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1 Introduction 

1.1 The Plan Change hearings 

Whangarei District Council (“Council”) has notified a package of “Urban and Services” plan changes 

(“USPCs”), as part of the rolling review of the Council’s District Plan. This includes all urban rezoning and a 

number district wide chapters (e.g. Transport, Three Waters, Earthworks). As part of the Plan review, 

Council has completely reviewed all business zones, and has proposed a suite of zones consistent with the 

National Planning Standards.  

The Plan Changes include: 

• PC88A: City Centre Zone 

• PC88B: Mixed Use Zone 

• PC88C: Waterfront Zone 

• PC88D: Commercial Zone 

• PC88E: Local and Neighbourhood Centre Zones 

• PC88F: Shopping Centre Zone 

• PC88G: Light Industry Zone 

• PC88H: Heavy Industry Zone 

The submission period has closed, and a number of submissions have been received that relate economic 

effects. 

1.2 Scope of economic advice 

Market Economics Ltd has been commissioned by Council to provide economics advice in relation to the 

Plan Change process. In particular, the following key tasks have been identified as requiring input: 

• review the package of notified plan changes 

• review and respond to submissions received 

• review and respond to evidence received 

• attend the Plan Change hearings. 

This report addresses specific question relating to the first two items, and is to be used to inform Council’s 

s42A hearing reports.  
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1.3 Assistance requested for this stage 

Council officers have reviewed the submissions received, and have identified the submissions1 which it 

considers contain matters relevant to our area of expertise. Officers have requested that we review 

particular submissions, and based on the scope of those submissions, requested assistance to respond to 

the following specific questions: 

• The USPCs set gross floor area (“GFA”) limits for activities not anticipated in a zone, and 

those limits vary by zone. Some submissions seek to increase the GFA limits in some 

zones. Is it appropriate to increase these? If so, should differences between zones 

remain? Alternatively, is the notified approach appropriate? 

• Within the Shopping Centre Zone (SCZ), two new policies have been requested from an 

economic perspective (SCZ-PXY and SCZ-PXZ). Do notified policies SCZ-P2, SCZ-P3 and 

SCZ-P4 appropriately provide for complementary uses and flexibility within the SCZ 

through a consenting regime? From an economic perspective, would the addition of 

the requested policies support or compromise those policies? 

• The southern part of Whangarei has attracted a number of conflicting submissions. As 

notified the plan changes tried to create a shift towards a Light Industry zoning and 

Local Commercial zone on the Commercial Centres site, primarily to protect the City 

Centre and Shopping Centre zones and to delete the scheduled activities. In terms of 

submissions 60, 99, 160 and 210, what are the potential economic impacts of granting 

relief? 

• Submission 208 seeks a new Local Commercial zone in Maunu. Would this request have 

potential adverse economic effects?   

• Whether extending the hours of operation for food and beverage activities in the 

Commercial Zone (from the notified PC88D) would be appropriate.  

• The appropriate hours of operation for food and beverage activities in the Light 

Industry, Heavy Industry and Commercial Zones. 

The report is structured to respond to those four questions. 

                                                            
1 Submissions 65, 138, 144, 171, 225, 236, 237, 241 
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2 Zone overview 
It is useful to understand the zoning hierarchy and structure proposed in the USPCs, to assist in 

interpretation of the objectives and policies, and submissions. The commercial and industrial zones in the 

USPCs are discussed below. 

2.1 Commercial Zones 

2.1.1 City Centre Zone 

The City Centre Zone (“CCZ”) is the “focal point of the District and provides vital retail, service, business 

and recreational needs for residents while also providing a key destination for visitors. It is envisaged that 

the CCZ will be a strong, enduring and consolidated area serving as a base for commercial, retail and 

entertainment activities. It is anticipated that significant growth and investment will occur within the CCZ.” 

Issues identified in relation to the CCZ include that historic dispersal of retail and hospitality activities and 

a lack of residents in the City Centre have undermined the economic viability and vitality of the CCZ.  

Economic and residential growth are encouraged and should contribute to a vibrant, high amenity 

environment. A range of residential, commercial, retail and entertainment activities are envisaged.  

In the zone the following activity statuses are proposed by PC88A: 

• Permitted: General Retail; Commercial Services; Food and Beverage Activity; 

Entertainment Facilities; Visitor Accommodation; Recreation Facilities, Educational 

Facilities; Trade Retail2. 

• Non-complying: General Commercial; General Community; Drive Through Facilities; 

Garden Centres 

• Prohibited: Manufacturing and Storage; and General Industry 

2.1.2 Waterfront Zone 

The Waterfront Zone (“WZ”) manages land use and subdivision within Whangarei’s waterfront, close to the 

CCZ. The area is a significant destination for visitors, and the main uses of the area are active and passive 

recreation with a selection of tourism-focused retail, accommodation, restaurant and entertainment 

facilities and maritime activities. The WZ is a hub for recreation, culture and tourism.  

The WZ is comprised of two distinct areas: the Waterfront Commercial Area and the Waterfront Mixed-

Use Area. The Waterfront Commercial Area connects the Waterfront Zone to the City Centre Zone and 

provides for a range of activities including small scale retail, restaurants, passive recreation and cultural 

activities along with artisan craft industries. The Waterfront Mixed Use Area extends along Hīhīaua 

Peninsula, Riverside Drive and Port Road, providing for residential, commercial and community activities 

along with some maritime industrial activities. 

                                                            
2 Permitted in tenancies of less than 600m2, otherwise discretionary 
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In the zone the following activity statuses are proposed by PC88C (in both Areas): 

• Permitted: Artisanal Industrial Activity (maximum GFA 300m2) 

• Discretionary: General Industry; Manufacturing and Storage, Repair and Maintenance 

Services, Retirement Village, Motor Vehicle Sales; Garden Centres, Trade Suppliers, 

Drive Through Facilities; Hire Premise, Service Stations; General Commercial; General 

Community 

In the Waterfront Commercial Area the following activity statuses are proposed: 

• Permitted: General Retail; Food and Beverage Activity; Entertainment Facilities; 

• Discretionary: Commercial Services; Visitor Accommodation; 

• Non-complying: Marine Industry; Residential; Grocery Stores; Marine Retail; Recreation 

Facilities, Educational Facilities; 

In the Waterfront Mixed Use Area the following activity statuses are proposed: 

• Permitted: Residential; Grocery Stores; Marine Retail; Recreation Facilities, Educational 

Facilities; Commercial Services; General Retail; Food and Beverage Activity; 

Entertainment Facilities; Visitor Accommodation; 

• Restricted Discretionary: Marine Industry 

2.1.3 Mixed Use Zone 

The Mixed Use Zone (“MUZ”) seeks to enable activities that complement the City Centre and Waterfront 

Zones, and has connectivity and walkability with the City Centre and Waterfront Zones. Promoting and 

increasing residential uses within and adjacent to the City Centre is a key objective within the Urban Area, 

and the MUZ is seen as an appropriate area to provide for medium density residential use.  

To enable change a mix of uses are provided for, including residential activities, light industrial and  

commercial services, retail activities, visitor accommodation and community activities. It is intended that 

these activities are complementary to the City Centre and Waterfront Zones. To protect the vibrancy and 

viability of the City Centre and Waterfront Zones, smaller scale retail and food and beverage activities are 

limited. Activities which detract from amenity are discouraged. 

In the zone the following activity statuses are proposed by PC88B: 

• Permitted: Trade Suppliers, Food and Beverage Activity, General Retail; Commercial 

Services; Visitor Accommodation; Recreation Facilities, Educational Facilities. 

• Discretionary: Retirement Villages; Drive Through Facilities; Entertainment Facilities; 

Care Centres; Service Stations; General Commercial; General Community; Marine 

Industry; Motor Vehicle Sales; Garden Centres; Hire Premises. 
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2.1.4 Local Centre Zone 

The Local Centre Zone (“LCZ”) provides for commercial, community and residential activities within the 

suburbs of Whangarei City (Tikipunga, Kensington, Regent, Kamo, Onerahi, Maunu, Raumaunga and Port 

Nikau), at Ruakaka and Marsden Point, providing a focal point for community functions. The LCZ contain a 

range of retail goods and services, including supermarkets, small office activities and some community, 

recreation and health services. The LCZ serves a larger catchment, and will generally be a larger centre than 

the smaller Neighbourhood Centre Zone. Many LCZs are traditional main street centres. .  

In the zone the following activity statuses are proposed by PC88E (all floor areas are Net Floor Area): 

• Permitted (with a maximum NFA of 300m2): Grocery Stores; Health Care Facilities; 

Commercial Services; Food and Beverage Activity; Artisan Industrial Activities ancillary 

to a manufacturing activity 

• Permitted (with a maximum NFA of 1,000m2): Entertainment Facilities; Recreation 

Facilities, Educational Facilities. 

• Restricted Discretionary: Visitor Accommodation 

• Discretionary (with no NFA limits): Retirement Villages; Care Centres, Drive Through 

Facilities; Service Station; 

• Discretionary (with a maximum NFA of 300m2 and maximum outdoor display area of 

500m2): Marine Retail; Motor Vehicle Sales; Garden Centres; Trade Suppliers. 

• Non-complying: Industrial Activities;  Hire Premises and Facilities.  

2.1.5 Neighbourhood Centre Zone 

The Neighbourhood Centre Zone (“NCZ”) provides for commercial activities that sell  goods and services to 

meet the day to day needs of communities. NCZs are distributed throughout urban Whangarei, Ruakaka 

and Marsden Point., and are small in land area with small tenancies. Activities are compatible with 

neighbouring residential activity and local amenity values.  

In the zone the following activity statuses are proposed by PC88E (all floor areas are Net Floor Area): 

• Permitted (with a maximum NFA of 300m2): Grocery Stores; Health Care Facilities; 

Commercial Services; Food and Beverage Activity. 

• Permitted (with no maximum NFA): Visitor Accommodation; Retirement Villages; Care 

Centres. 

• Discretionary: Entertainment Facilities; Recreation Facilities, Educational Facilities. 

• Non-complying: Industrial Activities, Marine Retail; Motor Vehicle Sales; Garden 

Centres; Trade Suppliers; Drive Through Facilities; Service Stations. 
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2.1.6 Shopping Centre Zone 

The Shopping Centre Zone (“SCZ”) provides for the consolidation of predominantly large comprehensive 

general retail stores within existing shopping centres. Limited provision is made for supporting small scale 

food and beverage activities such as cafes for the comfort of visitors and employees at the shopping centre. 

Shopping centres are generally comparative shopping ‘destinations’ and need large spaces for retail and 

tend to be car-focused. The Issues section of the SCZ Plan Change describes how Shopping centres can 

have significant adverse effects on the vitality and functioning of other commercial or retailing centres and 

so their location must be carefully managed. The SCZ is expected to remain at existing locations close to 

the City Centre. The SCZ has been applied at the following shopping centres: Tarewa, Okara and Okara 

West. 

