and 
anticipated development requiring 
cranes, towers etc is anticipated in 
Proposed port zone and refinery 
precinct, however allowing more 
development up to 40m in other 
parts of our rohe can compromise 
cultural and other landscape values, 
and amenity, particularly as most of 
this zoning located adjacent to 
coastal areas.  
 
We note that Educational facilities 
are non-complying - this could be 
restrictive ie. Tertiary education 
facilities that are accessory to an 
industrial activity on the site (trade 
training etc) or related to 
aquaculture industry should be 
provided for. 
 

Relief sought: 
Amend rules so that building height 
over 20m is restrict discretionary 
status, not permitted. 
 
Make consequential amendments to 
provide for appropriate educational 
facilities. 
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88G LIGHT INDUSTRIAL 
 

 Educational facilities are non-
complying this could be too 
restrictive ie. Tertiary education 
facilities that are accessory to an 
industrial activity on the site (trade 
training etc) 
 

Make consequential amendments to 
provide for appropriate educational 
facilities. 

88I - NEW LIVING ZONES 

Including the Low-density 
Residential, Medium-density 
Residential, High-density 
Residential and Residential Zones. 
The High-density Residential zone 
is mainly for high density 
residential development and non-
residential activities are 
discouraged. 

High density zone 
PTB Do not support the Notification 
requirements ie.: Any restricted 
discretionary activity under HDR-R21 
and MDR-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)  
 

The HEMP points out that 
Subdivision and development can 
have significant effects on tangata 
whenua values, including sense of 
place, cultural identity, indigenous 
biodiversity, mahinga kai, and waahi 
tapu. While these are mainly 
addressed in the rural chapters and 
other regional documents, s 5.6.2 
and 5.6.4 contain relevant guidance 
on the role of Patuharakeke in urban 
planning and development in our 
rohe. 

As drafted there is no policy 
direction for consideration of 
cultural effects apart from the 
information requirements for an 
urban design assessment which 
requires an assessment of : 
“The character and scale of 
surrounding development including 
any cultural or historic heritage 
features.” 
 

Relief sought: 
Amend the Information 
Requirements as follows (see 
underlined text amendments) 
1. All applications for resource 
consent pursuant to HDR-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.” 
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 
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There is no incentive to incorporate 
local traditional names, narratives 
and interpretation into these 
developments. 
 
 

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 
Add 
iv. Any proposed measure to 
incorporate local māori design 
elements (for example refer to Te 
Aranga Principles)8  
 
Add 
d. “Any consultation undertaken 
with mana whenua and an a 
summary of the results of that 
consultation”  
 
If these amendments are not made 
then the notification (or lack 
thereof) requirement will need 
modification to ensure mana 
whenua will be notified (ie. that PTB 
are notified as a special 
circumstance for all of these type of 
applications within our rohe) 

                                                
8 http://www.aucklanddesignmanual.co.nz/design-subjects/maori-design/te_aranga_principles 
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88E LOCAL COMMERCIAL 
ZONES. 

 

PTB recognise the provisions are 
generally a tweak of what already 
exists ie. Ruakaka Town Centre and 
do not have strong views on the 
proposed provisions. 

General comment: 
As discussed above for the new 
residential zones, there is no 
guidance on how local mana whenua 
interpretation and design can be a 
consideration alongside amenity and 
other values that are specifically 
mentioned in this chapter.  

 

 



FORM 5 SUBMISSION ON A CHANGE PROPOSED TO THE 
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Attn: District Plan Department 
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Submitter Details 

Full Name of Submitter 

Tim King 

Address for service of the Submitter 

PO Box 335045 
Browns Bay 
Auckland 0753  

OR 

1987 Ngunguru Road 
Ngunguru 

Email: tim@cgstudio.co.nz 
Phone: 027 696 0390 

Submission #174
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Scope of submission 
 

This is a submission in support of, and in opposition to 88I and 148 of the Draft Urban 

and Services Plan Change. The specific provisions that this submission relates to are:  

SUB-R5 minimum lot size of 450m2  

SUB-R5 minimum lot size of 300m2  

MDR, HDR and SUB objectives and policies  

MDR, and HDR development standards  discretionary activity status for non-compliance  

MDR-R2 and HDR-R2 Building Height scope of rule 

MDR-R3 and HDR-R3 Building Setbacks scope of rule 

MDR-R4 and HDR-R4 Building Height in Relation to Boundary scope of rule 

MDR-R5 and HDR-R5 Outdoor Living Court scope of rule 

MDR-R7 and HDR-R7 Landscaping scope of rule 

MDR-R8 and HDR-R8 Fences scope of rule 

MDR-R9 and HDR-R10 Carparking scope of rule 

MDR-R13 and HDR-R14 Principal Residential Unit scope of rule 

MDR-R14 and HDR-R15 Minor Residential Unit scope of rule 

 

Summary 
 

I support (with one exception and a few minor amendments) the proposed Objectives and 

Policies.  

They put forward a vision of residential development that supports quality, variety, and 

acknowledges urban design values that encourage community and social well-being.  

 

I do not support many of the proposed Rules.  



They fail completely to deliver the vision laid out in the Objectives and Policies. They are 

the sorts of rules that for decades have produced inefficient, low quality, homogenous 

amenity outcomes. 

 

I do not support the use of a minimum lot size to manage density, define zones, or for any 

other purpose than to set a threshold for subdivision as a permitted activity.  

 

I do not support Discretionary status when compliance with development standards is not 

achieved. 

 

 

 

  



Introduction 

I am making this submission as a resident of the District, but the substance of my 

submission is drawn from my position as a Director and Principal of Common Ground 

nearly 30 years we have operated almost equally in the public and private sectors here and 

internationally. Our portfolio covers all aspects of urban/rural development and planning 

including new towns, city redevelopment, greenfields development and large infrastructure 

projects. 

 

For the last 15 years we have worked with a number of councils across the country, 

assisting them to transition their plans to better incorporate best practice urban design 

principles and, in particular, to manage higher density residential environments. The form 

of our engagement in this process has always been through real projects of considerable 

size. 

Our role in these projects has been to design an exemplar status scheme with, initially, no 

regard for the existing district plan. In collaboration with the council the scheme would 

then be deconstructed in order to develop a rule set that might form the basis of the 

future plan. Our final task was then to stress-test the rules to measure their robustness.  

The nature of this work always had a split purpose. On the one hand the focus was on 

being able to attain much better design, environmental and economic outcomes from the 

district plans. Equally important however was the consent application process itself. The 

aim was for any change in approach to be easier and quicker to administer by the council; 

it should be amenable to a degree of automation; and it should provide more certainty of 

outcome in all respects for applicants as well as the public. 

This has been an evolving and iterative process spread over several councils and many 

years. The rule changes I suggest here represent the cumulative result of that work.  

 

I have confined my submission to the two main residential chapters (MDR, HDR) and the 

parts of the Subdivision chapter that relate to them. This is largely a matter of convenience. 

The matters I want to bring to the Draft Plan Change are relevant to all zones, but they are 

more obviously expressed in MDR and HDR. 

 



Subdivision 
 

General 
 

The way in which development outcomes and effects can be managed is scale dependent. 

For lots larger than 4 500m2 the spatial margin is large enough that negative effects can 

(largely) be confined to the lot, and at that point controlled by rules.  

for smaller lot sizes. At that scale, margins can 

reduce to millimetres. The higher the density the more important it is to begin with the 

building design, and then progress to the provision of amenity and removal of effects 

beyond the site. Only at that point can the lot boundaries be confidently defined. 

In practice, the limit of the traditional approach to subdivision is somewhere around the 

4 500m2 mark. That suggests that subdivision as a permitted activity should stop 

somewhere around there, and that subdivision for lots smaller than this should be a 

Restricted Discretionary activity based on well-defined performance standards. 

 

Density 

Density as it relates to effects and perceived impacts is NOT a function of lot size for lots 

below, say, 500m2.  

Density IS a function of site coverage. 

A 450m2 site could have a maximum building coverage of, say, 40%. The effects of the 

building mass and ensuing environmental effects are set. Two 225m2 sites with a maximum 

building coverage of 40% will produce the same result. 

There are differences between the two in eg the supply of services, though, unless in an 

area these are at capacity, the effect is an increase in efficiency and a reduction in per 

household cost of the services across the city. 

 

Amenity 

Amenity is NOT a function of lot size. 

Amenity IS a function of lot efficiency and design. 



It is not uncommon for small lots (eg 3 350m2) to exhibit far higher levels of residential 

amenity than lots more than double their size. 

In regard to MDR and HDR zones, all residential lots should be required to provide the 

same baseline amenity value. The only real difference between the two is of built character 

 HDR allows for three storey buildings and anticipates more attached housing types. 

Neither of these factors necessarily equate to lot size. It is easy to produce stand-alone 

houses with very high on-site amenity on lots of 150m2, and some terrace houses with the 

same amenity may need a lot of 300m2. 

It is almost impossible for rules primarily based on a minimum lot size to effectively 

manage density.  

 

SUB-R5: 1, SUB-R6: 2 

I disagree with both of these rules for the reasons that:  

 ty 

  

 They are most likely to create lots that are inefficient 

I suggest the following: 

1. Subdivision resulting in minimum net lot sizes greater than 450m2 is a 

permitted activity. 

2. Subdivision resulting in minimum net lot sizes less than 450m2 is a restricted 

discretionary activity (the proposed subdivision including buildings assessed 

against all performance standards). 

 

I submit that a building coverage rule be included somewhere to manage built-form 

density in both MDR and HDR zones. 

Building Coverage 
MDR  The maximum building coverage must not exceed 40% of the net site area. 

HDR  The maximum building coverage must not exceed 45% of the net site area. 

 

 



Overview, Objectives and Policies  
 

The principles outlined in the Objectives and Policies are largely sound but vaguely 

defined. They introduce some design concepts eg diversity of lot size and housing types, 

active frontage, the avoidance of cul-de-sacs, discontinuous facades, solar access, etc, and 

although some supporting information is provided to help inform some of these matters, it 

is not nearly enough. 

Rules are fixed, whereas design is intrinsically response based. For the rules to work, a 

certain level of design guidance and control needs to be introduced at the level of the 

Overview, Objectives and Policies to secure the quality that they espouse and for both 

applicants and the public to have more certainty in regard to outcomes. 

