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List of Abbreviations
Environmental Engineering Standards 2010

EES 2010

Environmental Engineering Standards 2018

ES 2018

Long Term Plan

LTP

Gross Floor Area

GFA

Local Government Act 2002

LGA

New Zealand Coastal Policy Statement

NZCPS

Regional Water and Soil Plan

RWSP

Draft Regional Plan

DRP

Northland Regional Council

NRC

Northland Regional Policy Statement

NRPS

Resource Management Act 1991

RMA

Section 32 of the RMA

s32

Section 42A of the RMA

s42A

Structure Plan

SP

Urban Growth Strategy

UGS

Whangarei District Growth Model

WDGM

Whangarei District Council Operative District Plan

WDP

Whangarei District Growth Strategy, Sustainable Futures 30/50

30/50

Whangarei 20/20 Plus

20/20 Plus

Crime Prevention through Environmental Design

CPTED

Parking Management Strategy 2011

PMS

City Centre Development Plan

CCDP

National Environmental Standards

NES

National Policy Statements

NPS

NPS on Urban Development

NPS:UDC

Outstanding Natural Landscapes

ONL

Outstanding Natural Feature

ONF

Mean High Water Springs

MHWS

City Centre Zone

CC

Mixed Use Zone

MU

Commercial Zone

COM

Residential Zone

RES

Low Density Residential Zone

LDR

Medium Density Residential Zone

MDR

High Density Residential Zone

HDR

Light Industrial Zone

LI

Heavy Industrial Zone

HI

Waterfront Zone

WZ

Shopping Centre Zone

SCZ

Neighbourhood Commercial Zone

NC

Local Commercial Zone

LC

Urban Area

UA

Living 1 Environment

L1

Living 2 Environment

L2

Living 3 Environment

L3

Business 1 Environment

B1

Business 2 Environment

B2

Business 3 Environment

B3

Business 4 Environment

B4
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Introduction
This is Part 5 of the section 42A (s42A) evaluation report. This part should be read in conjunction with
the other Parts 1 – 12. The evaluation of general topics is contained within Part 1.
This report has been prepared in accordance with s42A of the Resource Management Act 1991 (RMA)
and forms the Hearing Report for the Whangarei District Council’s (WDC) Proposed Plan Changes 88G
Light Industry (PC88G) and 88H Heavy Industry (PC88H). This report provides consideration of the
proposed provisions, recommendations in relation to submissions and, where appropriate, the report
cross-references the section 32 Evaluation (s32), analysis of any background material and legislative
discussions.
A description of the background to PC88, a chronology of events relevant to the proceedings of PC88
and overview of the Rolling Review process and statutory considerations is included in Part 1 of the
s42A report. I concur with the assessment within Part 1 of the s42A report.
This s42A report has been primarily prepared by Melissa Ivy McGrath (all sections with the exception of
Topic f Bulk & Location, which has been co-authored by Sam Pickering). Ms McGrath’s statement of
experience follows: I am a qualified planner. I hold a Bachelor of Arts and a Master of Resource
Management. I am a Full Member of the New Zealand Planning Institute. I have worked within the
district plan team at WDC for the past ten years, being the District Plan Manager for the past two years.
I have been employed in various resource management positions in local government and private
companies since 2003. My predominant experience has been in statutory policy and resource consent
planning in the Whangarei and Auckland regions. My experience includes processing and reporting on
resource consent applications, district plan formulation and policy advice for the Far North District and
Whangarei District Councils, preparation of Assessment of Environmental Effects, monitoring and
compliance of consent conditions.
Topic f Bulk and Location has been co-authored by Sam Pickering. Mr Pickering’s statement of
experience follows: My name is Samuel John Pickering. I hold a Diploma in University Studies and a
Bachelor of Environmental Management from Lincoln University. I am an Associate Member of the New
Zealand Planning Institute.
I began working as a Policy Planner at WDC in January 2019. My role as part of the District Plan Team
includes consultation, research, reporting and appearances necessary to support the maintenance and
rolling review of the Whangarei District Plan. I have also assisted the WDC Resource Consents
department with duty planner enquires.
Prior to commencing this role, I was employed by the Far North District Council as a Consents Planner
from December 2017-January 2019. In my role, it involved processing land-use and subdivision
consents and answering duty planner enquires.
We confirm that the evidence on planning matters that we present is within our areas of expertise and
we are not aware of any material facts which might alter or detract from the opinions we express. We
have read and agree to comply with the Code of Conduct for expert witnesses as set out in the
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Environment Court Consolidated Practice Note 2014. We have also read and are familiar with the
Resource Management Law Association / New Zealand Planning Institute “Role of Expert Planning
Witnesses” paper. The opinions expressed in this evidence are based on our qualifications and
experience and are within our area of expertise. If we rely on the evidence or opinions of another, our
evidence will acknowledge that position.