In the zone the following activity statuses are proposed by PC88F (all floor areas are Net Floor Area): 

• Permitted: Commercial Services (limited to 250m2 per tenancy and 5% of net floor area 

of the shopping centre); Food and Beverages (limited to 350m2 per tenancy and 5% of 

net floor area of the shopping centre); Retail Activities (minimum tenancy size of 

350m2); Grocery Store (minimum tenancy size of 450m2); Motor Vehicle Sales; Garden 

Centres; Marine Retail; Hire Premises and Facilities; Drive Through Facilities; General 

Commercial; General Community. 

• Discretionary: activities not meeting tenancy size limits. 

• Prohibited: Industrial Activities. 

2.1.7 Commercial Zone 

The Commercial Zone (“COMZ”) provides for a range of commercial small and medium scale industrial 

activities that may not be appropriate for, or are unable to locate in, higher amenity zones such as the CCZ 

or LCZ. These activities may require larger sites than are available within other commercial centres or be 

incompatible with the amenity expectations there.  

Activities which adversely affect the vitality and viability of other Business Zones are not appropriate for 

the COMZ. For example, activities which in combination may effectively create an unplanned centre and 

detract from established centres (e.g. small-scale retail and restaurants) are not appropriate. The COMZ is 

located in areas of lower amenity than centres, but with good accessibility.  

In the zone the following activity statuses are proposed by PC88D (all floor areas are Net Floor Area): 

• Permitted (with a maximum NFA of 4,000m2): General Industry; Manufacturing and 

Storage; Repair and Maintenance Services; Artisan Industrial Activities; Marine Industry. 

• Permitted (with no NFA restriction): Grocery Store; Motor Vehicle Sales; Garden 

Centres; Trade Suppliers; Drive Through Facilities; Hire Premises; Commercial Services; 

Service Stations; Recreation Facilities; Educational Facilities; Ancillary General Retail; 

Food and Beverage Activity (maximum of 250m2 per site). 

• Discretionary: Entertainment Facility; Visitor Accommodation; General Commercial; 

General Community 
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• Non-complying: Residential. 

2.2 Industrial Zones 

2.2.1 Light Industry Zone 

The Light Industrial Zone (LIZ) provides for small scale industrial activities, and retail activities that are 

compatible with industrial activities such as service stations, motor vehicle sales, garden centres, trade 

suppliers and hire premises. Supporting activities such as cafes and takeaway bars are also provided for. 

Other non-industrial activities are discouraged to preserve land for industrial and trade retail type uses. 

Industrial activities range in scale and nature, and those anticipated within the LIZ are generally smaller and 

carried out indoors, including warehousing, bulk storage, light manufacturing and servicing activities.  

In the zone the following activity statuses are proposed (all floor areas are Net Floor Area): 

• Permitted: General Industry; Manufacturing and Storage; Repair and Maintenance 

Services; Artisan Industrial Activities; Marine Industry; Motor Vehicle Sales; Garden 

Centres; Trade Suppliers; Marine Retail; Drive Through Facilities; Hire Premises; Service 

Stations; Ancillary General Retail <100m2, Ancillary Commercial Service <250m2, Food 

and Beverage Activity <250m2. 

• Discretionary: Grocery Store; Recreation Facilities. 

• Non-complying: Residential; Entertainment Facility; Educational Facilities; Visitor 

Accommodation; Care Centres. 

2.2.2 Heavy Industry Zone 

The Heavy Industrial Zone (HIZ) provides for large scale industrial activities, with greater provision for 

activities producing objectionable emissions or using hazardous materials than the LIZ. The Zone also 

provides for activities which are inherently a part of industrial activities, such as small scale food and 

beverage activities and ancillary offices and retail activities, but only to the extent that they are required to 

facilitate the operation of industrial activities. 

In the zone the following activity statuses are proposed (all floor areas are Net Floor Area): 

• Permitted: Industry Activity, Food and Beverage Activity <250m2; Service Stations with 

retail <50m2; 

• Permitted as ancillary to an Industrial Activity: Motor Vehicle Sales; Garden Centres; 

Trade Suppliers; Marine Retail; Hire Premises; General Retail, Commercial Services 

• Non-complying: Residential; Grocery Stores, Entertainment Facility; Educational 

Facilities; Visitor Accommodation; Care Centres. 
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3 GFA limits 

3.1 The issue 

Council requested the following assistance: 

• The USPCs set gross floor area (“GFA”) limits for activities not anticipated in a zone, and 

those limits vary by zone. Some submissions seek to increase the GFA limits in some 

zones. Is it appropriate to increase these? If so, should differences between zones 

remain? Alternatively, is the notified approach appropriate? 

3.2 The plan changes 

Following is a list of some (not all) of the floorspace limits in the notified plan changes, provided to give an 

indication of the variance of thresholds applied in different zones in the plan. Specific comments relating 

to these thresholds are provided in the rest of this section. As general comments: 

• our opinion is that the intent of applying thresholds (to indicate a preference for certain 

types of activities to locate in certain zones in preference to others) is appropriate, and 

consistent with rules applied in other cities’ plans. 

• the thresholds applied could be simplified somewhat to provide greater consistency 

between zones for the same activities, and within zones for similar activities. 

Zone Activity 

Activity Status 
(mostly Net Floor Area, 
some are Gross Floor 

Area) 

Activity status if 
compliance not 

achieved 

City Centre General Retail, Grocery Store P <600m2 D 

City Centre Trade Suppliers P <600m2 NC 

Waterfront Mixed Use Grocery Store P <600m2 D 

Waterfront Commercial 
Area 

General Retail, Food and Beverage, 
Entertainment 

P<250m2 D 

Mixed Use Zone Trade Supplier, Grocery Store, 
General Retail 

P 250-600m2 D 

Local Centre Grocery Store, Food and Beverage, 
Health Care and Commercial 
Services 

P <300m2 D 

Local Centre Entertainment, Recreation and 
Education Facilities 

P <1,000m2 D 

Neighbourhood Centre Grocery Store, Commercial Service, 
Health Care, Food and Beverage 

P <300m2, 
outdoor area 
<500m2 

D 

Neighbourhood Centre General Retail D <250m2, 

outdoor area 
<500m2  

NC 
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Zone Activity 

Activity Status 
(mostly Net Floor Area, 
some are Gross Floor 

Area) 

Activity status if 
compliance not 

achieved 

Shopping Centre Commercial Services P <100m2 and 
<2% of NFA of 
the centre it is in 

D 

Shopping Centre Food and Beverage P <250m2 and 
<5% of NFA of 
the centre it is in 

D 

Shopping Centre Retail Activities P >450m2 D 

Shopping Centre Supermarket P >450m2 and is 
in an existing 
building 

D 

Commercial Zone General Industry, Manufacturing 
and Storage, Artisan Industry 

P <1,000m2 D 

Commercial Zone Food and Beverage P<250m2 D 

Various Ancillary General Retail P <100m2 and 
ancillary to a 
permitted 
activity on the 
site 

Various 

 

Some other floorspace restrictions are discussed elsewhere in the plan changes, including: 

• the Strategic Direction chapter SD-P21 - Shopping Centre Zone: This zone is to apply to 

existing shopping centres where total net retail area exceeds 2,000m2 and the minimum 

average is 450m2.  

As a general comment, we note that there are a number of different floorspace thresholds proposed in the 

plan changes: 

• 250m2 (Waterfront Commercial Area for General Retail, Food and Beverage, 

Entertainment) 

• 300m2 in Local Centres for some activities, and 1,000m2 for others 

• 250m2 in Neighbourhood Centres for some activities, and 300m2 for others 

• Shopping Centres have several different thresholds, including 100m2 maximum for 

Commercial Services, 250m2 maximum for Food and Beverages, and a 450m2 minimum 

for Grocery Stores and General Retail. 

We understand the general reasons for the imposition of different thresholds, and there is merit in applying 

more fine-grained limits as opposed to having a single figure for all activities (commonly 450m2 around NZ 

as a distinction between small and large format retail, also applied to other activities). Nevertheless there 

is very little economic justification to apply a distinction between 250m2 and 300m2, for example, and we 

suggest that there would be merit in simplifying the thresholds applied. That 450m2 threshold is less 

relevant to food and beverage activities, although some threshold is still useful for those activities so as to 
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manage their distribution and support the centres hierarchy, as discussed in section 3.8.2 in response to 

submission 236. 

Following is a summary and discussion of the key submissions insofar as they relate to issues of floorspace 

thresholds. 

3.3 Submission 65 

3.3.1 Submission contents 

This submission relates to the proposed Okara West Shopping Centre Zone. The submission is that the 

current mix of activities on the site, the site’s fragmented ownership and individual tenancy sizes are 

inconsistent with policy SD-P21. The submission is not that the description of Shopping Centre Zone 

characteristics in that policy is inappropriate, but that Okara West does not meet those characteristics, and 

that the Commercial Zone would better reflect the nature and extent of retail activity located at Okara 

West. 

3.3.2 Discussion 

We agree that the site identified as Okara West Shopping Centre currently lacks some of the seven 

characteristics of the SCZ  that are identified in the Strategic Direction (“SD”) chapter of the SCZ (policy SD-

P21). Of those seven we estimate that the Okara West Shopping Centre is consistent with five (combined 

area >2,000m2; average NFA >450m2; 3+ retailers, multiple brands, <1km to City Centre) and inconsistent 

with two (it can’t be managed as a single facility, and has no shared common facilities).  

By comparison the Okara Shopping Centre would clearly satisfy all seven characteristics, and is of a form 

which would more readily be perceived by a layperson as a shopping centre. There is also an absence at 

Okara West of a number of characteristics identified in the SCZ chapter, including a lack of comparative 

shopping options, no “comprehensive” group of retail and other establishments, and no provision of small 

scale food and beverage activities such as cafes. 

However, while the Okara West node appears to have developed as an organic collection of light industry, 

trade suppliers, retail and service businesses, rather than as a cohesive, integrated shopping centre, we 

understand that recent changes in the area’s tenancies have resulted in an increasing retail presence. The 

characteristics that Okara West does not have could be achieved with redevelopment or reorganisation of 

the node, and the proposed Okara West SCZ does have locational attributes that would make it suited to 

accommodating an SCZ, including proximity to the City Centre and the Okara SCZ.  

From previous work we have undertaken for Council in relation to retail matters, our understanding is that 

there will be increasing demand for LFR in Whangarei, and there are relatively limited location options 

where this could be located. The area along Commerce St is an appropriate part of the City in which to 

establish an SCZ, and the notified Okara West SCZ may represent an SCZ that is likely to , or could 

appropriately, develop in the near future to supply some of the increasing LFR demand in Whangarei. The 

Okara SCZ zoning, on the other hand, reflects that activity that has already established on that site. 
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In summary, while not all of the current characteristics of the notified SCZ are present in the Okara West 

Shopping Centre, in our opinion:  

• Okara West is an appropriate location to zone SCZ; and  

• the Okara West SCZ would help to provide adequate capacity to provide for future 

growth in LFR demand.  

3.4 Submission 138 

3.4.1 Submission contents 

This submission is that the permitted activity threshold in the Mixed Use Zone is set too high and is too 

prescriptive. The change requested is from the notified maximum NFA in the Mixed Use Zone of between 

250m2 and 600m2 to a straight maximum, with no minimum. 