The following concepts are basic urban design principles that need to be included in some 

way so that the rules will work for high amenity levels to be achieved and so that residents 

and the community can benefit from their investment in services, infrastructure and open-

space. 

 The use of rear lanes for lot access (with an indication of how they would work and 

what they might look like) 

 The need to be able to live on both sides of the house (public yard / private yard) 

 Pushing all the houses to the street (keeping houses out of the rear yard) 

 The differen  

 The street as the primary open-space amenity 

 The purpose of the side yard 

 How to front open-space areas 

 Extra road types (eg mews, lanes, green streets) to be added to the COP 

 The requirement to maximise amenity 

 The requirement to maximise lot efficiency 

 Ideal block sizes 

 

The picture of development these elements paint is simpler than the length of the list. 

When applied collectively they dispense with the need for a number of rules and 

automatically limit the effects of many more. They create environments that are much more 

social with far higher levels of amenity and environmental quality, no matter what the 

density.  



 
 

Objectives 
 

I support all of the Objectives. 

I seek the inclusion of: 

An Objective that relates to economically efficient subdivision.  

Amenity in the form of open-space, roads, services and facilities is a cost borne by 

the whole community in perpetuity. Low density / low efficient development is very 

expensive  twice as costly per lot in this regard as medium density, and provides 

only half the rate-take to help fund it. 

 

An Objective that relates to subdivision encouraging modal shift. 

Apart from just being a very good thing economically, environmentally, socially, and 

for public health, an objective focussed on modal shift would go a long way to help 

inform the overall layout and detail design of streets and public open-space. 

 

 

Policies 
 

MDR-P1:1  Density and Character 

Referencing my comments above there should never be any need to have multiple 

households per lot within this zone, therefore: 

I submit that this rule be deleted. 

 

P3  On Site Amenity 

Useabl

be replaced by: 



1. Two usable living courts if possible  a private court to the rear (manditory) 

and a public court to the front, connected to active living rooms within the 

house. 

 

P4  Outdoor Living Courts 

The proposed living court rules are already extremely mean and fall below what I would 

M/HDR-O3  quality living court 

provision further is wrong. Essentially, this Policy suggests that private amenity can be 

adequately replaced by public amenity.  

 

I seek the deletion of both MDR-P4 and HDR-P4 

 

P6.6  Residential Amenity and Character 

P6.6 enforces 

homogeneity of building materials and form. If surrounding housing stock is of low quality 

or creates bad environmental effects, this rule enforces those negative outcomes. 

Sympathetic design is notoriously hard to define, let alone defend or police. Mature plans 

fencing etc  . Plans such as this recognise that a 

great deal of what people appreciate and respond to in the built environment is the 

product of historically contingent and organic variation. This is one of the most important 

factors in creating character for a place and helping it feel liveable. 

This rule also contradicts the O2  Housing Variety objective 

 

I seek the deletion of both MDR-P6.6 and HDR-P6.6 

 

RULES 
 



I seek amendments to nine rules and the inclusion of three others. 

 

R2 Building Height 

The proposed 8m and 11m limits support 2 and 3 storey houses. Floor to ceiling heights 

can be ideal within these limits (2.7m ground floor, 2.4 2.7 upper floors) for flattish sites 

with regular topography. For other sites however, it can result in a reduced quality 

outcome with an artificial reduction in ceiling heights. Several councils have tested the 

effects of a limited breach to the rule and the following is generally agreed to increase 

effects on neighbouring properties to only a very minor extent. 

Therefore, I suggest the text be amended to read: 

1 The maximum building height is #m, except that 50% may exceed by 1m 

max where the entire roof slope is greater than 15°  

 

R3 Building Setbacks 

Front Yards 

the dwellings to be close enough to the front boundary for overlooking and social 

interaction to occur.  

The open space is enhanced when the streetscape is contained and framed by buildings. It 

is also enhanced to the degree that vehicle presence is reduced and vegetation is 

increased. However, a bigger impact than all of these is the level of activity within the lot 

that spills into the street.  

The maximum distance at which people seem willing to engage across the boundary from 

a living court is about 6m. Therefore, in addition to the requirement for a front living court 

(following), a maximum front yard setback is proposed for the house. The setback is to the 

front wall of the building. Architectural additions such as verandahs, pergolas, porches etc 

can be built into the front yard create intermediate spaces that encourage the activity in 

the adjacent room to spill out into the garden at a distance that facilitates social 

interaction. 

The HDR zone aims to increase the intensity of built form. Therefore the minimum front 

setback is reduced. 



Side Yards 

Side yards are seldom useful as active or outlook spaces in residential situations unless 

6m deep. They are useful though for: 

 Access  to the rear and for building maintenance 

 Light (not necessarily direct sun) 

 Ventilation 

House Placement 

If all houses in a street are forced into approximately the same zone on their lots, then a 

number of amenity benefits emerge for the individual lots, for their impacts on the 

neighbour lot, and for the quality of the public realm.  

Public realm quality, servicing efficiency and economics favour tight side yards, with no 

appreciable dis-benefit for individual houses. 

Advantages of controlling the lot layout at this level are: 

 Increased private amenity at the rear 

 No overshadowing of neighbours living yards 

 At least one living court in the sun at any time of the day 

 Maximised lot efficiency 

 Maximised development efficiency (lower infrastructure maintenance costs) 

 Enhanced public realm 

Outlook areas (following) are a method that can be used to more accurately match the 

layout of the house with the usable spaces within the lot. As these ensure sunlight ingress 

no need for a distinction between habitable and non-habitable 

rooms 

MDR-R3 1 2 replace with: 

Front: 3m minimum, 6m maximum 

Setback line applies to the face of the main body of the building. Add-ons 

eg verandahs, porches, bay windows, etc, can extend into the front yard in 

order to draw activity out of the house. 

Sides: 1.1m 

Rear:  1.1m when lot is front accessed   

Variable when lot is rear accessed. 8m minimum between garage doors 

Nil sideyard setback for attached garages  



 

HDR-R3 1 3 (except 1b  retain) replace with: 

Front: 2m minimum, 6m maximum 

Setback line applies to the face of the main body of the building. Add-ons 

eg verandahs, porches, bay windows, etc, can extend into the front yard in 

order to draw activity out of the house. 

Sides: 1.1m 

Rear:  1.1m when lot is front accessed   

Variable when lot is rear accessed. 8m minimum between garage doors 

Nil sideyard setback for attached dwellings or garages  

 

R4 Building Height in Relation to Boundary (HIRB) 

The side faces of a house are not outlook walls unless the site is large, very wide and 

shallow. If houses more or less line up with controlled positioning as above, then direct 

shadowing of one house wall by the neighbouring house wall is has no impact. Other 

councils have arrived at a position where they feel the side yard controls are redundant, 

and that is certainly the case for the length of the boundary along which neighbouring 

houses line up, although questionable for the balance of the lot in less regular 

configurations. Therefore I propose the following   

Both zones, replace 1 2 with: 

1. No HIRB control for the front 15m of the site 

2. For all other side and rear boundaries buildings must not project beyond a 45° 

recession plane measured from a point 3m vertically above the boundary. 

3. A gable end, dormer or roof may project beyond the recession plane where that 

portion beyond the recession plan 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  

4. No more than two gable end, dormer or roof projections are allowed for every 6m 

length of site boundary. 

5. The height in relation to boundary standard does not apply to existing or proposed 

internal boundaries within a site. 

 



MDR-R5 Outdoor Living Court 

The existing rules specify a very small minimum court size  even for a one bedroom 

studio. The position and orientation of the court in relation to the living is not controlled 

sufficiently, particularly in relation to the minimum depth requirement of 4m and the 

importance of outlook.  

For many years, most district plans used a 6m circle rule. This was a little blunt, but gave an 

approximate 35m2 minimum court size. I suggest this is more appropriate, and easily 

attained with lot sizes below even 150m2.  

Adopting outlook rules (following) generally forces a 6m minimum distance perpendicular 

to the main living room doors  the outlook area extends 

over an adjacent accessway or reserve. For that reason I suggest 5m minimum court 

dimension perpendicular to the main living room doors. 

The importance and advantages of a second outdoor living court on the other side of the 

house have been introduced above. The awareness and requirement to create this court 

informs the internal layout of the house in a way that is beneficial. 

Replace Rules 1 2 for both HDR and MDR zones with: 

1. Provide a private living court for every principal residential unit from an active living 

room at ground floor level 

a) 35m2 minimum area 

b) 5m minimum dimension measured perpendicular to the primary door/window of 

the main living area 

2. Provide a public living court from an active living room at ground floor level for 

every residential unit on a lot with road or reserve frontage  

a) 10m2 minimum area  

b) 2.4m minimum depth  

Matters of Discretion: The provision of a public court where street conditions 

mitigate against amenity being achieved. 

3. Private and public living courts from active living rooms above ground floor 

a) 10m2 minimum area  

b) 2.4m minimum depth 

4. All living courts are to be directly accessible from the dwelling. 

5. All living courts are to be free of buildings, parking spaces, servicing and 

manoeuvring areas. 



6. Living courts on the south side (ground level)  

a) Southern boundary of the court separated from the building or wall by at least 

2m + 0.9(h), where (h) is the height of the wall or building.  

 

Delete MDR-R5.3, HDR-R5.2  Solar access ensured automatically by other rules 

(buildings roughly in line, living courts on opposite sides of the house) 

 

MDR-R7: Landscaping 

Area calculations are easier and align more sensibly with impermeable coverage 

calculations if a path allowance is included in the landscape  definition.  

Protection of streetscape amenity from cars being parked in the front yard is better 

achieved through a quantifiable landscape requirement. 

Therefore amend and add: 

1. At least 40% of the net site area is permeable (may include paved paths <1.5m 

wide) 

2. 50% of the front yard must be soft landscaped (may include paved paths <1.5m 

wide) 

 

HDR-R7: Landscaping 

Amend and add: 

1. At least 35% of the net site area is permeable (may include paved paths <1.5m 

wide) 

2. 50% of the front yard must be soft landscaped (may include paved paths <1.5m 

wide) 

 

R8: Fences and Walls 

For sloping sites a good way of articulating the difference between public and private 

while still maintaining the connection is to have the public court retained at a higher level. 