3.4.2 Discussion 

We agree that a single figure is more appropriate to apply as the maximum. It is unclear what the intent 

was of the 250-600m2 range drafted, but the maximum cannot sensibly be between 250 and 600m2 as the 

lower of the areas is redundant. A permissible range of between 250 and 600m2 could be applied, however 

we see little merit in imposing a minimum NFA, and would recommend only a maximum. That approach 

would be consistent with the policy (MU-P1) of promoting active street frontages, and the objective to 

accommodate a range of activities that do not undermine the strength, vibrancy and viability of the City 

Centre or Waterfront Zones.  

As to the appropriate maximum threshold to apply, our opinion is that there is value in having the maximum 

consistent with other thresholds in the plan changes, and note that 600m2 is applied for Grocery Stores, 

Trade Suppliers and General Retail in the City Centre, and Grocery Stores in the Waterfront Mixed Use 

Zone. An alternative such as 450m2 figure could be applied, but there is very little economic justification 

for preferring a 450m2 figure over 600m2, when the number of activities in the 450-600m2 range across 

Whangarei is very small, and the characteristics of activities at the low and high ends of the range are very 

similar.  

3.5 Submission 144 

3.5.1 Submission contents 

Submission 144 is made by the owners of a site in Maunu (460 Maunu Rd) that is currently zoned Living 1 

Environment but proposed to be zoned Local Commercial Zone in PC88E. The submission seeks a number 

of amendments, including in relation to floorspace thresholds that the maximum threshold for Grocery 

Store, Food and Beverage, Health Care and Commercial Services be increased from the notified 300m2 per 

site to 450m2 per site.  
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3.5.2 Discussion 

Our interpretation of the notified 300m2 maximum is that it is an attempt to: 

• differentiate the Local Centre Zone from other centre types 

• ensure that the scale of development described in the rules limits development of large 

scale commercial and retail activities such as supermarkets, large format retail and 

department store (policy LC-P10) 

• ensure the scale of LCZ development is appropriate to provide for the needs of 

surrounding residential areas (policy LC-P11) 

• avoid adverse effects on the vitality and viability of the City Centre and Mixed Use Zones 

(policy LC-P11). 

Limiting the establishment of the activities identified in LC-P10 would be equally well achieved by applying 

any threshold from within the 300-450m2 range, because those activities in LC-P10 are typically much larger 

scale than that range: 

• Some supermarkets may be as small as 1,000m2 (those in the ‘metro’ style format), but 

are typically over 1,500m2, and more commonly 2,000m2+ 

• Department stores tend to be at least 2,000m2, and often more than 5,000m2 

• Large format retail stores vary significantly depending on brand and storetype, with 

some favouring tenancies of just over 500m2 and others being 2,000m2+. 

In our opinion applying a 450m2 maximum instead of 300m2 under rules LC-R15 – LC-R18 would meet the 

objectives and policies of PC88E, notably LC-P10 and LC-P11, while providing some additional flexibility to 

accommodate slightly larger activities than would be possible under the notified version of PC88E. Activities 

that are viable in smaller centres such as the Local Centre Zone tend to be self-limiting as to tenancy size 

requirements, because of the limited market size and role retail activities play. However, there will be 

occasional activities of the type identified in LC-R15 – LC-R18 that will seek to establish in Local Centres and 

appropriately be slightly larger than 300m2, such as larger grocery stores or cafes. The marginal difference 

in effects on other centres generated by a 300m2 versus a 450m2 store is not significant, and we suggest 

that imposing a higher maximum threshold as requested by the submitter is a pragmatic and reasonable 

approach.  

A related submission is 225 (Foodstuffs) which opposes the 300m2 maximum floor area in the LCZ. 

3.6 Submission 171 

3.6.1 Submission contents 

Submission 144 is made by the owners of Okara Park Shopping Centre, and seeks a reduction in the 

minimum permissible size for Retail Activities in the Shopping Centre Zone from the notified 450m2 (SCZ-

R10) to 100m2.  
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3.6.2 Discussion 

While there is no definite threshold for large format retail (“LFR”) space in play around NZ, a figure of 450-

500m2 is common. Also common is the approach taken in District Plans around the country that it is 

appropriate to provide for some retail destinations that accommodate solely, or predominantly, larger 

scale retail activities. The merits of providing large format retail zones are that there is a set zone available 

to located them, when they may not be appropriate from a scale/urban design point of view in centres 

which aim to maintain environments that are pedestrian friendly, fine-grained and with active street 

frontages. LFR activities have emerged as a dominant retail form since around 2000, and often fitted in 

poorly to policy environments that were set prior to that. An emerging awareness of LFR’s popularity, and 

the challenges it creates from a design perspective, has led to many Councils to establish zones specifically 

to accommodate LFR. 

These reasons are consistent with discussion provided in the Overview/Issues section of the notified 

version of PC88F (SCZ). The application of a minimum floorspace threshold in the SCZ is clearly an attempt 

to limit the types of activities that are permitted in the SCZ, and to provide for LFR while also preserving 

the primacy, function and vitality of the City Centre, Local Commercial Zones and Waterfront zones (SCZ-

O3, SCZ-P3 and SCZ-P4).  

In our opinion those are appropriate and desirable objectives and policies for the SCZ, and to achieve them 

requires the use of a maximum threshold significantly higher than the requested 100m2. We are of the 

strong opinion that the 450m2 minimum threshold in the notified plan change is appropriate to meet the 

plan change’s objectives and policies, and that the requested 100m2 maximum is entirely inappropriate to 

achieve those objectives and policies. 

3.7 Submission 225 

3.7.1 Submission contents 

This submission is made by Foodstuffs North Island Ltd and relates to the USPCs’ recognition of and 

allowance for the need for business growth to occur. Foodstuffs generally supports the proposed rezoning 

of their three supermarket sites in Whangarei to LCZ and MUZ, however has concerns that the floor area 

restrictions “do not appropriately reflect the nature and scale of existing or future developments”. 

Submission point 12 opposes the proposed 300m2 permitted threshold in Rule LC-R15 because it would 

impose “unnecessary consenting restrictions on any additions or alterations made to [Foodstuffs’ existing] 

facilities.” Similarly, point 16 opposes the 600m2 threshold (from Rule MU-R12) in the MUZ for the same 

reason, and point 19 opposes the same restriction in the Central City Zone.  

A related issue is policy “LC-P10 – Scale of Development”, which seeks to “avoid adverse effects on the 

Shopping Centre Zone by limiting the development of large scale commercial and retail activities such as 

supermarkets, large format retail and department stores”. Foodstuffs’ submission at point 7 is that: 

• there is consistent and logical demand for supermarkets in the LCZ, and it makes no 

sense to seek to avoid effects on the SCZ. 
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• that policy should be deleted because supermarkets are a core activity in the Local 

Centre Zone, already exist in most of Whangarei’s local centres, and where they do exist 

exceed the proposed permitted threshold.  

Foodstuffs supports the proposed minimum floor area requirement in the SCZ (450m2) in Rule SCZ-R11, 

but opposes the requirements that supermarkets are only a permitted activity if they occur in an existing 

building.  

3.7.2 Discussion 

Supermarket floorspace thresholds in LCZ 

Local Centres are described as often being the heart of the suburb and “contain activities such as 

supermarkets, a range of retail goods and services, small scale office activities and some community, 

recreation and health services.”3 It is true that supermarkets are located in many of Whangarei’s Local 

Centres now, including New World at Onerahi and Regent, and Countdown at Regent and Tikipunga. The 

only large supermarkets (i.e. larger than Four Square size) not located in Local Centres are the Countdown 

in the Okara SCZ and the Pak’n Save in the MUZ.  

We agree with Foodstuffs’ submission that supermarkets are a core activity in the LCZ, and that their 

presence in the LCZ should be more permissive than it is in the notified version of PC88E. As discussed 

above in response to submission 144, the objectives and policies for the LCZ seek to position Local Centres 

as a focal point for retail and service activities at a suburb-based scale, and to have the LCZ fit into a 

hierarchy where primacy is afforded to the CCZ and MUZ, and adverse effects on those zones by activities 

occurring in the LCZ are avoided. In that context department stores and LFR stores are understandably 

limited in PC88E within the LCZ, because those stores are few in number within Whangarei, and serve large, 

often whole of City, catchments. That means that most department and LFR stores only have one store in 

each brand in Whangarei (Farmers, The Warehouse, Briscoes, Rebel Sport, Harvey Norman, Smiths City). 

Supermarkets differ, however, and due to the greater frequency with which supermarkets are visited 

(typically weekly) than department stores or LFR stores (monthly-yearly or less) supermarkets have much 

different locational requirements, and serve much smaller, more localised catchments. That is the reason 

that supermarkets are already located throughout Whangarei’s suburbs, while department stores and LFR 

retailers are more limited in number and tend to aggregate in shopping centres.  

In that context, we agree with Foodstuffs’ submission that the activity status of supermarkets in the LCZ 

would be better managed in a different way to that proposed in the notified version of PC88E. In our 

opinion an appropriate response would be the deletion of a maximum floor area for supermarkets/grocery 

stores in the LCZ (as requested in item 12 of the submission), which would then permit the retention and 

expansion of existing stores in the LCZ. Similarly, and for the same reasons, we agree with Foodstuffs’ 

submission that it is appropriate to have no maximum floorspace threshold for supermarkets in the Mixed 

Use Zone (submission item 16).  

It is likely that because there are only two supermarket operators in NZ (Woolworths and Foodstuffs) that 

the number of supermarkets in Whangarei will be self-limiting – it is not economic for the operators to 

                                                            
3 LCZ Overview/Issues section 
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have increasingly large numbers of stores, and the finite (albeit growing) pool of supermarket demand will 

limit how many supermarkets can be accommodated in the City. That limit is likely to be only one or two 

stores more than the current supply within the life of the USPCs (say 15 years), and at that level of supply 

adverse effects on higher order centres are likely to be unnoticeable from current levels. That means there 

is no need on economics or retail effects grounds to seek to constrain supermarkets from locating in the 

LCZ, and therefore no need to apply a maximum floorspace threshold.  

That is not true for department stores or LFR, and we recommend that the maximum GFA for other retail 

types be retained (subject to our response above to submission 144 where we conclude that the marginal 

difference in effects on other centres generated by a 300m2 and a 450m2 store is not significant, and we 

suggest that imposing a higher maximum threshold as requested by the submitter is a pragmatic and 

reasonable approach).  

Supermarket floorspace thresholds in CCZ and MUZ 

Foodstuffs also submitted that imposing a maximum floorspace limit on supermarkets in the Central City 

Zone and Mixed Use Zone is inappropriate, and that supermarkets should be permitted with no restriction 

as to size. We agree with that point from an economic and distributional effects perspective, however, note 

that there are potentially other reasons to impose a maximum limit in the Central City, especially for urban 

design purposes to maintain a pedestrian friendly, fine grained built environment in the Central City. Those 

reasons are not relevant in the Mixed Use Zone, where that fine grained environment is not intended. 

Adverse effects of Supermarkets in LCZ on SCZ 

The SCZ as notified would apply to three locations within Whangarei, at Okara, Okara West and Tarewa. 