The greater the height difference, the closer people can be and still feel comfortable. I feel 

the existing rule doesn t adequately manage all the situations when there are both fences 

and walls. 



Therefore I suggest replacing R8.1 2 with: 

Fences or walls or a combination of these structures (whether separate or joined together) 

must not exceed the height specified below, measured from the ground level at the 

boundary, where: 

1. Any fence within the front yard has a maximum height of, either: 

a) 1.2m, or 

b) 2m for no more than 50% of the site frontage and 1.2m for the 

remainder, or 

c) 2m in height if the fence is at least 50% visually open. 

2. Any fence within the side and rear yards has a maximum height of 2m.  

 
MDR-R9: Carparking and Garaging 

The other suggested rules in combination should effectively prevent vehicles being parked 

in front of the house, although cars could still be parked on a grass surface. To make this 

restriction explicit the following text is suggested: 

Replace R9.1 

1. No vehicle parking in the front yard other than in front of the garage doors, 

perpendicular to the road. Garage doors must be 6m minimum from the front 

boundary, and set back 1m minimum from the front face of the building. 

 

MDR-R13, HDR-R14: Principal Residential Unit 

Although I have some difficulty with the sizes of eg Bunnings prefab/kitset offer  for which 

the HDR rule R14.1 would satisfactorily sink  setting GFA minimums is a recipe for 

inefficient design outcomes. Efficient well-designed homes can be achieved around: 

 Single bedroom 40m2. 

 Two bedroom 75m2. 

 Three bedroom 95m2. 

These sizes are of real houses.  

Some councils have opted for a simple minimum dwelling size of 45m2.  



Although I oppose the GFA limits provided by R14.1, I have no clear alternative to offer 

other than reviewing the suggested limits based on real world examples (as above). The 

difficulty is that the plan aims to promote good house design (laudable), but bad design is 

just as easy to achieve whatever the GFA. Every house layout will then need to be assessed 

for quality, not just those that fall below the threshold. And quality assessments are 

problematic in a consenting process, and not just in regard to the massive load it would 

place on council officers. 

Much as I d like to see an enforceable quality requirement, in practice I m not sure it can 

be done. 

 

MDR-R14: Minor Residential Unit 

The draft plan change states that the proposed minor dwelling provision is to allow a level 

be subdivided. The proposed 

minor dwelling rules argue for reduced levels of amenity for residents, and there is no 

control to manage the extent of built form on the site.  

The management of density using coverage controls rather than a minimum lot size  

There is an argument for minor dwelling provision for zones where there is a need for 

various purposes to maintain the existing subdivision grain. 

The coverage controI and performance standards suggested supersede this provision. 

Therefore I submit that the minor dwelling rule be deleted from both these zones. 

 

 

 

  



Additional Rules sought 
 

Outlook Areas 
The purpose of outlook space is to ensure a reasonable standard of visual privacy between 

habitable rooms of different buildings, on the same or adjacent sites. 

(Provisional text  taken f  

1 An outlook space must be provided from the face of a building containing 

windows to a habitable room. Where the room has two or more external 

faces with windows the outlook space must be provided from the face with 

the largest area of glazing. 

2 The minimum dimensions for a required outlook space are as follows: 

o A principal living room of a dwelling or main living and dining area within a 

boarding house or supported residential care must have a outlook space 

with a minimum dimension of 6m in depth and 4m in width; 

o A principal bedroom of a dwelling or a bedroom within a boarding house or 

supported residential care unit must have an outlook space with a minimum 

dimension of 3m in depth and 3m in width; and 

o All other habitable rooms must have an outlook space with a minimum 

dimension of 1m in depth and 1m in width. 

3 The depth of the outlook space is measured at right angles to and horizontal 

from the window to which it applies. 

4 The width of the outlook space is measured from the centre point of the 

largest window on the building face to which it applies. 

5 The height of the outlook space is the same as the floor height, measured 

from floor to ceiling, of the building face to which the standard applies. 

6 Outlook spaces may be within the site, over a public street, or other public 

open space. 

7 Outlook spaces required from different rooms within the same building may 

overlap. 

8 Outlook spaces may overlap where they are on the same wall plane.  

9 Outlook spaces must:  



o Be clear and unobstructed by buildings; 

o Not extend over adjacent sites, except for where the outlook space is over a 

public street or public open space; and 

o Not extend over an outlook spaces or outdoor living space required by 

another dwelling. 

    

 

 

 

I wish to be heard in support of my submission. 

 

 

 

Tim King 

 

Date: 3 July 2019 

 

 



From: Steve Westgate
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Please find attached submission lodged on behalf of Miles Larkin, 280 Beach Road.
Onerahi.

Regards

Steve Westgate
Resource Management Consultant

Submission #175
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WHANGAREI DISTRICT COUNCIL


Form 5 - Submission on a change proposed to the District Plan


 District Plan Changes: Urban and Services 


All correspondence to the District Plan Department


Submissions must be received by: 03 July 2019, 4 p.m.

Full name (Please print clearly) 
Miles K Larkin

Postal address 
280 Beach Road-

Onerahi


Whangarei 0110


Telephone no 
021 892832

Email


m.larrikin@gmail.com 

		 I could/could not **gain an advantage in trade competition through this submission 



		I am/am not** directly affected by an effect of the subject matter of the submission that: 



		a adversely affects the environment; and 



		b does not relate to trade competition or the effects of trade competition 



		Delete the entire paragraph if you could not gain an advantage in trade competition through this submission 



		** Select one 





		The specific provisions of the Plan Change that my submission relates to are 





The location of the airport Outer [Noise] Control Boundary as shown on proposed Resource Areas Map 76R.


I support/oppose/seek amendment to the specific provision listed above. (delete what’s not applicable)

My submission is

This submission relates specifically to my property at 280 Beach Road which lies within the Outer Control Boundary (‘OCB’) at the western end of the airport runway.


 The Outer Control Boundary is the predicted position of the dB55Ldn airport noise contour in 2027 as predicted in 2002.


The location of the Outer Control Boundary as shown on proposed Resource Areas Map 76R bears no relationship to the actual aircraft noise levels experienced by residents and as also monitored by acoustic consultants.


As a consequence, residents within the Outer Control Boundary who wish to undertake construction of a new dwelling or alterations to an existing dwelling are liable to be faced with unnecessary resource consent process costs amounting to thousands of dollars, along with construction delays that result from the processing time. 


The position of the Outer Control Boundary needs to be re-assessed and redrawn to reflect the current reality and future predictions based on the current situation. It should bear some relation to the current location of the dB55Ldn contour, which has retreated markedly since 2002, in order to avoid unnecessary compliance costs, and hence inflated building costs.


My reasons are (attach additional pages if required)

2.
In 2002, the aircraft noise contours projected for 2027 were based on a predicted medium 3% annual increase in passenger aircraft movements from about 6400 p.a. to 8400 in 2012 and 11300 in 2027. The position of the dB55Ldn noise boundary projected for 2027 is shown on proposed Resource Area Map 76R, and is known as the Outer Control Boundary or OCB. Properties lying within the OCB are subject to specific noise reduction conditions when it comes to building new dwellings or extensions to existing dwellings which require a land use consent. The entire process is a costly and time-wasting exercise which unnecessarily adds thousands of dollars onto building and alteration costs.


Since the noise projections were made in 2002, there has been a reduction in the number of daily and annual aircraft movements, Air New Zealand has moved to quieter planes and with the closure of the Northern Districts Aero Club, the number of private flights has reduced. Overall, the current annual total number of aircraft movements is assessed at about 5500, not 10600 as predicted in 2002.

Instead of the noise contour boundaries extending outwards as was predicted to occur from 2002, the noise contours have progressively retreated.


However, although aircraft movements and noise emissions have gone in the opposite direction from what was predicted in 2002, the position of the dB55Ldn noise boundary projected for 2027 and shown on planning Map 46R as the Outer Control Boundary, has remained unchanged. The OCB as shown on the current district plan Map 46R is now out-of-date and irrelevant.


State the decision you wish Council to make to ensure the issues you raise can be dealt with (i.e. give precise details of what you would like included or deleted from the plan)

The position of the Outer Control Boundary on proposed Resource Areas Map 76R, which is the predicted position of the dB55Ldn airport noise contour in 2027 as assessed in 2002, needs to be re-assessed and redrawn to reflect the current reality and future predictions based on the current situation as reported by Council’s acoustic consultants. It should bear some relation to the current and predicted location of the dB55Ldn noise contour, which has retreated markedly since 2002, in order to avoid unnecessary compliance costs, and hence inflated building costs.


The most recent acoustic reports indicate that the present position of dB55Ldn lies along Handforth Street, above Johnson Street, Mistral Place and the corresponding section of Beach Road. Consequently, Handforth Street is the appropriate location for the OCB in this locality. 




I wish to be heard in support of my submission   No  
      Yes 


If others make a similar submission, I will consider presenting a joint case with them at a hearing.  


No
 
Yes 


Signature of submitter or authorised agent 


M K Larkin (p/p S L Westgate)

Date 3 July 2019


A signature is not required if you make your submission by electronic means 
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WHANGAREI DISTRICT COUNCIL 

Form 5 - Submission on a change proposed to the District Plan 
 District Plan Changes: Urban and Services  

All correspondence to the District Plan Department 

Submissions must be received by: 03 July 2019, 4 p.m. 

 

Full name (Please print clearly)  Miles K Larkin 
 
Postal address  280 Beach Road- 

Onerahi 

Whangarei 0110 
 
Telephone no  021 892832 
 

Email   m.larrikin@gmail.com  
 
 I could/could not **gain an advantage in trade competition through this submission  
I am/am not** directly affected by an effect of the subject matter of the submission that:  

a adversely affects the environment; and  
b does not relate to trade competition or the effects of trade competition  
 Delete the entire paragraph if you could not gain an advantage in trade competition 
through this submission  
** Select one  
 
The specific provisions of the Plan Change that my submission relates to 
are  

The location of the airport Outer [Noise] Control Boundary as shown on proposed Resource Areas 
Map 76R. 
 
I support/oppose/seek amendment to the specific provision listed above. (delete what’s not 
applicable) 
 
My submission is 
 
This submission relates specifically to my property at 280 Beach Road which lies within the Outer 
Control Boundary (‘OCB’) at the western end of the airport runway. 

 The Outer Control Boundary is the predicted position of the dB55Ldn airport noise contour in 2027 
as predicted in 2002. 

The location of the Outer Control Boundary as shown on proposed Resource Areas Map 76R bears 
no relationship to the actual aircraft noise levels experienced by residents and as also monitored by 
acoustic consultants. 

As a consequence, residents within the Outer Control Boundary who wish to undertake construction 
of a new dwelling or alterations to an existing dwelling are liable to be faced with unnecessary 
resource consent process costs amounting to thousands of dollars, along with construction delays that 
result from the processing time.  

The position of the Outer Control Boundary needs to be re-assessed and redrawn to reflect the 
current reality and future predictions based on the current situation. It should bear some relation to 

mailto:m.larrikin@gmail.com
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the current location of the dB55Ldn contour, which has retreated markedly since 2002, in order to 
avoid unnecessary compliance costs, and hence inflated building costs. 

 

My reasons are (attach additional pages if required) 

2. In 2002, the aircraft noise contours projected for 2027 were based on a predicted medium 3% 
annual increase in passenger aircraft movements from about 6400 p.a. to 8400 in 2012 and 11300 in 
2027. The position of the dB55Ldn noise boundary projected for 2027 is shown on proposed 
Resource Area Map 76R, and is known as the Outer Control Boundary or OCB. Properties lying 
within the OCB are subject to specific noise reduction conditions when it comes to building new 
dwellings or extensions to existing dwellings which require a land use consent. The entire process is 
a costly and time-wasting exercise which unnecessarily adds thousands of dollars onto building and 
alteration costs. 

Since the noise projections were made in 2002, there has been a reduction in the number of daily and 
annual aircraft movements, Air New Zealand has moved to quieter planes and with the closure of the 
Northern Districts Aero Club, the number of private flights has reduced. Overall, the current annual 
total number of aircraft movements is assessed at about 5500, not 10600 as predicted in 2002. 

Instead of the noise contour boundaries extending outwards as was predicted to occur from 2002, the 
noise contours have progressively retreated. 

However, although aircraft movements and noise emissions have gone in the opposite direction from 
what was predicted in 2002, the position of the dB55Ldn noise boundary projected for 2027 and 
shown on planning Map 46R as the Outer Control Boundary, has remained unchanged. The OCB as 
shown on the current district plan Map 46R is now out-of-date and irrelevant. 

 

State the decision you wish Council to make to ensure the issues you raise can be dealt with (i.e. 
give precise details of what you would like included or deleted from the plan) 
 
The position of the Outer Control Boundary on proposed Resource Areas Map 76R, which is the 
predicted position of the dB55Ldn airport noise contour in 2027 as assessed in 2002, needs to be re-
assessed and redrawn to reflect the current reality and future predictions based on the current 
situation as reported by Council’s acoustic consultants. It should bear some relation to the current 
and predicted location of the dB55Ldn noise contour, which has retreated markedly since 2002, in 
order to avoid unnecessary compliance costs, and hence inflated building costs. 

The most recent acoustic reports indicate that the present position of dB55Ldn lies along Handforth 
Street, above Johnson Street, Mistral Place and the corresponding section of Beach Road. 
Consequently, Handforth Street is the appropriate location for the OCB in this locality.  

 
I wish to be heard in support of my submission   No         Yes  

 

If others make a similar submission, I will consider presenting a joint case with them at a hearing.   

No   Yes  
Signature of submitter or authorised agent  

M K Larkin (p/p S L Westgate) 

Date 3 July 2019 
A signature is not required if you make your submission by electronic means  
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Please find attached submission lodged on behalf of Miles Brown, 288 Beach Road.
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WHANGAREI DISTRICT COUNCIL


Form 5 - Submission on a change proposed to the District Plan


 District Plan Changes: Urban and Services 


All correspondence to the District Plan Department


Submissions must be received by: 03 July 2019, 4 p.m.

Full name (Please print clearly) 
Miles S Brown

Postal address 
288 Beach Road

Onerahi


Whangarei 0110


Telephone no 
027-4361094

Email


milesbrown02@gmail.com  

		 I could/could not **gain an advantage in trade competition through this submission 



		I am/am not** directly affected by an effect of the subject matter of the submission that: 



		a adversely affects the environment; and 



		b does not relate to trade competition or the effects of trade competition 



		Delete the entire paragraph if you could not gain an advantage in trade competition through this submission 



		** Select one 





		The specific provisions of the Plan Change that my submission relates to are 





The location of the airport Outer [Noise] Control Boundary as shown on proposed Resource Areas Map 76R.


I support/oppose/seek amendment to the specific provision listed above. (delete what’s not applicable)

My submission is

This submission relates specifically to my property at 288 Beach Road which lies within the Outer Control Boundary (‘OCB’) at the western end of the airport runway.


 The Outer Control Boundary is the predicted position of the dB55Ldn airport noise contour in 2027 as predicted in 2002.


The location of the Outer Control Boundary as shown on proposed Resource Areas Map 76R bears no relationship to the actual aircraft noise levels experienced by residents and as also monitored by acoustic consultants.


As a consequence, residents within the Outer Control Boundary who wish to undertake construction of a new dwelling or alterations to an existing dwelling are liable to be faced with unnecessary resource consent process costs amounting to thousands of dollars, along with construction delays that result from the processing time. 


The position of the Outer Control Boundary needs to be re-assessed and redrawn to reflect the current reality and future predictions based on the current situation. It should bear some relation to the current location of the dB55Ldn contour, which has retreated markedly since 2002, in order to avoid unnecessary compliance costs, and hence inflated building costs.


My reasons are (attach additional pages if required)

2.
In 2002, the aircraft noise contours projected for 2027 were based on a predicted medium 3% annual increase in passenger aircraft movements from about 6400 p.a. to 8400 in 2012 and 11300 in 2027. The position of the dB55Ldn noise boundary projected for 2027 is shown on proposed Resource Area Map 76R, and is known as the Outer Control Boundary or OCB. Properties lying within the OCB are subject to specific noise reduction conditions when it comes to building new dwellings or extensions to existing dwellings which require a land use consent. The entire process is a costly and time-wasting exercise which unnecessarily adds thousands of dollars onto building and alteration costs.


Since the noise projections were made in 2002, there has been a reduction in the number of daily and annual aircraft movements, Air New Zealand has moved to quieter planes and with the closure of the Northern Districts Aero Club, the number of private flights has reduced. Overall, the current annual total number of aircraft movements is assessed at about 5500, not 10600 as predicted in 2002.

Instead of the noise contour boundaries extending outwards as was predicted to occur from 2002, the noise contours have progressively retreated.


However, although aircraft movements and noise emissions have gone in the opposite direction from what was predicted in 2002, the position of the dB55Ldn noise boundary projected for 2027 and shown on planning Map 46R as the Outer Control Boundary, has remained unchanged. The OCB as shown on the current district plan Map 46R is now out-of-date and irrelevant.


State the decision you wish Council to make to ensure the issues you raise can be dealt with (i.e. give precise details of what you would like included or deleted from the plan)

The position of the Outer Control Boundary on proposed Resource Areas Map 76R, which is the predicted position of the dB55Ldn airport noise contour in 2027 as assessed in 2002, needs to be re-assessed and redrawn to reflect the current reality and future predictions based on the current situation as reported by Council’s acoustic consultants. It should bear some relation to the current and predicted location of the dB55Ldn noise contour, which has retreated markedly since 2002, in order to avoid unnecessary compliance costs, and hence inflated building costs.


The most recent acoustic reports indicate that the present position of dB55Ldn lies along Handforth Street, above Johnson Street, Mistral Place and the corresponding section of Beach Road. Consequently, Handforth Street is the appropriate location for the OCB in this locality. 




I wish to be heard in support of my submission   No  
      Yes 


If others make a similar submission, I will consider presenting a joint case with them at a hearing.  


No
 
Yes 


Signature of submitter or authorised agent 


M S Brown (p/p S L Westgate)

Date 3 July 2019


A signature is not required if you make your submission by electronic means 
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WHANGAREI DISTRICT COUNCIL 

Form 5 - Submission on a change proposed to the District Plan 
 District Plan Changes: Urban and Services  

All correspondence to the District Plan Department 

Submissions must be received by: 03 July 2019, 4 p.m. 

 

Full name (Please print clearly)  Miles S Brown 
 
Postal address  288 Beach Road 

Onerahi 

Whangarei 0110 
 
Telephone no  027-4361094 
 

Email   milesbrown02@gmail.com   
 
 I could/could not **gain an advantage in trade competition through this submission  
I am/am not** directly affected by an effect of the subject matter of the submission that:  

a adversely affects the environment; and  
b does not relate to trade competition or the effects of trade competition  
 Delete the entire paragraph if you could not gain an advantage in trade competition 
through this submission  
** Select one  
 
The specific provisions of the Plan Change that my submission relates to 
are  

The location of the airport Outer [Noise] Control Boundary as shown on proposed Resource Areas 
Map 76R. 
 
I support/oppose/seek amendment to the specific provision listed above. (delete what’s not 
applicable) 
 
My submission is 
 
This submission relates specifically to my property at 288 Beach Road which lies within the Outer 
Control Boundary (‘OCB’) at the western end of the airport runway. 

 The Outer Control Boundary is the predicted position of the dB55Ldn airport noise contour in 2027 
as predicted in 2002. 

The location of the Outer Control Boundary as shown on proposed Resource Areas Map 76R bears 
no relationship to the actual aircraft noise levels experienced by residents and as also monitored by 
acoustic consultants. 

As a consequence, residents within the Outer Control Boundary who wish to undertake construction 
of a new dwelling or alterations to an existing dwelling are liable to be faced with unnecessary 
resource consent process costs amounting to thousands of dollars, along with construction delays that 
result from the processing time.  

The position of the Outer Control Boundary needs to be re-assessed and redrawn to reflect the 
current reality and future predictions based on the current situation. It should bear some relation to 
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the current location of the dB55Ldn contour, which has retreated markedly since 2002, in order to 
avoid unnecessary compliance costs, and hence inflated building costs. 