From our discussion of the floorspace thresholds part of the submission (immediately above), we conclude 

that there is no real risk of supermarkets in the Local Centre Zone adversely affecting the Shopping Centre 

Zone, and agree with Foodstuffs’ submission that supermarkets should be deleted from policy LC-P10. We 

would not go so far as Foodstuffs’ complete submission on that point however, and see no reason to delete 

that policy in its entirety, and are of the opinion that the policy should retained for large format retail and 

department stores. 

3.8 Submission 236 

3.8.1 Submission contents 

Submission 236 is Whangarei District Council’s submission on the Plan Changes which were required to 

give effect to the recently introduced National Planning Standards. The relevant parts of the submission 

relate to the measure of floorspace thresholds, and relate to changing gross floor area (GFA) to net floor 

area (NFA) in some rules setting minimum or maximum floor areas for individual activities. Exceptions to 

that change are for some specific types of retail, where GFA is retained (e.g. Trade Suppliers, Garden 

Centres, Marine Retail, Motor Vehicle Sales in the LCZ, and Grocery Stores, Commercial Services and Food 

and Beverage Activity in the NCZ).  
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3.8.2 Response to submission 

It is unclear to us why a consistent measure of floorspace is not applied for each storetype in all rules, and 

why Business Net Floor Area (“NFA”) is applied in some rules, and Gross Floor Area (“GFA”) in others. We 

are aware that the introduction of the National Planning Standards required some change in approach to 

the floor areas used, however that would not seem to explain the reason for the different measures 

proposed n submission 236. 

In Submission 236 the following4 applied as thresholds for activities to be included in a particular activity 

status (usually the cut off for permitted, but sometimes discretionary). 

Activity CCZ MUZ WZ COMZ LCZ NCZ SCZ 

Artisan Industrial 
Activity 

GFA <300m2  GFA <300m2 GFA 
<1,000m2 

NFA <300m2  NFA <450m2 

General Retail NFA <600m2 NFA 250-
600m2 

NFA <250m2 GFA <250m2 

if ancillary 
NFA <300m2 GFA <250m2 NFA <450m2 

Grocery Store NFA <600m2 NFA 250-
600m2 

NFA <600m2  NFA <300m2 GFA <300m2  

Recreational Facilities NFA <600m2    GFA 
<1,000m2 

  

Entertainment Facilities   NFA <250m2  GFA 
<1,000m2 

  

Food and Beverage 
Activity 

  NFA <250m2 GFA <250m2 NFA <300m2 GFA <300m2 NFA <250m2 

Commercial Services     NFA <300m2 GFA <300m2 NFA <100m2 

Garden Centres     GFA <300m2   

Educational Facilities NFA <600m2    GFA 
<1,000m2 

  

Care Centres NFA <600m2       

Trade Suppliers  NFA 250-
600m2 

  GFA <300m2   

The definitions of GFA and NFA submitted in the Council’s submission are: 

• GFA: means the sum of the total area of all floors of a building or buildings (including 

void areas such as lifts and stair wells) 

• NFA means the GFA, including stock storage or preparation areas but excluding void 

areas such as lifts and stair wells, shared corridors and mall common spaces, lobbies 

and plant areas, parking areas and building service rooms. 

While we imagine that some activities lend themselves more to one measure of floor area than the other, 

we are not clear as to why: 

• some activities have an NFA threshold applied in some zones, and GFA in others 

• some zones have an NFA threshold applied for some activities, and GFA for others. 

From the table above, it would seem logical to have all thresholds in a row to be the same, or possibly all 

in a column. That lack of consistency may be a matter for Council to consider. We are also not clear as to 

why the areas applied vary in some cases, notably Food and Beverage Activity. There is little practical 

difference between 250m2 and 300m2, and we are unclear why both have been applied against various 

                                                            
4 Not intended to be an exhaustive list of all activity types, or to necessarily capture all thresholds 
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zones. While it could seem that it is a rough approximation of 250m2 NFA being similar to 300m2 GFA, both 

GFA and NFA are applied for both 250m2 and 300m2.  

We recommend that greater consistency is applied across the rules. 

3.9 Submission 237 

This was identified as containing a submission relating to GFA changes, but does not appear to do so. 

3.10 Submission 241 

3.10.1 Submission contents 

This submission by Udy Investments Ltd opposes PC88, and identifies specific concerns relating to 

floorspace thresholds in the SCZ, and as those provisions relate to the Tarewa Shopping Centre. Relevant 

submission points are: 

• Rule SCZ-R5: requests that the minimum GFA of any building should be set at 350m2, 

not the 1,600m2 in the notified version of PC88F.  

• Rule SCZ-R8: requests that the NFA for any Commercial Service activity does not exceed 

500m2, not the 100m2 in the notified version of PC88F, and that the share of the SCZ 

that can be Commercial Services increases from 2% to 5%. 

• Rule SCZ-R9: requests that the NFA for the Food and Beverage activity does not exceed 

350m2, not the 250m2 in the notified version of PC88F, and that the share of the SCZ 

that can be Food and Beverage activity increases from 5% to 20%. 

• Rule SCZ-R10: requests that the NFA for Retail Activities does not exceed 350m2, not 

the 450m2 in the notified version of PC88F. 

3.10.2 Discussion 

SCZ-R5 

The economic effects of in-centre activities are driven by tenancy size, or the floor area occupied by each 

activity. Building area is not important in influencing distributional effects, and is more an issue for urban 

design consideration. For that reason, in economic terms there is little merit in having a minimum gross 

floor area for a building in the SCZ, as long as there are minimum thresholds for each activity. One 

consideration would be that imposing a minimum building floor area will limit the design possibilities for 

the SCZ overall, and will tend towards a “big box” utilitarian form, and potentially limit how smaller activities 

(such as individual cafes) and facilities (toilet blocks) can be provided. Again, there is no economic downside 

to having say two 250m2 cafes in a standalone building, and there may be some aesthetic upside.  

Accordingly, from an economic perspective we agree that the 1,600m2 limit in the notified PC88F could be 

reduced (the submitter suggests 350m2), or even removed altogether.  
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SCZ-R8 

We note rule SCZ-R8 contains three parts: the maximum GFA for a commercial service activity (100m2), the 

maximum share of the centre that is occupied by commercial service activities (2%), and that the 

commercial service activity is located in a building which also accommodates a retail activity. The 

submission on this rule requests changes to the first two of those components (an increase from 100m2 to 

500m2 and from 2% to 5%), and deletion of the third.  

Those components of the notified rule are consistent with the objectives and policies in the SCZ chapter 

which seek to: 

• Protect the primacy, function and vitality of the City and Local Centres and the 

Waterfront zone (SCZ-03) 

• Consolidate large general retail activities (SCZ-P2), because limiting non-general retail 

activities provides greater opportunity for general retail to establish here. That is, the 

primary activity in the SCZ should be large general retail activities, not something else. 

• Avoid small scale retail activities (SCZ-P4) 

• Provide for supporting conveniences by allowing for a limited amount of food and 

beverage activity (SCZ-P5). We note that there is no corresponding policy for 

Commercial Services activities, although infer from the other objectives and policies 

that there is an intent that any provision of Commercial Services should be to support 

the SCZ and not to become a significant part of the SCZ.  

To assess the requested increase from 100m2 to 500m2 we refer to the current parameters of the largest 

SCZ, the Okara Shopping Centre. We have not measured current floorspace in the notified SCZ area, 

although from previous work for Council understand that because the Okara SCZ takes in all activity from 

Plumbing World in the south (on Okara Drive) through to Port Rd in the north and the Warehouse in the 

east, there is a very large amount of total floorspace in the centre, and would estimate that would exceed 

50,000m2. Assuming 50,000m2 GFA, 2% is 1,000m2, and 5% is 2,500m2. Under the notified rules, up to 10 

tenancies of 100m2 each would be permitted, while under the submitter’s alternative rule there would be 

considerably more quantum (and flexibility of configuration), with 25 tenancies of 100m2, or 12 of 200m2, 

6 of 400m2 each or some combination of those.  

In our opinion, the submitted rule would potentially result in the SCZ taking on a much different feel. 

Although 2%, or even 5% of the SCZ floorspace seems like a very small proportion, that must be interpreted 

in the context that there is a very large amount of floorspace in the centre, and the largest activities (The 

Warehouse is over 10,000m2) would support the presence of multiple Commercial Services activities. 

Viewed on the ground then, 25 100m2 Commercial Services activities would have a significant presence to 

shoppers in the centre, when there are only around 25-30 retail and food and beverage activities in the 

SCZ.  

In that context, the most important part of rule SCZ-R8 is, in our opinion, the aspect limiting the share of 

total centre area that is in Commercial Services (the 2% part). We believe that a figure of 2% would be 

much better at meeting the objectives and policies of the SCZ chapter than a much larger proportion of 

5%, and recommend that the 2% is retained.  
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As to the minimum tenancy size, our opinion is that a 500m2 maximum (as requested by the submitter) 

would equally well achieve the objectives and policies of the SCZ chapter as a lower threshold. That is, the 

economic effect of having five 100m2 travel agents in an SCZ would be very similar to having one 500m2 

travel agent, and the former may actually generate greater adverse economic effects on Whangarei’s 

centres than the latter.  

However, if certain types of Commercial Services activities tend to establish in larger tenancies, and it is 

those types than are considered more likely to generate adverse effects on centres if located in the SCZ, 

then there may be some merit in applying a lower maximum threshold. ‘Commercial Services’ are defined 

in the notified USPCs as: 

businesses that sell services rather than goods. For example: banks, real estate agents, 

travel agents, dry cleaners, health care facilities and hair dressers. Includes offices 

conducting activities within a building and focusing on business, government, 

professional, or financial services and includes the personal service elements of these 

activities offered to consumers or clients where visits by members of the public are 

accessory to the main use.  

One effect of applying a 100m2 maximum rather than 500m2 would be to avoid activities such as larger 

medical centres and banks (given most banks are 300m2+), but allow for hairdressers and small travel 

agents. There may be some merit in limiting the establishment of banks or medical centres in the SCZ so 

that they instead locate in centres, but the ability for banks to establish in the SCZ will be effectively limited 

already by the 2% component of rule SCZ-R8, so that in the Okara SCZ that 2% limit equates to c.1,000m2 

and only 2-3 banks (and no other Commercial Services activity). If an intent of the 100m2 part of the rule 

was to limit certain types of Commercial Services activities, then than 100m2 maximum should be retained, 

otherwise the higher (500m2) limit requested by the submitter could be applied instead. 

These comments apply equally to the other two SCZs, and remain relevant when scaled against the smaller 

total size of those centres. The key point is the relative dominance of each ‘complementary’ activity when 

compared against the primary (LFR) activity. 

The final element of that rule is that a commercial service activity is only permitted in a building which also 

accommodates a retail activity. In our opinion that component of the rule is unnecessary. While the rule as 

notified may aim to prevent the aggregation of all commercial services activities in a single location that 

contains no retail, in practice that commercial services activity could still concentrate in that way within a 

larger building, with the same effect within the broader centre. In any case we do not believe there are any 

economic reasons for applying this rule, and from an economic perspective agree that it could be deleted.  

SCZ-R9 

In relation to this rule, the submission requests that the maximum floor area for food and beverage activity 

is increased from 250m2 (as notified) to 350m2 and that the share of the SCZ that can be Food and Beverage 

activity increases from 5% to 20%.  