 

My reasons are (attach additional pages if required) 

2. In 2002, the aircraft noise contours projected for 2027 were based on a predicted medium 3% 
annual increase in passenger aircraft movements from about 6400 p.a. to 8400 in 2012 and 11300 in 
2027. The position of the dB55Ldn noise boundary projected for 2027 is shown on proposed 
Resource Area Map 76R, and is known as the Outer Control Boundary or OCB. Properties lying 
within the OCB are subject to specific noise reduction conditions when it comes to building new 
dwellings or extensions to existing dwellings which require a land use consent. The entire process is 
a costly and time-wasting exercise which unnecessarily adds thousands of dollars onto building and 
alteration costs. 

Since the noise projections were made in 2002, there has been a reduction in the number of daily and 
annual aircraft movements, Air New Zealand has moved to quieter planes and with the closure of the 
Northern Districts Aero Club, the number of private flights has reduced. Overall, the current annual 
total number of aircraft movements is assessed at about 5500, not 10600 as predicted in 2002. 

Instead of the noise contour boundaries extending outwards as was predicted to occur from 2002, the 
noise contours have progressively retreated. 

However, although aircraft movements and noise emissions have gone in the opposite direction from 
what was predicted in 2002, the position of the dB55Ldn noise boundary projected for 2027 and 
shown on planning Map 46R as the Outer Control Boundary, has remained unchanged. The OCB as 
shown on the current district plan Map 46R is now out-of-date and irrelevant. 

 

State the decision you wish Council to make to ensure the issues you raise can be dealt with (i.e. 
give precise details of what you would like included or deleted from the plan) 
 
The position of the Outer Control Boundary on proposed Resource Areas Map 76R, which is the 
predicted position of the dB55Ldn airport noise contour in 2027 as assessed in 2002, needs to be re-
assessed and redrawn to reflect the current reality and future predictions based on the current 
situation as reported by Council’s acoustic consultants. It should bear some relation to the current 
and predicted location of the dB55Ldn noise contour, which has retreated markedly since 2002, in 
order to avoid unnecessary compliance costs, and hence inflated building costs. 

The most recent acoustic reports indicate that the present position of dB55Ldn lies along Handforth 
Street, above Johnson Street, Mistral Place and the corresponding section of Beach Road. 
Consequently, Handforth Street is the appropriate location for the OCB in this locality.  

 
I wish to be heard in support of my submission   No         Yes  

 

If others make a similar submission, I will consider presenting a joint case with them at a hearing.   

No   Yes  
Signature of submitter or authorised agent  

M S Brown (p/p S L Westgate) 

Date 3 July 2019 
A signature is not required if you make your submission by electronic means  

 

  

 



From: Steve Westgate
To: Mail Room
Cc: coldiane@xtra.co.nz
Subject: Form 5 - Submission on a change proposed to the District Plan
Date: Wednesday, 3 July 2019 1:25:43 PM
Attachments: airport noise summary submission C Gilchrist.doc

Please find attached submission lodged on behalf of Colin Gilchrist, 1 Johnson Street.
Onerahi.

Regards

Steve Westgate
Resource Management Consultant

Submission #178
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WHANGAREI DISTRICT COUNCIL


Form 5 - Submission on a change proposed to the District Plan


 District Plan Changes: Urban and Services 


All correspondence to the District Plan Department


Submissions must be received by: 03 July 2019, 4 p.m.

Full name (Please print clearly) 
Colin Gilchrist

Postal address 
1 Johnson Street

Onerahi


Whangarei 0110


Telephone no 
021 397 484

Email


coldiane@xtra.co.nz  

		 I could/could not **gain an advantage in trade competition through this submission 



		I am/am not** directly affected by an effect of the subject matter of the submission that: 



		a adversely affects the environment; and 



		b does not relate to trade competition or the effects of trade competition 



		Delete the entire paragraph if you could not gain an advantage in trade competition through this submission 



		** Select one 





		The specific provisions of the Plan Change that my submission relates to are 





The location of the airport Outer [Noise] Control Boundary as shown on proposed Resource Areas Map 76R.


I support/oppose/seek amendment to the specific provision listed above. (delete what’s not applicable)

My submission is

This submission relates specifically to my property at 1 Johnson Street which lies within the Outer Control Boundary (‘OCB’) at the western end of the airport runway.


 The Outer Control Boundary is the predicted position of the dB55Ldn airport noise contour in 2027 as predicted in 2002.


The location of the Outer Control Boundary as shown on proposed Resource Areas Map 76R bears no relationship to the actual aircraft noise levels experienced by residents and as also monitored by acoustic consultants.


As a consequence, residents within the Outer Control Boundary who wish to undertake construction of a new dwelling or alterations to an existing dwelling are liable to be faced with unnecessary resource consent process costs amounting to thousands of dollars, along with construction delays that result from the processing time. 


The position of the Outer Control Boundary needs to be re-assessed and redrawn to reflect the current reality and future predictions based on the current situation. It should bear some relation to the current location of the dB55Ldn contour, which has retreated markedly since 2002, in order to avoid unnecessary compliance costs, and hence inflated building costs.


My reasons are (attach additional pages if required)

2.
In 2002, the aircraft noise contours projected for 2027 were based on a predicted medium 3% annual increase in passenger aircraft movements from about 6400 p.a. to 8400 in 2012 and 11300 in 2027. The position of the dB55Ldn noise boundary projected for 2027 is shown on proposed Resource Area Map 76R, and is known as the Outer Control Boundary or OCB. Properties lying within the OCB are subject to specific noise reduction conditions when it comes to building new dwellings or extensions to existing dwellings which require a land use consent. The entire process is a costly and time-wasting exercise which unnecessarily adds thousands of dollars onto building and alteration costs.


Since the noise projections were made in 2002, there has been a reduction in the number of daily and annual aircraft movements, Air New Zealand has moved to quieter planes and with the closure of the Northern Districts Aero Club, the number of private flights has reduced. Overall, the current annual total number of aircraft movements is assessed at about 5500, not 10600 as predicted in 2002.

Instead of the noise contour boundaries extending outwards as was predicted to occur from 2002, the noise contours have progressively retreated.


However, although aircraft movements and noise emissions have gone in the opposite direction from what was predicted in 2002, the position of the dB55Ldn noise boundary projected for 2027 and shown on planning Map 46R as the Outer Control Boundary, has remained unchanged. The OCB as shown on the current district plan Map 46R is now out-of-date and irrelevant.


State the decision you wish Council to make to ensure the issues you raise can be dealt with (i.e. give precise details of what you would like included or deleted from the plan)

The position of the Outer Control Boundary on proposed Resource Areas Map 76R, which is the predicted position of the dB55Ldn airport noise contour in 2027 as assessed in 2002, needs to be re-assessed and redrawn to reflect the current reality and future predictions based on the current situation as reported by Council’s acoustic consultants. It should bear some relation to the current and predicted location of the dB55Ldn noise contour, which has retreated markedly since 2002, in order to avoid unnecessary compliance costs, and hence inflated building costs.


The most recent acoustic reports indicate that the present position of dB55Ldn lies along Handforth Street, above Johnson Street, Mistral Place and the corresponding section of Beach Road. Consequently, Handforth Street is the appropriate location for the OCB in this locality. 




I wish to be heard in support of my submission   No  
      Yes 


If others make a similar submission, I will consider presenting a joint case with them at a hearing.  


No
 
Yes 


Signature of submitter or authorised agent 


C Gilchrist (p/p S L Westgate)

Date 3 July 2019


A signature is not required if you make your submission by electronic means 
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WHANGAREI DISTRICT COUNCIL 

Form 5 - Submission on a change proposed to the District Plan 
 District Plan Changes: Urban and Services  

All correspondence to the District Plan Department 

Submissions must be received by: 03 July 2019, 4 p.m. 

 

Full name (Please print clearly)  Colin Gilchrist 
 
Postal address  1 Johnson Street 

Onerahi 

Whangarei 0110 
 
Telephone no  021 397 484 
 

Email   coldiane@xtra.co.nz   
 
 I could/could not **gain an advantage in trade competition through this submission  
I am/am not** directly affected by an effect of the subject matter of the submission that:  

a adversely affects the environment; and  
b does not relate to trade competition or the effects of trade competition  
 Delete the entire paragraph if you could not gain an advantage in trade competition 
through this submission  
** Select one  
 
The specific provisions of the Plan Change that my submission relates to 
are  

The location of the airport Outer [Noise] Control Boundary as shown on proposed Resource Areas 
Map 76R. 
 
I support/oppose/seek amendment to the specific provision listed above. (delete what’s not 
applicable) 
 
My submission is 
 
This submission relates specifically to my property at 1 Johnson Street which lies within the Outer 
Control Boundary (‘OCB’) at the western end of the airport runway. 

 The Outer Control Boundary is the predicted position of the dB55Ldn airport noise contour in 2027 
as predicted in 2002. 

The location of the Outer Control Boundary as shown on proposed Resource Areas Map 76R bears 
no relationship to the actual aircraft noise levels experienced by residents and as also monitored by 
acoustic consultants. 

As a consequence, residents within the Outer Control Boundary who wish to undertake construction 
of a new dwelling or alterations to an existing dwelling are liable to be faced with unnecessary 
resource consent process costs amounting to thousands of dollars, along with construction delays that 
result from the processing time.  

The position of the Outer Control Boundary needs to be re-assessed and redrawn to reflect the 
current reality and future predictions based on the current situation. It should bear some relation to 

mailto:coldiane@xtra.co.nz


 2 

the current location of the dB55Ldn contour, which has retreated markedly since 2002, in order to 
avoid unnecessary compliance costs, and hence inflated building costs. 

 

My reasons are (attach additional pages if required) 

2. In 2002, the aircraft noise contours projected for 2027 were based on a predicted medium 3% 
annual increase in passenger aircraft movements from about 6400 p.a. to 8400 in 2012 and 11300 in 
2027. The position of the dB55Ldn noise boundary projected for 2027 is shown on proposed 
Resource Area Map 76R, and is known as the Outer Control Boundary or OCB. Properties lying 
within the OCB are subject to specific noise reduction conditions when it comes to building new 
dwellings or extensions to existing dwellings which require a land use consent. The entire process is 
a costly and time-wasting exercise which unnecessarily adds thousands of dollars onto building and 
alteration costs. 

Since the noise projections were made in 2002, there has been a reduction in the number of daily and 
annual aircraft movements, Air New Zealand has moved to quieter planes and with the closure of the 
Northern Districts Aero Club, the number of private flights has reduced. Overall, the current annual 
total number of aircraft movements is assessed at about 5500, not 10600 as predicted in 2002. 

Instead of the noise contour boundaries extending outwards as was predicted to occur from 2002, the 
noise contours have progressively retreated. 

However, although aircraft movements and noise emissions have gone in the opposite direction from 
what was predicted in 2002, the position of the dB55Ldn noise boundary projected for 2027 and 
shown on planning Map 46R as the Outer Control Boundary, has remained unchanged. The OCB as 
shown on the current district plan Map 46R is now out-of-date and irrelevant. 

 

State the decision you wish Council to make to ensure the issues you raise can be dealt with (i.e. 
give precise details of what you would like included or deleted from the plan) 
 
The position of the Outer Control Boundary on proposed Resource Areas Map 76R, which is the 
predicted position of the dB55Ldn airport noise contour in 2027 as assessed in 2002, needs to be re-
assessed and redrawn to reflect the current reality and future predictions based on the current 
situation as reported by Council’s acoustic consultants. It should bear some relation to the current 
and predicted location of the dB55Ldn noise contour, which has retreated markedly since 2002, in 
order to avoid unnecessary compliance costs, and hence inflated building costs. 

The most recent acoustic reports indicate that the present position of dB55Ldn lies along Handforth 
Street, above Johnson Street, Mistral Place and the corresponding section of Beach Road. 
Consequently, Handforth Street is the appropriate location for the OCB in this locality.  

 
I wish to be heard in support of my submission   No         Yes  

 

If others make a similar submission, I will consider presenting a joint case with them at a hearing.   

No   Yes  
Signature of submitter or authorised agent  

C Gilchrist (p/p S L Westgate) 

Date 3 July 2019 
A signature is not required if you make your submission by electronic means  
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To:    Policy Department – Attention: Policy and Monitoring Department 

Whangarei District Council 

Private Bag 9023 

Whangarei 0148 

Email: mailroom@wdc.govt.nz 

RE: Submission on Plan Change 88, 88I & 148, and Proposed Planning Map 74 

1. Details of persons making submission

EB Developments

Ref: 15590

C/- Reyburn and Bryant

Attention: Joseph Henehan

PO Box 191

WHANGAREI

2. General statement

EB Developments cannot gain an advantage in trade competition through this

submission. They are directly affected by the plan changes. The effects are not related

to trade competition.

3. Background and context

Site description

The subject site is a 1.85ha title with frontage to both Whangarei Heads Road and St

Marys Place, Whangarei. The title is legally described as Lot 1 DP 98997. A plan

showing the location of the land is provided at Figure 1.  A copy of the certificate of

title is attached at Attachment 1.

The land is located in Onerahi, an eastern residential suburb in Whangarei. The site

previously accommodated St Mary’s Hospital. This hospital was decommissioned in

2000, and the above-ground structures were demolished between 2007 and 2009. A

paved driveway provides access to the site from St Marys Place. Concrete slab

foundations and remnants of demolition material from the decommissioning of St

Mary’s Hospital are still present across the eastern portion of the site.

The western half of the site has a moderately steep slope and covered in vegetation.

Submission #179
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Only the eastern portion of the property is the subject of this submission, and this is 

identified on the plan attached at Attachment 2.   

 

Figure 1: Site location (Source: WDC GIS) 

Proposed site development 

EB Developments are currently in the process of investigating options for the 

redevelopment of this land. Part of this process involves an option to subdivide the 

land holding for residential purposes.  

Operative and proposed District Plan zoning 

The operative zone that applies to the site is the ‘Living 1 Environment’. The site is also 

partially subject to a ‘Coastal Area’ notation.  

The land is proposed to be rezoned to the ‘Medium-density Residential Zone’ (MDR) 

under PC88I. The proposed zoning arrangement is shown on Proposed Planning Map 

74 in Attachment 3. 

4. The specific provisions of the Plan Change that this submission relates to are: 

All the plan changes, but particularly: 

 Plan Change 88 (Urban Plan Changes Technical Introduction) 

 Plan Change 88I (Living Zones) 

 Plan Change 148 (Strategic Direction and Subdivision) 
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 Proposed Planning Map 74 

The submission also relates to the consequential amendments to the Operative 

District Plan text, including the definitions. 

EB Developments oppose the plan changes in part. 

5. EB Developments seek the following amendments/relief: 

1. To include the eastern portion of the property in the High Density Residential 

Zone (HDR) as indicated on the plan in Attachment 2, rather than MDR as shown 

on the Proposed Planning Map 74. 

2. Relief from compliance with provisions in Plan Changes 82A, 82B, 88, 88A-J, 109, 

115, 136, 147, 148 where those provisions are inconsistent with the outcomes sought 

for the land subject to this submission. 

6. The reasons for making the submission on the plan changes are as follows: 

1. The property is nearby other land proposed to be rezoned HDR and it adjoins 

other residential zoned land.  

2. The land is not subject to any hazards that will affect any land development 

opportunities. 

3. The land is not subject to an Outstanding Natural Landscape. 

4. The rezoning of the land will not create any reverse sensitivity effects. 

5. The land is located in close proximity to the commercial centre in Onerahi and is 

in close proximity to public transport. 

6. The HDR represents the most effective and efficient use of the land relative to the 

MDR and L1 having considered the requirements of s32 of the RMA (see s32 report 

attached). 

7. The HDR best achieves sustainable management under Part 2 of the RMA. 

7. EB Developments wish the Whangarei District Council’s decision to address the 

above issues by: 

1. Amend proposed Planning Map 74 by rezoning the eastern portion of Lot 1 DP 

98997 as HDR rather than MDR as indicated in the plan attached at Attachment 

2.   

8. EB Developments wish to be heard in support of their submission at a hearing if 

one is held. 
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_____________________ 

Joseph Henehan 

Planning Consultant  

 

On behalf of EB Developments 

 

Dated this 3rd day of July 2019   
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1. INTRODUCTION 

1.1 Site description 

The subject site is a 1.85ha title with frontage to both Whangarei Heads Road 

and St Marys Place, Whangarei. The title is legally described as Lot 1 DP 98997. 

A plan showing the location of the land is provided at Figure 1.  A copy of the 

certificate of title is attached at Attachment 1. 

 

 Figure 1: Site location (Source: WDC GIS) 

The land is located in Onerahi, an eastern residential suburb in Whangarei. The 

site previously accommodated St Mary’s Hospital. This hospital was 

decommissioned in 2000, and the above-ground structures were demolished 

between 2007 and 2009. A paved driveway provides access to the site from St 

Marys Place. Concrete slab foundations and remnants of demolition material 

from the decommissioning of St Mary’s Hospital are still present across the 

eastern portion of the site. 

The western half of the site has a moderately steep slope and covered in 

vegetation. 

Only 8,485m² of land in the eastern portion of the property is the subject of 

this submission, and this is identified on the plan attached at Attachment 2.   
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1.2  Proposed site development 

EB Developments are currently in the process of investigating options for the 

redevelopment of this land. Part of this process involves an option to subdivide 

the land holding for residential purposes.    

1.3  Operative and proposed District Plan zoning 

The operative zone that applies to the site is the ‘Living 1 Environment’. The site 

is also partially subject to a ‘Coastal Area’ notation.  

The land is proposed to be rezoned to the ‘Medium-density Residential Zone’ 

(MDR) under PC88I. The proposed zoning arrangement is shown on Proposed 

Planning Map 74 in Attachment 3. 
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2. LIVING ZONES 

2.1  Zoning criteria 

The WDC have prepared a s32 report for the Urban Plan Changes, which 

comprise PC’s 88A-J. Part 10 of the s32 report relates to PC88I and the Living 

Zones.  

The report sets out the criteria used to determine the extent of the Living 

Zones. Table 6 in the s32 report sets out the criteria that has been used to 

identify appropriate areas for the proposed HDR. The proposed HDR 

requested by EB Developments is measured against the criteria used by the 

WDC to determine the appropriateness of this zone in the following table. 

Criteria 

Proposed HDR (EB Developments 

Submission) 

Are contiguous with Living Zones 

in Whangarei City and Marsden 

Point/Ruakaka 

The land proposed to be rezoned is contiguous 

with Living Zones. Specifically, the surrounding 

land is to be rezoned to MDR.   

Complies 

Are not identified as hazard 

prone 

The land is not subject to any hazard overlays.  

Complies 

Do not comprise Outstanding 

Natural Landscapes or Features 

or significant indigenous 

vegetation 

The land proposed to be rezoned does not 

comprise any Outstanding Natural Landscape 

or Feature. 

Indigenous vegetation is located in various 

locations throughout the site (particularly on 

steeper slopes). However, this vegetation is not 

in the area subject to this submission. 

Complies 

Will not materially increase the 

potential for reverse sensitivity 

The land proposed to be rezoned is not located 

within proximity to any activity that could 

generate the potential for increased reverse 

sensitivity effects. 

Complies 

Sufficient infrastructure to 

accommodate high density 

development 

The land proposed to be rezoned has access to 

sufficient infrastructure and capacity to service 

the capacity of development provided for.   

It is estimated that the rezoning of the land to 

HDR would facilitate the creation of seven 
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additional allotments over the status quo 

should the land remain MDR.     

Complies 

Do not compromise highly 

versatile soils 

The land proposed to be rezoned is not located 

in an area comprised of highly versatile soils.   

Complies 

Are in proximity to commercial 

centres and public/active 

transport routes 

The land proposed to be rezoned is located in 

proximity to the commercial centre in Onerahi.  

The land in this area is proposed to be zoned 

Local Commercial. 

The Onerahi bus route is in close proximity to 

the land to be rezoned, with bus stops located 

on Onerahi Road, Nottingham Road and at the 

Whangarei Airport.  