Our response to this part of the submission is very similar to the response to rule SCZR8 (Commercial 

Services). Taking again the Okara SCZ’s 50,000m2 floor area, that would support 10,000m2 of food and 

beverage activity at the submitters higher 20% threshold, or 2,500m2 at the notified 5% threshold. In our 
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opinion 2,500m2 is already a very large amount of food and beverages activity to provide for as a 

“supporting convenience” (policy SCZ-P5) for shoppers in the zone. Our estimate is that there is much less 

than 2,500m2 of food and beverages activity at the Okara SCZ now, and that there are 5-10 businesses in 

that category.  

From information we presented in response to rule SCZR8 (above) there are some 25-30 retail activities in 

Okara SCZ. That means that there is a food and beverages business for every 2.5 to 5 retail stores. We 

consider it completely unnecessary to increase the notified 5% maximum, and believe that to do so would 

increase the likelihood that food and beverages would move away from being a “supporting convenience” 

to becoming a destination within Whangarei. That possibility is clearly contrary to the SCZ’s objectives and 

policies, and so we do not support any increase in the total NFA of food and beverage activity as a share of 

total NFA of the shopping centre from the notified 5%. 

As discussed in relation to submission 144 (above) the marginal difference in effects on other centres of a 

small increase in maximum floor area is unlikely to be significant, and especially, in this case, when there is 

also an additional rule governing total maximum food and beverage activity in the SCZ. For the same 

reasons as submission 144, we suggest that imposing a higher maximum threshold as requested by the 

submitter (350m2) is a pragmatic and reasonable approach to apply to rule SCZ-R9. 

For the same reason as discussed above for rule SCZ-R8, we agree with the submitter that it is appropriate 

to delete SCZ-R9 3 (that a food and beverage activity is only permitted in a building which also 

accommodates a retail activity). 

SCZ-R10 

Although above (against SCZ-R9) and in response to submission 144 we have stated that the marginal 

difference in effects on other centres of a small increase in maximum floor area is unlikely to be significant, 

in this case we are of the opinion that the reduction in minimum NFA requested by the submitter may have 

significant effects. As discussed for submission 138, 450-500m2 of floor space is a range typically applied 

around the country to define large format retail activity. Although the requested reduction from 450m2 to 

350m2 may seem to be one that would generate small effects, because the difference between 450m2 and 

350m2 is small, in practice we would have concerns that that change would have more profound effects. 

Reducing the minimum threshold for retail activities would introduce the possibility that many retail 

activities that would not entertain occupying a large format tenancy (450m2+) might wish to occupy a 

350m2 tenancy. That would have the effect of increasing the attractiveness of the SCZ to retail tenants of 

other centres, with the potential to compromise the economic viability and primacy of the City Centre, 

Local Centres and Waterfront Zones, contrary to policies SCZ-P3 and P4.  

We strongly oppose any reduction to the 450m2 notified minimum NFA for retail activities, and are of the 

opinion that any reduction would increase the likelihood that the Shopping Centre Zones would have 

adverse effects on the City’s other centres. 
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4 SCZ complementary uses 

4.1 The issue 

Within the SCZ, two new policies (shown below) have been requested. From an economic perspective: 

• do notified policies SCZ-P3, SCZ-P4 and SCZ-P55 appropriately provide for 

complementary uses and flexibility within the SCZ through a consenting regime? 

• would the addition of the requested policies support or compromise those policies? 

  

4.2 Policy SCZ-PXY 

The notified rules of the SCZ provide for the following as permitted activities:  

• Retail activity >450m2 

• Supermarkets >450m2 

• Food and beverage activities <250m2 (up to 5% of SCZ NFA) 

• Commercial Services <100m2 (up to 2% of SCZ NFA). 

In our opinion those rules would enable the SCZ to develop in a similar way to typical large format retail 

developments around NZ, with a core focus on large floor area retail activity, supported by a limited range 

of smaller activities to provide for the needs of shoppers (in relation to food and beverages) and to 

complement the retail activity (commercial services). Within the notified rules there is flexibility for a 

relatively broad range of retail and services businesses to establish in the SCZ as permitted activities, 

particularly if (although not reliant on) the requested relaxation of certain rules as requested by submission 

241are incorporated. That permissiveness is consistent with policies SCZ-P3, SCZ-P4 and SCZ-P5.  

The requested policy change is contained in submission 241 by Udy Investments Ltd. The policy changes 

are generally consistent with the submitter’s requested rule changes, and would result in a liberalisation of 

the policy environment relating to the SCZ. We refer to our assessment above with respect to that 

submission to confirm that in our opinion the range of uses proposed within the SCZ is appropriate to 

                                                            
5 Actually put to us as policies P2, P3 and P4, not P3, P4 and P5, however we have taken the intended question to refer to the latter 
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enable the SCZ to function well to provide for a (relatively broad) segment of the retail and service needs 

of the community. Any broader provision for activities in the SCZ would, we think, go too far, and have the 

effect of potentially (depending on exactly what the associated rules were) turning the SCZ into a node 

much more similar to the City and Local centres, potentially to the detriment of those centres. That is an 

outcome that is anticipated, and in fact is specifically sought to be avoided, in the SCZ chapter’s policies. 

The policy requested in the submission, labelled above as SC-PXY, appears inconsistent with other policies 

in the SCZ chapter, and unnecessary to support the rules requested by the same submitter.  

In our opinion the notified policies SCZ-P3, SCZ-P4 and SCZ-P56 appropriately provide for complementary 

uses and flexibility within the SCZ through a consenting regime, and the additional policy requested is 

undesirable to achieve the objectives of the SCZ, and inconsistent with other policies in the chapter, and 

therefore would be likely to compromise those policies from an economic perspective. 

4.3 Policy SCZ-PXZ 

The second requested policy addition relates to recognising that market changes may shift away from LFR, 

and making the SCZ more flexible to accommodate different uses should this occur. 

We see two main issues with this policy: 

• How is a judgement to be made that a market shift away from LFR is occurring/has 

occurred? 

• How can sufficient flexibility be introduced to the SCZ without providing for the SCZ to 

become a different type of retail centre, and one that is much more competitive with 

the City Centre and Local Centres? 

LFR has emerged as a popular retail form since around 2000, and Councils around the country struggled 

with how to accommodate the new retail form within their operative planning environments. The result of 

that was that in many places LFR development was ad hoc and opportunistic, and not well considered in 

the context of the broader retail environment. There is of course the risk that another change could occur 

in the future, and that LFR could fall out of favour, or that some new retail format with specific location or 

built form requirements may emerge.  

For that reason some flexibility may be desirable. However, it is very difficult to anticipate what change in 

retail demand may occur, and so what flexibility may be required, and it is even more difficult to manage 

such an unknown future change through a District Plan. Providing increased flexibility would possibly result 

in the SCZ taking on attributes more similar to existing centres (City Centre or Local Centres), with the 

potential for adverse effects on those centres. It is difficult to assess how that flexibility might be provided, 

and the submission does not propose any ‘flexibility’ rules to enable a direct assessment of an alternative 

to the notified rules. 

Providing increased flexibility in the type, scale and size of uses provided for is requested in the submission 

“should this (market change) occur”. So the flexibility requested is contingent on a market change occurring 

and being identified and accepted. A market change would likely take many years to happen, with a number 

                                                            
6 Actually put to us as policies P2, P3 and P4, not P3, P4 and P5, however we have taken the intended question to refer to the latter 
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of incremental changes affecting different parts of the country at different times. Establishing when the 

alternative, more flexible rules would become active would be very difficult, and probably unworkable.   

From an economics perspective, the requested policies would be highly likely to compromise the policies 

for the SCZ, and are not required because the notified policies already make adequate provision for 

complementary uses and flexibility in the SCZ.  
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5 Southern Whangarei 

5.1 The issue 

Council requested the following assistance: 

• In terms of submissions 60 (Bunnings), 99 (Harvey Norman), 160 (124 Tauroa Street), 

and 210 (Commercial Centres Limited), what are the potential economic impacts of 

granting relief? 

These submissions relate to the southern part of Whangarei where the plan changes have attempted to 

create a shift towards a Light Industry zoning and Local Commercial zone on the Commercial Centres site. 

5.2 Submission 60 

5.2.1 Submission contents 

This submission by Bunnings Limited, which operates a Bunnings Warehouse store on a site that is currently 

zoned Business 3 Environment and is proposed to be rezoned to Light Industry Zone (LIZ) in PC88G. 

Bunnings: 

• Supports that rezoning (submission point 2) and the proposed definition of trade 

suppliers. 

• Submits that the proposed activity statuses for trade suppliers in other zones are in 

some cases more restrictive, and is concerned that that may unnecessarily impede on 

any potential future plans to open further stores within Whangarei. For that reason 

Bunnings opposes the notified status, and favours a more permissive status for trade 

retail (recorded below as activity status notified/requested) in the: 

• Heavy Industry Zone (HIZ): NC notified/D requested (submission point 3) 

• SCZ: NC/P (submission point 5) 

• NCZ: NC/D (submission point 6) 

• LCZ: D/P (submission point 8) 

• CCZ: D/P (submission point 10) 

• Supports activity status for trade suppliers in the MUZ (submission point 4), and COMZ 

(submission point 9) 

We address only submission points that oppose a notified plan change, not those in support. 
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5.2.2 Discussion 

Background 

Trade suppliers are (paraphrased): automotive and building suppliers; catering and office equipment 

suppliers, landscape and farm suppliers. First we note that the individual supplier types are not individually 

defined in the USPCs, and so there may be uncertainty as to what a ‘building supplier’, for example, is. 

(Those further definitions are contained in the Auckland Unitary Plan).  

Trade suppliers are identified as a specific type of retail activity in the Commercial Activities nesting table. 

The types of goods sold by trade suppliers tend to be oriented more towards businesses than are other 

types of retail goods, and/or require large warehouse or yard-based premises to operate from. Both of 

those attributes distinguish trade suppliers from most other retail activities, and are the reason that their 

location is managed differently in the USPCs.  

City Centre, Local and Neighbourhood Centre Zones 

In our opinion those attributes of trade suppliers make them less suited to most centre zones than other 

retail activities, and it is appropriate that they are not permitted activities in the City, Local and 

Neighbourhood centres. Space in those centres can be limited, and it is more important that space be 

available for other retail goods and commercial services in those centres. Further, potential issues of 

reverse sensitivity may arise with some trade suppliers, given their sometimes quasi-industrial nature 

(being yard-based, often in warehouse type buildings, generating heavy vehicle movements): 

• In the NCZ, retail activities that meet the day to day needs of communities are 

appropriately given permitted activity status, while trade suppliers are non-complying. 

• In the LCZ, activities are intended to maintain and enhance urban character and 

amenity and a high quality urban form that positively interacts with the public realm is 

expected. 

• In the CCZ, activities that are do not contribute towards a pleasant, vibrant, diverse and 

high amenity environment are required to locate elsewhere.  

While judgement of contribution to amenity and urban character matters are subjective, from an 

economics perspective trade suppliers are less likely to contribute favourably to those centre objectives by 

virtue of the type of goods they sell. There are some exceptions, and the type of hardware store that 

historically located in main street locations and served walk-up customers for a limited range of hardware 

products that could be carried away would be one example of a type of trade supplier that is likely to still 

be appropriate in centres.  

However, those type of stores are now relatively rare, and have been mostly replaced by larger operators 

such as Bunnings Warehouse and Mitre 10 Mega. While some attempt could be made to differentiate 

between small and large trade suppliers, or higher vs lower amenity suppliers, that will be difficult to 

achieve in the plan change, and in our opinion it would be more pragmatic to retain the singular trade 

supplier definition and require the exceptions to the rule to seek entrance to a centre by way of resource 

consent. For that reason we believe the notified activity statuses for trade suppliers in the CCZ, LCZ and 
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NCZ (non-complying and discretionary) are more appropriate than the requested changes (discretionary 

and permitted), and we do not consider that a permitted activity status is appropriate. 

Shopping Centre Zone 

In the Shopping Centre Zone we agree that it may be appropriate to have a more permissive activity status 

for trade suppliers than non-complying (as notified), although the amenity policies in SCZ-P1 (achieve 

consolidated built form, moderate development intensity) of PC88F appear to us to be inconsistent with 

permitted activity status given the frequently space extensive nature of trade suppliers’ activities (often 

yard-based, etc.). Trade suppliers are, however, generally consistent with the other objectives and policies 

for the SCZ as long as design factors such as creating pedestrian friendly environments etc can be managed. 

A discretionary status is perhaps more appropriate for trade suppliers in the SCZ rather than non-complying 

and we do not consider that a permitted activity status is appropriate.  

From an economics perspective the main issue would be the possibility that any future new Bunnings 

Warehouse, Mitre 10 Mega or other large trade supplier may seek to establish in an established SCZ and 

displace multiple smaller activities from the zone, leaving a gap in SCZ supply. For example, if the parcels 

comprising the Okara West SCZ were to be purchased and redeveloped to accommodate a single large 

trade supplier, that would result in the effective loss of one of Whangarei’s three SCZs. Because of the 

nature of the goods sold by trade suppliers, retail distributional effects are unlikely to be a concern for 

trade suppliers locating in the SCZ. 

Heavy Industry Zone 

We disagree with Bunnings’ submission that “there are no reverse sensitivity conflicts between heavy 

industrial activities and a trade supplier in the HI to justify a non-complying activity status”. Irrespective of 

the due diligence Bunnings undertakes in its site selection process, the opportunity would exist in the HIZ 

for new entrants to occupy an adjacent site at a future time and give rise to reverse sensitivity effects. From 

an economics perspective the main issue would be if trade suppliers’ location in the HIZ were to reduce HIZ 

supply so as to result in a shortage of HIZ land, either directly, through using the land for a store, or 

indirectly, through the possible exclusion of some heavy industry activities on reverse sensitivity grounds. 

We understand from Council’s work on the National Policy Statement for Urban Development Capacity 

(“NPS-UDC”) that there is sufficient land to meet Council’s long-term NPS-UDC obligations to supply 

industrial land, however we recommend that any increased permissiveness of activities in the HIZ should 

be considered with the NPS-UDC obligations and land supply in mind. 

5.3 Submission 99 

5.3.1 Submission contents 

Harvey Norman operates from a site on Gumdigger Place that is currently zoned Business 2 and is proposed 

to be rezoned to LIZ. Harvey Norman’s submission opposes the proposed LIZ zoning of the Site on the 

grounds that, among other things, the proposed zoning does not adequately reflect existing uses, which 

the submission describes as being: 

Attachment 4:



 

Page | 27 

 

an established bulky goods/large format retail precinct. The existing activities operate 

from well-appointed, purpose-built retail premises that are likely to remain beyond the 

life of the WDP. This sizeable cluster of retail uses is distinct in character from the 

surrounding industrial uses. (paragraph 12) 

5.3.2 Discussion 

The intention of the notified LIZ zoning appears to have been to create a shift towards a Light Industry 

zoning in the area, which would be consistent with the predominantly industrial activities to the east further 

along Rewa Rd and Dyer St, and to the north along Gumdigger Place and Southend Ave. There are not 

currently many general retail activities in the area, with Harvey Norman, two bed shops and two or three 

furniture shops being the extent of that activity from our investigation. Nevertheless, the submitter has a 

point that those activities are established, located in purpose-built premises, and are likely to remain 

beyond the life of the new District Plan.  

While limiting adverse distributional effects on Whangarei’s centres from new retail establishing in the area 

is a worthwhile objective, the established activities have already generated whatever effects they will 

cause, and additional adverse effects will result only if additional retail activities establish in the area. An 

appropriate response, accepting the submitter’s points about established retail activities, would seem to 

us to be to apply a zone which permits LFR (possibly a Shopping Centre Zone) to a single, contiguous area 

limited as much as possible to the area including Harvey Norman, the stores opposite at 2-10 Gumdigger 

Place, the neighbouring 7 Gumdigger Place (BedsRus) and possibly the Bedstop store at 10 Rewa Rd.  

The objective of defining a zone that is permissive to large format retail would be to incorporate the few 

existing retail activities that have established in that area and as little else as possible so as to limit the 

potential for additional effects to be created should there be capacity for a new retail operator to establish 

within the zone.  

One issue with an SCZ in the area is that the area is somewhat inconsistent with the description of shopping 

centre character in SCZ-P1, lacking a consolidated built form and shared common facilities. An alternative 

zone type (such as the submitter’s proposed Special Purpose - Gateway Large Format Retail) may be more 

appropriate, although we defer to planning expertise on that matter. 

We do not anticipate any issues with adverse effects on industrial land supply, because the land is not (for 

the most part) currently used for industrial activities. 

5.4 Submission 160 

5.4.1 Submission contents 

124 Tauroa Street Limited has submitted to ensure that “the Plan Changes appropriately recognises and 

provides for the ongoing use and future development of its landholdings at 124 Tauroa Street, Whangarei 

(currently part occupied by Bunnings with part vacant pending future development), as a destination 

retail/service centre”. The submitter: 
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• Opposes the proposed LIZ zoning of the Site as not reflecting current activities enabled 

under the Business 3 zoning of the site, and favours a Commercial Zone as better 

reflecting existing activities on the Site.  

• Is opposed to the rules for General Retail and Commercial Services activities in the LIZ 

and seeks amendments to better enable retail and commercial service activity within 

the LIZ without adversely affecting industrial uses or the development of other Business 

Zones.  

5.4.2 Discussion 

Zoning of the Bunnings Site 

We agree that a Commercial Zone would better reflect the activities on the Site than the notified LIZ, and 

because the COMZ is reasonably restrictive to most types of retail (General Retail being non-complying 

when not ancillary to a manufacturing activity) there would be little risk of adverse effects generated on 

centres as a result of applying that zoning to the part of the notified LIZ west of SH1. However, there are 

two additional factors to consider. First, there is vacant capacity in that area, including around the 

McDonalds on the north side of Tauroa St, on the site at 128 Tauroa St next to Gull, and possibly between 

Bunnings and the Kohanga Reo at 33 Smeaton Dr that would enable the development of other activities 

and would increase the risk of adverse effects on centres arising. Second, the COMZ does not sit well with 

the Bunnings site because the COMZ is identified as a zone in close proximity to the City Centre. The South 

Whangarei area is not in close proximity to the City Centre, and application of the COMZ zone in South 

Whangarei would be inconsistent with objectives and policies in the COMZ chapter.  

However, viewed together with submission 99 (Bunnings) it seems to us that it would be appropriate to 

apply some type of non-industrial zoning or overlay to better recognise the existing retail activities grouped 

around the Rewa Rd/SH1 intersection. Doing so would have little risk of giving rise to adverse effects on 

centres as long as the areas so zoned are reasonably tightly defined (geographically) and contain rules that 

are not too permissive as to the range of retail activities enabled. The appropriate zoning for the Bunnings 

site needs to be considered in conjunction with the request in submission 210 for the McDonalds block to 

have an LCZ applied. It would make sense for both the Bunnings and McDonalds blocks to have the same 

zoning applied, also with cognisance of the development potential that would create. 

Large scale retail in the LIZ 

The second submission point relevant to this assessment is that which seeks amendments to better enable 

retail and commercial service activity in the LIZ. The change requested is “Other non industrial activities 

are discouraged as a key principal of the LI is to preserve land for industrial and trade large-scale retail type 

uses”. We strongly disagree with that proposed change. In our opinion the objectives and policies in the 

centre zones all point to the fact that retail activities should be concentrated in those zones (including the 

SCZ). The requested change would be inconsistent with other plan changes objectives and policies, and 

would create broad potential for adverse effects on centres to occur as the result of widespread, out of 

centre LFR establishing around Whangarei.  
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5.5 Submission 210 

5.5.1 Submission contents 

Commercial Centres Limited owns and manages large retail and commercial developments in Whangarei. 

Two main sites are affected by the USPCs, and are referred to as: 

• Southdale: the area surrounding Bunnings, including the Gull service station, and large 

areas of vacant land to the north of Tauroa St and to the south of Bunnings and Smeaton 

Drive. The site is currently zoned Living 1 and Business 3 and is proposed to be rezoned 

to LCZ, LIZ, High Density Residential (HDR), and Medium Density Residential (MDR). 

• Tikipunga: the property at 81 Paramount Parade, Tikipunga, occupied by the Paramount 

Plaza (petrol station, Countdown supermarket, and small format retail shops). The site 

is currently zoned Business 3 and is proposed to be rezoned LCZ. 

This summary and response refers only to the retail, commercial and industrial elements of the submission, 

not to residential matters, and only to matters opposed, not supported. The submitter: 

• Opposes proposed LIZ for the McDonalds site (identified as property 5 in the 

submission, and which also includes vacant land on the western portion). The proposed 

LIZ is opposed (submission point 4) because the site does not contain existing industrial 

activities, and LIZ is inappropriate given existing operations on the Site. The submitter 

requests instead an LCZ for the property as a zone type which is more similar to the 

existing Business 3 zoning. An LCZ is submitted to also be appropriate as property 3 is 

proposed to be LCZ in the notified USPCs, and the submitter states that Tauroa Rd is an 

appropriate zoning boundary for the LCZ. 

• Opposes HDR being applied to a thin strip of land zoned Business 3 in the operative plan 

(on property 4), changing the boundary of the commercial zone (submission point 5). 

The submission is that the southern boundary of the commercial zone (Business 3 in 

the operative plan, proposed to be LCZ) should not change. 

• Opposes clause 6 of the Strategic Direction policy SD-P26 which describes the LCZ as 

locations that “occupy a maximum total contiguous land area not exceeding 6ha” 

(submission point 8). 

• Opposes the application of a 7,500m2 maximum allowance for retail on property 3 at 

Southdale (submission point 10). 

• Opposes policy LC-P10, which seeks to avoid adverse effects on the SCZ (submission 

point 13). 

• Opposes policy LC-P11, which seeks to avoid adverse effects on CCZ and MUZ by 

ensuring expansion of the LCZ occurs at a scale appropriate to the needs of the 

surrounding residential areas (submission point 14). 
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• Opposes rules LC‐R15‐R18, which would apply floor area restrictions for grocery stores, 

health care facilities, commercial services and food and beverages activities within the 

LCZ (submission point 19). 