Complies 

Table 2: HDR zoning criteria assessment 

In summary, the proposed HDR requested by EB Developments does fit with 

the criteria for determining inclusion within this zone.   
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3. STATUTORY CONSIDERATIONS – SECTION 32 

When preparing a change to a District Plan, Section 32 (‘s32’) of the RMA 

requires the preparation of an evaluation report that includes the following: 

(a) An examination of the extent to which the objectives of the proposal being evaluated are the 
most appropriate way to achieve the purpose of this Act; and 

(b) An examination of whether the provisions in the proposal are the most appropriate way to 
achieve the objectives by— 

i. identifying other reasonably practicable options for achieving the objectives; and 

ii. assessing the efficiency and effectiveness of the provisions in achieving the objectives; and 

iii. summarising the reasons for deciding on the provisions; 

Section 32(1)(c) requires that the report must: 

contain a level of detail that corresponds to the scale and significance of the environmental, 
economic, social, and cultural effects that are anticipated from the implementation of the 
proposal. 

Section 32(2) requires that the assessment must: 

(a) identify and assess the benefits and costs of the environmental, economic, social, and cultural 
effects that are anticipated from the implementation of the provisions, including the 
opportunities for— 

i. economic growth that are anticipated to be provided or reduced; and 

ii. employment that are anticipated to be provided or reduced; and 

(b) if practicable, quantify the benefits and costs referred to in paragraph (a); and 

(c) assess the risk of acting or not acting if there is uncertain or insufficient information about the 
subject matter of the provisions. 

This report has been prepared in order to fulfil the obligations under s32 of the 

RMA. 
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4. SECTION 32 EVALUATION 

4.1 Objective of the plan change 

For the purposes of this evaluation, the principal objective of the plan change 

is to achieve the most efficient and effective use of the land for the purpose of 

achieving sustainable management under Part 2 of the RMA. 

4.2  Alternative zones to be evaluated 

The following alternative zones have been evaluated in accordance with the 

requirements of s32 of the RMA: 

1. Living 1 Environment (L1) (status quo) 

2. Medium Density Residential Zone (MDR) (PC88I) 

3. High Density Residential Zone (HDR) (PC88I) 

4.3  The extent to which the alternatives achieve the 

purpose of the RMA 

The following is an evaluation of each of the alternative zones in terms of the 

extent to which they achieve the purpose of the RMA. 

Option Section 5(2) RMA1 Section 5(2)(a)-(c) RMA2 

1 - (L1) 1. Does not encourage efficient 

use of land for infill 

development in what is an 

established residential suburb 

of Whangarei city. This 

consequently has an adverse 

effect on the owner’s ability to 

provide for their economic 

well-being. 

1. Will avoid, remedy or 

mitigate effects on the 

environment. 

2 – (MDR) 1. Same as L1 above 1. Same as L1 above 

                                                             
1 Managing the use, development, and protection of natural and physical resources in a way, or at a rate, which 

enables people and communities to provide for their social, economic, and cultural well-being and for their 

health and safety 

2  (a) sustaining the potential of natural and physical resources (excluding minerals) to meet the reasonably 

foreseeable  needs of future generations; and 

 (b) safeguarding the life-supporting capacity of air, water, soil, and ecosystems; and 

 (c) avoiding, remedying, or mitigating any adverse effects of activities on the environment. 
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3 – (HDR) 1. Helps to provide for the 

continuing demand for 

residential property in 

Whangarei city. 

2. The proposed HDR will 

consolidate the settlement 

pattern and will contribute 

to sense of place in the 

Onerahi area. It will also 

provide for the owner’s 

economic well-being. 

3. The provision of smaller 

residential allotments 

encourages smaller and 

more affordable housing, 

providing for peoples 

economic well-being. 

4. The location of the land 

proposed to be rezoned is in 

proximity to commercial 

amenities and public 

transport. This represents 

sustainable management of 

the land resource.  

5. There will be no adverse 

effects on the social well-

being of the Onerahi area. 

6. The ultimate residential 

development of the land 

proposed to be rezoned will 

increase the population of 

the Onerahi area with a 

proportional increase in 

demand for services.  The 

economic well-being of 

these service providers (i.e. 

supermarkets, shops) will be 

improved. 

1. The small-scale nature of any 

future development 

facilitated by the plan 

change, the extent of future 

built form on the property, 

the proximity to existing 

residential development, and 

the isolated nature of the site 

(due to topography and 

vegetative cover) will result in 

negligible visual/landscape 

effects. 

2. Effects related to 

infrastructure servicing can 

be appropriately dealt with.   

3. The site is not subject to any 

hazard overlays that would 

potentially hinder residential 

development.  

Table 3: Option evaluation in terms of Part 2 of the RMA 

Providing for additional HDR land in a well-established residential 

neighbourhood that is in close proximity to commercial amenities and public 

transport is the best option to achieve the purpose of the RMA. 

4.4 Effectiveness 

An important part of determining the most appropriate zone to achieve the 

purpose of the plan change is to determine the effectiveness of each option.  

For the purpose of s32, effectiveness generally refers to the ability to produce 
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the desired outcome or result. The fundamental question for assessing 

effectiveness in this case is whether the proposed zone options will achieve 

the outcome (objective) sought, or will go part way to achieving it. 

Each of the three options are evaluated in terms of their effectiveness in 

achieving the purpose of the plan change as follows: 

Option Effectiveness 

1 – (L1) Low effectiveness 

1. Retaining the L1 zone will not encourage infill development in 

an established residential suburb of Whangarei city.   

2. Will not assist in providing for the projected population 

growth. 

2 – (MDR) Moderate effectiveness 

1. Will provide for a limited increase in the ability for infill 

development. 

2. Will not assist in providing for the projected population 

growth. 

3 – (HDR) High effectiveness 

1. Will provide for the maximum increase in the ability for infill 

development. 

2. Will assist in providing for the projected population growth. 

3. The effects on the environment of allowing the additional 

development can be avoided, remedied, and mitigated. 

Table 4: Effectiveness Assessment 

The most effective option in terms of achieving the purpose of the RMA is 

Option 3. 

4.5 Efficiency 

An assessment of the benefits and costs of the various alternatives is the 

means of determining the relative efficiency of the options. The most efficient 

option will achieve the greatest benefit relative to the costs incurred. 

Each of the three options are evaluated in terms of their efficiency in the 

following table: 

Option Benefits Costs 
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ENVIRONMENTAL 

1 - (L1) 1. Retains the status quo (i.e. no 

change to the existing 

environment) 

1. None known 

2 – (MDR) 1. Same as L1 above 1. Same as L1 above 

3 – (HDR) 1. The proposed HDR will 

consolidate the existing 

settlement pattern and will 

contribute to sense of place in 

the Onerahi area. 

2.Low visual impact due to the 

surrounding high density 

residential development. 

3.The location of the land to be 

rezoned is not expected to 

result in adverse effects on the 

social well-being of the people 

in the Onerahi area. 

1. Additional traffic movements 

2. Effects on amenity values.  

Although not significant due 

to the site being partially 

screened from surrounding 

areas by topography and 

vegetation. 

ECONOMIC 

1 - (L1) 1. Rate take (13 lots @ $2,000pa 

approx.) = $26,000 pa 

2.Development contributions to 

WDC (13 new lots @ $20,000 

per lot (approx.)) = $260,000  

1. Reduced rate take. 

2. No additional money spent in 

local and district economy. 

3. Consenting costs associated 

with market pressure to seek 

infill development on land 

not appropriately zoned. 

2 – (MDR) 1. Similar to L1 above. 

Technically a slightly higher 

development yield can be 

obtained than L1.  However, 

due to topography, vegetation 

and new road requirements it 

is unlikely to be significant.   

1. Similar to L1 above. 

3 – (HDR) 1. Rate take (22 lots @ $2,000pa 

approx.) = $44,000 pa 

2. Development contributions to 

WDC (22 new lots @ $20,000 

per lot (approx..)) = $440,000 

3. The location of the land to be 

rezoned is in proximity to the 

Onerahi commercial centre 

1. None known. 
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and will improve their 

vibrancy and vitality.  

4. Opportunities for establishing 

affordable housing on smaller 

allotments. 

SOCIAL 

1 - (L1) 1. None known. 1. None known. 

2 – (MDR) 1. None known 1. None known. 

3 – (HDR) 1. Potential benefit through 

possible infrastructure 

improvements based on an 

increased population base. 

2.Smaller lot sizes close to 

commercial and community 

amenities allows for 

residential intensification in an 

appropriate location and will 

support local facilities and 

services. 

3.Increased employment 

opportunities through 

subdivision and dwelling 

construction. 

1. Potential loss of amenity for 

surrounding residents.  

Although this is unlikely to be 

significant due to the existing 

character of the surrounding 

area. 

CULTURAL 

 For the purpose of this assessment, it has been assumed that all 

options have the same or similar cultural effects.   

Table 5: Efficiency assessment 

4.6 Ranking of alternatives according to quantitative 

data 

Table 6 below ranks the alternative zones according to the quantitative cost 

and benefit data. 

Benefits 1 (L1) 2 (MDR) 3 (HDR) 

Number of residential lots 

created (satisfying demand) 

2 2 1 

Council rate take (pa) 2 2 1 
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Council development 

contributions 

2 2 1 

Opportunities for affordable 

housing (infill development) 

2 2 1 

Money spent in building 

construction industry 

2 2 1 

Employment in building 

construction industry 

2 2 1 

TOTALS 12 12 6 

Figure 6: Ranking according to quantitative data (benefits) 

Note: Most benefit = 1, least benefit = 2 

4.7 Cost/Benefit discussion  

Regarding costs for the various options, there is no meaningful quantitative 

data to compare. Therefore, the primary consideration is the potential effects 

on the environment (qualitative effects). 

In terms of general site suitability, the property is more suited to smaller (HDR) 

size lots due to the topography of the land and the lack of any significant 

hazard overlays. A HDR zoning would enable the land to be more intensively 

developed, providing options for affordable housing and infill development.   

The development of the land subject to this submission in accordance with 

the HDR provisions is consistent with the adjoining land development pattern 

and therefore in terms of amenity values, it will read as being part of this 

existing environment.   

The proposal has the effect of enabling an additional seven allotments to be 

created from the land subject to this submissions. This will slightly increase 

vehicular and pedestrian traffic, and put possible pressure on existing 

infrastructure (i.e roads, piped services, public facilities, reserves). 

4.8  Effectiveness and efficiency conclusions 

In relation to effectiveness, the analysis provided in Table 4 demonstrates that 

the HDR is most effective zone in achieving the purpose of the RMA. 
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In relation to efficiency, the analysis provided in Tables 5 and 6 demonstrates 

that the HDR is the subtlety more efficient zone from an economic 

perspective. Importantly, it is capable of being developed without any 

ratepayer assistance/Council funding. 

The HDR is also the most efficient option in terms of the potential effects on 

amenity, character and social values. This option will provide the best use of 

the land for the purpose of achieving sustainable management under Part 2 

of the RMA. 

Overall, the HDR is the most effective and efficient zone to achieve the purpose 

of the Act, having taken into account all feasible alternatives, and quantitative 

and qualitative benefits and costs. The proposed amendment to Proposed 

Planning Map 74 is shown on the plan in Attachment 3. 

4.9 Risk of acting or not acting 

The Act requires the Council to evaluate the risk of acting or not acting if there 

is uncertain or insufficient information.  In relation to the relief sought by this 

submission, there is no reason for not acting on the basis of insufficient 

information.  Sufficient information is available regarding the nature of the site 

and surrounding area, and analysis has been undertaken into any actual or 

potential effects of future development under the new zoning. 
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To:    Policy Department – Attention: Policy and Monitoring Department 

Whangarei District Council 

Private Bag 9023 

Whangarei 0148 

Email: mailroom@wdc.govt.nz 

RE: Submission on Plan Changes 88, 88E, 88I, 88J, 88G & 148, and Proposed Planning 

Maps 14, 41, 42 and 44 

1. Details of persons making submission

Ruakaka Economic Development Group (REDG)

Ref: 15265

C/- Reyburn and Bryant

Attention: Joseph Henehan

PO Box 191

WHANGAREI

2. General statement

The REDG cannot gain an advantage in trade competition through this submission.

They are directly affected by the plan changes. The effects are not related to trade

competition.

3. Background and context

Background

The REDG is comprised of local business members representing commercial, retail,

professional and industrial sectors, and the wider community, with a focus on

facilitating economic development in the greater Marsden Point area.

Site description

The land to which this submission relates comprises multiple titles in the Marsden

Point area. A plan showing the location of the land is provided at Figure 1. The land

subject to this submission is identified on the plan attached at Attachment 1. Copies

of the relevant certificates of title are available upon request.

The land is located in Marsden Point, located approximately 35km to the south of

Whangarei. The land is generally flat, and is predominantly covered in grass with

vegetation largely being limited to shelterbelt and curtilage planting. Much of this

Submission #180
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land is currently farmed, with residential units and farm accessory buildings being 

scattered throughout the landscape.   

 
Figure 1: Site location (Source: WDC GIS) 

Operative and proposed District Plan zoning 

The operative zone that applyies to the sites subject to this application is the ‘Rural 

Production Environment’. Some of the northern most sites are also subject to a 

‘Future Environment’ overlay. The land is also partially subject to a ‘Flood Susceptible 

Area’ notation.  

The land subject to this application is not currently proposed to be rezoned under 

PC88. The land is however, contiguous with other land that is proposed to be zoned 

‘Medium-density Residential Zone’ (MDR) and the Light Industrial Zone (LI). The 

zoning arrangement proposed under PC88 is shown on Proposed Planning Maps 14, 

41, 42 and 44 in Attachment 2.  

4. The specific provisions of the Plan Change that this submission relates to are: 

All the plan changes, but particularly: 
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 Plan Change 88 (Urban Plan Changes Technical Introduction) 

 Plan Change 88E (Local Commercial Zone Neighbourhood Commercial Zone) 

 Plan Change 88I (Living Zones) 

 Plan Change 88J (Precincts) 

 Plan Change 88G (Light Industrial Zone) 

 Plan Change 148 (Strategic Direction and Subdivision) 

 Proposed Planning Maps 14, 41, 42 and 44 

The submission also relates to the consequential amendments to the Operative 

District Plan text, including the definitions. 

The REDG oppose the plan changes in part. 

5. The REDG seek the following amendments/relief: 

1. This submission requests that PC88 include: 

a. Additional MDR zoned land in the Marsden Point/One Tree Point area to 

provide a sufficient supply of affordable housing for people working in the 

Marsden Point area. The additional MDR land is indicated on the plan in 

Attachment 1. 

b. Recognising the infrastructure capacity constraints and costs, the land 

rezoned under 1a above could also be located in a Medium Residential Zone 

“Expansion Precinct” that enables development only when it is serviced by on-

site communal wastewater systems. In order to future proof development in 

this zone, the precinct provisions would need to be designed in such a way 

that they can be retrofitted with additional residential development when 

reticulated wastewater infrastructure is available. Such a precinct would 

enable the creation of smaller lots, without the costs associated with 

reticulated infrastructure, while future proofing long-term residential 

development. This increase in the supply of affordable residential land 

(enabling workers to work, live and play in the area) will assist in reducing the 

number of persons commuting between Marsden Point and Whangarei each 

day.  

c. Additional Light Industrial, Open Space, Local Commercial and Education 

Zones to meet the foreseeable needs of the wider Marsden Point community. 

d. The creation of a new “Education Zone” which would allow for tertiary 

education facilities to be established in a zone with suitable criteria. It is noted 

that the National Planning Standards include the “Education Zone” as a zone 
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to be incorporated into District Plans across New Zealand (see the National 

Planning Standards excerpt (section 4.17 of the Zone Framework Standard) at 

Attachment 3). 

2. Relief from compliance with provisions in Plan Changes 82A, 82B, 88, 88A-J, 109, 

115, 136, 147, 148 where those provisions are inconsistent with the outcomes 

sought for the land subject to this submission. 

6. The reasons for making the submission on the plan changes are as follows: 

Zoning mix and affordability 

It is understood that the zoning mix proposed under PC88 has been formulated in 

accordance with the requirements of the National Policy Statement on Urban 

Development Capacity (2016) (NPS), including Policies PA1 and PC1 which are: 

  

 

It is also understood that in determining the appropriate mix of residential, 

commercial and industrial zones to meet the requirements of the NPS, the Council 

has done this on a district wide basis with the assistance of a computer model 

developed for that purpose. Accordingly, it is understood that the One Tree 

Point/Marsden Point/Ruakaka area has not been considered separately from the 

remainder of the district. 
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The district wide approach to achieving compliance with the requirements of the 

NPS, while understandable in the context of the minimum requirements of the NPS, 

could have significant implications for the One Tree Point/Marsden Point/Ruakaka 

area over the next 10 years, particularly in respect to housing affordability and general 

social well-being. 

The various industrial activities located at Marsden Point are significant employers in 

the context of the Whangarei District. Much of the workforce make the 30-minute 

(35km) commute between Whangarei and Marsden Point each day. There is also 

potential for significant expansion of existing industrial activities, and new activities, 

further increasing the workforce in the Marsden Point area. 

Industry leaders and Iwi have identified a significant problem with housing 

affordability in the area. The residential zoned land in the area is held by a small 

number of developers, and it is pitched at the top end of the market (due in part to 

its location near the coast and/or waterways, and to the cost of installing reticulated 

infrastructure and associated development contributions).   

The affordability issue is partly a result of the cost of construction, but also the cost of 

developing land for the market. Construction costs cannot be addressed through 

District Plan means. However, the supply of affordable land can be enabled through 

land use planning. 

The zoning layout shown on the plan in Attachment 1 is considered to be the most 

effective and efficient method of resolving the issues identified above and meeting 

the foreseeable needs of the wider One Tree Point/Marsden Point/Ruakaka 

community. The zoning layout is also in accordance with the WDC Marsden Point 

Ruakaka Structure Plan and the Marsden Primary Centre Master Plan (both available 

in Attachment 4).  

The zoning amendments have been considered in the context of the relevant zoning 

criteria listed within the Section 32 report for the Urban Plan Changes. With respect 

to these criteria, the following general comments are made: 

1. The proposed MDR is contiguous with other existing Living Zones.  

2. The area has good access to major transport routes and key resources and 

infrastructure. 

3. The land is not subject to any hazards that will affect any land development 

opportunities. 

4. The land is not subject to an Outstanding Natural Landscape. 

5. The rezoning of the land will not create any reverse sensitivity effects. 
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6. The proposed zonings best achieve sustainable management under Part 2 of the 

RMA. 

7. The REDG wish the Whangarei District Council’s decision to address the above 

issues by: 

1. Amend proposed Planning Maps 14, 41, 42 and 44 by rezoning the Marsden Point 

Area in accordance with the plan attached at Attachment 1.   

2. Create a new “Education Zone” to enable tertiary education facilities to be 

established within the Whangarei District.  

3. Any other relief to achieve the outcomes sought by this submission.  

8. The REDG wish to be heard in support of their submission at a hearing if one is held. 

 

 

 

 

_____________________ 

Joseph Henehan 

Planning Consultant  

 

On behalf of Ruakaka Economic Development Group 

 

Dated this 3rd day of July 2019 
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suitability  of any information supplied to Whangarei District Council for

any purpose. All intellectual property rights in this Database layer and

the data in it belong exclusively to Transpower. While all reasonable

efforts have been made to ensure that up-to-date information is

provided to Whangarei District Council, Transpower New Zealand

accepts no responsibil ity for any errors, omissions or inaccuracies in

the information.
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suitability  of any information supplied to Whangarei District Council for

any purpose. All intellectual property rights in this Database layer and

the data in it belong exclusively to Transpower. While all reasonable

efforts have been made to ensure that up-to-date information is

provided to Whangarei District Council, Transpower New Zealand

accepts no responsibil ity for any errors, omissions or inaccuracies in

the information.
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accepts no responsibil ity for any errors, omissions or inaccuracies in
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EXTRACT FROM NATIONAL 

PLANNING STANDARDS
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WDC MARSDEN POINT RUAKAKA 

STRUCTURE PLAN AND MARSDEN 

PRIMARY CENTRE MASTER PLAN
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