• Opposes rule LI-R24, which would apply restriction for food and beverages activities to 

floor area and hours of operation (submission point 32).  

5.5.2 Discussion 

The following graphic is Figure 2 from submission 210, which is referred to extensively in the response to 

submissions below. 

Figure 5.1: Map showing current zoning of Southdale land 

 

LIZ for Property 5 (submission point 4) 

In our response to submission 160 (124 Tauroa Street Limited), we concluded that a Commercial Zone or 

non-industrial zoning or overlay would better reflect the activities on the Bunnings site than the notified 

LIZ, and because the COMZ is reasonably restrictive to most types of retail (General Retail being non-

complying when not ancillary to a manufacturing activity) there would be little risk of adverse effects 

generated on centres as a result of applying that zoning to the part of the notified LIZ west of SH1.  

We strongly disagree with the submission that LCZ is appropriate for property 5, because: 

• That property is discontiguous with property 3, with the upper reaches of Limeburners 

Creek and buffering open space running between the two properties. Our opinion is 

that that open space would be an appropriate boundary for the LCZ, rather than Tauroa 

Road as indicated by the submitter. If LCZ were to apply to property 5, that would 
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effectively create two separate LCZs in very close proximity to each other, not a single 

LCZ. 

• It seems likely that a relatively large amount of LCZ floor area will be permitted to 

develop on property 3, whether or not submission point 10 (relating to 7,500m2 limit 

for the LCZ) is successful. That relatively large amount on property 3 will mean that the 

functions of an LCZ will be able to be adequately fulfilled on property 3 alone, making 

additional LCZ capacity on property 5 superfluous to fulfil the community’s LCZ needs.  

For that reason, while a LIZ may not be the most appropriate zone to apply to property 5, we disagree that 

LCZ is more appropriate and instead would recommend COMZ or non-industrial zoning or overlay. If the 

Bunnings site is to be a COMZ, then it would seem to make little sense to have a small block of LIZ on 

property 5 (the undeveloped portion of which is around 0.6ha), and COMZ on property 5 would be an 

appropriate alternative. One possible concern is that by the time the development potential of property 3 

(the 6ha block north of McDonalds) is also factored in, there comes to be a very significant commercial 

development potential in this node of COMZ (Bunnings and property 5 and 6) and LCZ (property 3), 

however: 

• Much of the potential COMZ is already developed (McDonalds, charging station, 

Bunnings, Gull) 

• The undeveloped part of property 5 is only 0.6ha, or enough to accommodate say 

2,000m2 of ground floor activities.  

A COMZ on property 5 would be generally consistent with the only two existing uses (McDonalds and a 

small electric vehicle charging station) on the site, although at more than 500m2 the McDonalds would not 

be permitted (exceeding the 250m2 maximum GFA per site). 

Southern boundary of LCZ (submission point 5) 

This point opposes the proposed LCZ following the property boundary on the southern edge of the LCZ, 

and instead favours retaining the boundary of the operative Business 3 zone as LCZ’s southern boundary. 

The area of the LCZ as notified is around 6ha, which could easily accommodate 25,000m2 GFA of retail and 

services activities, which would make it a very large LCZ in the Whangarei context. From that perspective 

the small amount of Business 3 zone that is proposed in the notified plan to become HDR is not required 

to provide capacity for the LCZ, and from an economic view we disagree with the submitter that the 

boundary should be retained where it currently is.  

Policy SD-P26 (submission point 8) 

This point opposes the inclusion of a description of the LCZ as locations that do not exceed 6ha. We agree 

with the submitter that this clause is unhelpful, and may in our opinion give rise to difficulties. We agree 

that the other criteria and objectives and policies are adequate to determine the appropriate location and 

extent (and role) of the LCZ. In fact, taken further, we would favour removing all references to indicative 

size in the USPCs, such as in the Overview/Issues section of the NCZ chapter “NC are small in overall land 

area, up to 1ha”. That type of size reference can be a useful indicator of what is to be expected, but we 

have come across difficulties with the inclusion of such figures before used to support applications in a way 

that was not intended. 
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Maximum 7,500m2 retail on Southdale property 3 (submission point 10) 

This point opposes the removal of the 7,500m2 maximum allowance prescribed in the operative plan for 

retail on property 3. The notified rules would apply an LCZ to the property, giving potential for essentially 

unlimited retail floorspace in the zone. The requested 7,500m2 maximum would therefore be lower than 

the theoretical maximum that might be assumed through potential development intensity and site area. 

The 6ha (approx.) site could easily support 25,000m2 of floor area, which in our opinion would be much 

more space than would be needed to fulfil a LCZ role. We therefore agree with the submitter that a 7,500m2 

maximum floor area would be appropriate on the Site, and would better reflect the quantum of space 

required to fulfil a LCZ role. 

 

Policy LC-P10 (submission point 13) 

This point opposes policy LC-P10, which seeks to avoid adverse effects on the SCZ (submission point 13). 

This matter was submitted on by Foodstuffs (submission 225). Our response to that submission also applies 

here, namely that (in the context that our opinion is that supermarkets should be permitted in the LCZ) we 

agree that supermarkets should be deleted from policy LC-P10, but disagree that the policy should be 

deleted in its entirety. Instead, the policy should be retained to apply to large format retail and department 

stores. 

Policy LC-P11 (submission point 14) 

This point opposes policy LC-P11, which seeks to avoid adverse effects on CCZ and MUZ by ensuring 

expansion of the LCZ occurs at a scale appropriate to the needs of the surrounding residential areas. We 

disagree with the submission, and believe it is important that LC-P11 is retained as notified so as to ensure 

that the centres hierarchy prescribed in the USPCs is maintained, and that Local Centres in Whangarei do 

not grow so large as to generate adverse effects on the vitality and viability of the City Centre and Mixed 

Use Zones.  

In our opinion this is especially relevant to the notified LCZ in the area identified as property 3 in submission 

210, because the large (6ha) land area of the LCZ could potentially accommodate a quantum of floor area 

far in excess of what would be needed to fulfil a LCZ role if fully developed.  

Rules LC‐R15‐R18 (submission point 19) 

This point opposes rules LC‐R15‐R18, which as notified applies a maximum 300m2 floor area for individual 

grocery stores, health care facilities, commercial services and food and beverages activities in the LCZ. This 

matter has been raised in relation to grocery stores by Foodstuffs (submission 225). Our response to that 

submission (above) is reiterated here, in response to grocery stores only, namely that it is appropriate to 

delete the maximum floor area for supermarkets in the LCZ. 

Submission 144 raised the same issue in response to all four activities, and our response to that submission 

also applies here, namely that applying (the higher threshold requested in submission 144 of) a 450m2 

maximum instead of 300m2 would meet the objectives and policies of PC88E. We note Commercial Centres’ 

submission point that “the proposed permitted threshold of 300m2 GFA is an arbitrary number with no 

justification provided”, and it does appear to be a largely arbitrary number.  
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However, while possibly arbitrary, there is value in a maximum threshold being applied to the three non-

grocery store stores (health care facilities, commercial services and food and beverages activities). Exactly 

what that maximum is may be the subject of some debate, and there will always be some evidence able to 

be presented to suggest an alternative number is preferable for some reason. Our response to submission 

144 was that a 450m2 limit would be likely to achieve the objectives and policies of PC88E.  

The reason for that is because applying no maximum would enable very large facilities such as are most 

commonly located in the City Centre and Mixed Use Zones to establish in the LCZ. That would be likely to 

have adverse effects for the CCZ and MUZ, and that possibility would be contrary to policy LC-P11 (which 

we recommended above be retained to avoid adverse effects on the CCZ and MUZ from LCZ development). 

Making larger activities permitted in the LCZ would also be likely to be contrary to policies in the LCZ 

chapter, including: 

• character and amenity (LC-P1 3); 

• smaller scale activities (LC-P2 1); and, 

• scale of development (LC-P10). 

So while any maximum threshold will be arguable, and could be labelled arbitrary, in our opinion applying 

a 450m2 maximum is a pragmatic response to achieve the underlying objectives and policies. As discussed 

elsewhere in this document, 450m2 is a reasonably entrenched threshold applied throughout NZ to 

distinguish large and small format retail. While the provenance of that figure may be largely forgotten, its 

ubiquity makes it useful and consistent with approaches applied in many other jurisdictions, and from 

assessment it does represent a threshold between the greater number of smaller stores and a smaller 

number of larger ones.  

In response to submission 210’s point 19, we recommend that the GFA restrictions for rule LC-R15 be 

deleted, and that the maximum size limits for Rules LC-R16-R18 be increased from the notified 300m2 to 

450m2.  

Rule LI-R24 (submission point 32) 

This point opposes rule LI-R24, which would apply restriction for food and beverages activities to floor area 

and hours of operation.  

Our opinion on the hours of operation limitation is that it is unnecessary, and could be deleted without 

adversely affecting the vitality, vibrancy or functioning of Whangarei’s centres. We understand that food 

and beverages are intended to be provided for as “supporting activities” (LIZ Overview/Issues section) in 

the LIZ. Food and beverages are a useful supporting activity in the LIZ because food is required by workers 

who cannot travel too far from their place of work in meal breaks, thus some such activities in the LIZ 

provides convenient access to them for the workforce.  

That might imply that the workforce should be the main customer segment, and may be the reasons why 

the notified hours restrictions were proposed. However, our opinion is that those restrictions are 

unnecessary, and that workers may be engaged outside those hours, and still require access to food and 

beverages activities. Outside those hours it maybe that non-worker patronage represents a greater share 

of sales, however that is unlikely to adversely affect centres. Because the activity is required during the 
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proposed hours it will legitimately establish on LIZ land as a non-industrial activity to support the operation 

of the LIZ, and the very small use of industrial land for a non-industrial activity is justified.  

As to the maximum floor area threshold proposed (250m2), we disagree that the maximum GFA should be 

deleted. The objective of providing for some food and beverage activity in the LIZ is to provide for the needs 

of the workforce, as a supporting activity to the core industrial activities. That does not require a very large 

food and beverage establishment, which would both occupy a larger area of LIZ land than a smaller activity 

and have greater potential to generate adverse effects on competing activities in centres. However, it may 

be appropriate to increase the notified 250m2 threshold to some slightly higher number so as to be less 

restrictive. As discussed in relation to other submissions (and other activity types) an increase in this 

threshold from say 250m2 to say 350m2 would be appropriate on economics grounds, and would represent 

a pragmatic middle ground between the notified and the requested rules. 
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6 New Maunu LCZ 

6.1 The issue 

Council requested the following assistance: 

• Submission 208 (Goal Holdings Ltd) have sought a new Local Commercial zone in 

Maunu. Would this request have potential adverse economic effects? 

6.2 Submission 208 

The submission is that Lot 2 DP 513190 be zoned ‘Local Commercial’ with a Maunu Town Centre Precinct 

overlay (MTCP), or alternative relief with similar effect. The relief is requested because “Maunu does not 

have (and has never had) a coherent commercial area…. capable of providing for the needs of the existing 

and future Maunu residential area and the rural land further to the west.” The Site is 3.95ha. 

The submission states that: 

There is no other land available for commercial development in Maunu. If the site is 

utilised for residential purposes rather than commercial purposes, the opportunity to 

provide a heart for the suburb will be lost, and future commercial development will 

likely need to locate west of Cemetery Road (at least 2 km from the existing residential 

area). This would be poor outcome from a spatial, efficiency, and sustainability 

perspective. 

Appended to the submission is an assessment of economic impacts of the proposal by Urban Economics, a 

key finding of which is summarised in the planner’s report to be “that there are no anticipated adverse 

effects on the commercial performance of the existing commercial area because the proposal is for a 

different scale or centre.”7 

6.3 Discussion 

The assistance requested by Council in response to this submission is concise, and seeks only to understand 

whether or not the request would have potential adverse economic effects. In our opinion the answer is 

that the proposal will very probably have adverse economic effects. We explain our position on that below. 

The Maunu Town Centre Precinct (“MTCP”) will be located 1.1km (road distance) west of the notified LCZ 

at Maunu (centred between Le Ruez Place and Tui Crescent). That LCZ would include land that is currently 

used for retail and commercial services activities (dairy, takeaway, hairdresser and pharmacy), a medical 

centre, childcare centre, garden centre and a café. The majority of the notified LCZ is the Maunu Children’s 

                                                            
7 section 5.4 of Reyburn and Bryant report, p37 of submission 208 
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Health Camp, which the submission states is unlikely to be changed to any alternative use inside at least 

the next 10 years. 

Although much of the notified PC88 Maunu centre is not currently retail or services activity (the Health 

Camp), there are a number of small retail and services (and other activities) in the PC88 Maunu centre. In 

our opinion it is inevitable that some of these activities will experience adverse effects as a direct result of 

a MTCP centre establishing. Because there is a very limited presence of centre-type activity in Maunu now, 

much of the demand resident in the local catchment must travel out of the catchment to visit centres in 

other parts of Whangarei to meet their retail (and other) needs.  

Some of those needs, however, will be being met in the PC88 Maunu centre, and some of the customers 

of those businesses will transfer their custom from the PC88 Maunu centre to the MTCP. Any such transfer 

will result in a loss of sales in the PC88 centre. The loss may or may not be significant, but there will be a 

loss, and that loss is a direct (trade competition) effect on the Maunu PC88 centre. The direct effects may 

or may not translate into significant indirect effects on the centre, and to understand that would require 

an assessment of the origin and diversion of sales expected to be made by the MTCP centre. We note that 

the Urban Economics report does not assess the magnitude of any such effect, or make any attempt at 

assessing economic costs, only stating that “the proposal will have significant economic benefits and no 

economic costs”8. 

While it is our strong opinion that the proposed MTCP would generate some adverse economic effects, 

without assessment it is not possible to understand the potential magnitude of those effects or which 

centres may experience adverse effects. We note that just because there will be some adverse effects does 

not mean that the proposed centre is not the most appropriate use of the MTCP site, although that is not 

possible to assess from the information provided. 

 

                                                            
8 Section 10 of “Economic Assessment of Proposed Local Centre in Maunu, Whangarei”, Urban Economics, 3 July 2019. Included 

as attachment to submission 208. 

Attachment 4:



 

Page | 37 

 

7 Hours of operation in COMZ 

7.1 The issue 

Council officers have also requested an opinion on the potential economic effects of extending the hours 

of operation for food and beverage activities in the COMZ. Hours of operation were discussed above in 

response to submission 210, in particular submission point 32 which opposed rule LI-R24, which would 

apply restriction for food and beverages activities to floor area and hours of operation. 

Two questions were put to us: 

1. Whether extending the hours of operation for food and beverage activities in the COM 

(from the notified PC88D) would be appropriate.  

2. Appropriate hours of operation for food and beverage activities in the LI, HI and COM. 

7.2 Response 

Rule COM-R8 Hours of Operation is that any activity which operates or is open outside the hours of 0600-

2200 is permitted (other activities are discretionary). In relation to food and beverage activities (COM-R24), 

permitted activities are those not open outside the hours 0600-1600.  

As a preliminary comment, we question whether the way these rules are stated is sufficiently clear to avoid 

confusion. We interpret that because food and beverage activities are specifically identified with particular 

hours of operation that rule COM-R8 does not apply to food and beverage activities, and instead COM-R24 

applies. Nevertheless, there may be some ambiguity there that Council may turn its mind to avoiding.  

The rest of this section assumes that our interpretation is correct, and that food and beverage activities are 

permitted only between 0600-1600 per COM-R24.  

We also note that there appears to be some inconsistency between the Issues/Overview section of the 

COMZ chapter and rule COM-R24. The former states that “activities which adversely affect the vitality and 

viability of other Business Zones are not appropriate for the COM. For example, small-scale retail activities 

and restaurants are not appropriate”. However, rule COM-R24 makes small scale (<250m2) food and 

beverage activities (including restaurants) a permitted activity. We interpret the opening hours restriction 

in COM-R24 2 as an attempt to limit the potential effect of food and beverage activities in the COMZ on 

other business zones, by making operation after 4pm a discretionary activity, and therefore encouraging 

food and beverages wishing to operate after 4pm to establish elsewhere (i.e. in centres).  

The COMZ is located “in proximity to the City Centre in areas with lower amenity levels due to existing 

development and activities. These areas generally have good transport access and exposure to customers. 

Due to the presence of pedestrians and the proximity to the City Centre, it is important to manage land 

uses and the design of development in the COM to contribute to an active frontage and manage adverse 

effects on amenity.” (Issues/Overview section of COMZ chapter). The spatial extent of the COMZ is shown 

in Figure 7.1. 
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Our response to the issue of opening hours of food and beverage activities in the Light Industry Zone is that 

restrictions are unnecessary, and could be deleted without adversely affecting the vitality, vibrancy or 

functioning of Whangarei’s centres, for a number of reasons. We have a contrary opinion of the value of 

opening hours for food and beverage activities in the COMZ, and believe that a restriction on opening hours 

could be justified to help meet the objectives and policies of both the COMZ9 and the commercial zones.  

Figure 7.1: Notified Zone Map 68Z: Central Whangarei, Commercial Zone (light yellow colour) 

 

While the COMZ and LIZ will have similar permitted light industry activities (general industry, 

manufacturing, storage, repair services etc.), the operation of food and beverage activities in the COMZ 

should be distinguished from the LIZ and HIZ in our opinion, for the following reasons: 

• The COMZ is a commercial zone in close proximity to the City Centre and Waterfront 

Zones where food and beverage activities are permitted, and would be expected to play 

a significant role in supporting the zone’s commercial success and attractiveness, and 

underpinning the zone’s vitality and vibrancy.  

• In the LIZ and HIZ food and beverages activities are much less accessible to consumers, 

with the LIZ and HIZ being generally unattractive locations at night, and located away 

from night-time destinations such as entertainment and hospitality hubs like the 

Central City. While food and beverage activities will support the operation of the LIZ, 

                                                            
9 COM-O2 Accommodate activities which do not undermine the strength, viability and vitality of the City Centre, Mixed-use, 

Waterfront, Neighbourhood Commercial or Local Commercial Zones 
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the general unattractiveness of the zone as a hospitality destination will mean that food 

and beverages activities could operate unrestricted as to hours, with no real risk that 

the they will proliferate in the LIZ with adverse effects on the City’s commercial zones.  

• Because the COMZ is much closer to the City Centre (than the LIZ and HIZ), the COMZ 

would be a more attractive location for food and beverages activities to attempt to 

establish than the LIZ and HIZ. The more accessible, central location of the COMZ 

indicates there is a much greater chance that food and beverages activities could 

establish in greater numbers and in direct competition to the CCZ than would be the 

case in the LIZ. The potential for a significant presence of food and beverage activities 

in the COMZ would in our opinion have adverse effects on the CCZ’s primacy within the 

centres hierarchy, and may also result in adverse effects on other commercial zones.  

For these reasons, it is our opinion that there be some restriction on the permitted opening hours of food 

and beverages activities in the COMZ to reduce the possibility that a significant presence and wide range 

of food and beverage activities establish in the COMZ.  

The next question is what the permitted hours of operation should be. Our thoughts on this are that food 

and beverages activities in the COMZ should be able to establish to support the operations of the COMZ, 

such as lunch bars etc. to provide for the meal requirements of workers during the work day. As such, the 

permitted hours of operation should be linked to hours of operation of most of the businesses in the area, 

and the notified 0600-1600 would seem to be a reasonable range to adopt.  
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8 South Whangarei 

8.1 The issue 

Following a discussion relating to several of the submissions requesting zoning changes in South 

Whangarei, Council has drafted a precinct overlay for the LIZ covering a node cantered on Bunnings and 

Harvey Norman. The proposed precinct would be called the South Whangarei Gateway Precinct (SWGP), 

and 

enables an expanded range of trade retail, general retail and food and beverage 

activities within a portion of the Light Industry Zone.  The SWGP is located to the South 

of Whangarei, with activities clustered around the intersections of State Highway 1, 

Rewa Road and Tauroa Street Raumanga.  The SWGP recognises the importance this 

location as the gateway entrance to Whangarei City. 

Objectives of the SWGP are to recognise existing activities located in the area, and provide for their limited 

expansion, while protecting commercial zones. We have been asked to provide an opinion on the activities 

and GFA thresholds proposed in the newly drafted precinct provisions. Activities identified in the SWGP as 

permitted which are not permitted in the LIZ are general retail and food and beverage activities. The rules 

proposed would make both activities permitted when >450m2 per site. 

8.2 Response 

We note that although the objectives (LIZ-PREC-O1 and O2) and policy LIZ-PREC-P1 refer to “trade retail, 

general retail and food and beverage activities”, the rules provided refer only to general retail and food and 

beverage activities (i.e. not trade retail), and it is not clear why there is no rule relating to trade retail (which 

possibly should be trade suppliers) to give effect to the objectives and policy. However, it is also not clear 

what additional permissiveness might be sought to be introduced to recognise existing trade suppliers, 

given that trade suppliers were permitted at all sizes under the notified rule (LI-R16) and that was modified 

to permitted status when larger than 450m2 in the s42a attachment we have reviewed (rule LIZ-RNew3). 

We agree that the proposed 450m2 minimum floorspace for general retail activity is appropriate, and would 

adequately recognise the existing activities in the precinct, and allow for their continued operation and 

expansion. In our opinion that 450m2 threshold should be no lower than that, so as to avoid a potential 

future proliferation of smaller format general retail activity in the area.  

The food and beverages rule (LIZ-PREC-R2) makes these activities permitted only if greater than 450m2. It 

is unusual to see a minimum threshold for these activities, and the reason for applying a minimum here is 

not clear to us. Our opinion would be that a maximum floorspace would be more appropriate, to limit the 

type and number of food and beverage activities that establish in the precinct. An appropriate maximum 

in our opinion would be the 250m2 applied in the COMZ.  
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Our understanding is that the existing large McDonalds restaurant (which seems to be slightly larger than 

500m2) would be a permitted activity as a drive through facility, and so would not need to be 

accommodated under the food and beverages activity rule.  
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