Description of the Plan Changes as Notified
PC88G seeks to introduce a new Zone into the Operative Whangarei District Plan (WDP): the Light
Industrial Zone (LI). The LI proposes to replace portions of existing Business 2, 3 and 4 Environments
within the UA. PC88G includes:
•

A new ‘Light Industrial Zone’ Chapter – with objectives, policies and rules for the Zone, including
land use and subdivision provisions for the Zone.

•

Changes to the WDP Planning maps – denoting the LI.

•

Consequential changes to the WDP.

PC88G includes a description of the proposed LI to identify the environmental expectations and
outcomes sought in the Zone through the proposed objectives, policies and rules.
A comprehensive description of PC88G is included in the s32 report [see Part 1 Appendix A]. The
notified text of PC88G is provided as Part 1 Appendix B.
PC88H seeks to introduce a new Zone into the WDP: the Heavy Industrial Zone (HI). The HI proposes
to replace portions of existing Business 2 and 4 Environments within the Urban Area (UA). PC88H
includes:
•

A new ‘Heavy Industry Zone’ Chapter – with objectives, policies and rules for the Zone, including
land use and subdivision provisions for the Zone.

•

Changes to the WDP Planning maps – denoting the HI.

•

Consequential changes to the WDP.

PC88H includes a description of the proposed HI to identify the environmental expectations and
outcomes sought in the Zone through the proposed objectives, policies and rules.
A comprehensive description of PC88H is included in the s32 report [see Part 1 Appendix A]. The
notified text of PC88H is provided as Part 1 Appendix B.
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Purpose of Report
This report considers submissions received in relation to PC88G and PC88H. It has been prepared in
accordance with s42A of the RMA to assist the Commissioners with deliberations on submissions and
further submissions.
The report includes recommendations to the Commissioners to accept, accept in part or reject individual
submissions. Where appropriate, it also includes recommended changes to the plan change provisions.
In response to submissions, we have in every instance considered efficiency, effectiveness and
appropriateness and our recommendations represent the most appropriate response in accordance with
s32AA. Depending on the complexity of the change proposed, the s32AA assessment then follows in a
separate table underneath or an overall discussion. In accordance with section 32AA(1)(c), the
assessment of each change has been undertaken at a level of detail that corresponds to the scale and
significance of the proposed changes.
When making its decision, WDC is required under clause 10 of the First Schedule of the RMA to give
reasons for allowing or not allowing any submissions (grouped by subject matter or individually). The
decisions of the council may also include consequential alterations arising out of submissions and any
other relevant matters it considered relating to matters raised in submissions.

Structure of the Report
The report has been structured to provide an assessment of the submissions and further submissions
received by WDC, arriving at a recommendation to the Commissioners.
All submissions received have been categorised based on which plan change they are most applicable
to. Several submissions have been assessed in Part 1 of the s42A report as they either address broad
topics or relate to multiple plan changes.
Once allocated to a plan change, each submission point has then been grouped thematically based on
topic. As some submissions relate to multiple topics, cross references to the discussion and
recommendation sections of other topics have been included.
While all submitters have been acknowledged in the summary of submissions [Part 1 Appendix D], due
to the similarity of relief sought and reasons given along with the volume of submissions, responses
have not necessarily been written for each individual submission point. Responses have been written
for individual submissions that raise matters that differ from other submissions within the same thematic
group or that request specific amendments to the plan change provisions.
Responses have not been written for all further submission because the further submissions generally:
•

Sought to emphasise the content of the corresponding original submission;

•

Did not present new or additional evidence.

•

Stated either support or opposition to the original submissions of other submitters.
5

Where further submissions present additional evidence these have been dealt with within the report
where the primary submission point has been addressed.
The assessment of submissions generally follows the following format:
Submission information – Matters raised in the submissions with a brief outline of relief sought and
reasons for relevant submissions.
Discussion – discusses responses to the relief sought.
Recommendation – outlines a recommendation to the Commissioners in response to the relief sought.
Any recommended changes to the notified text as a result of submissions are attached to this report
[see Attachments 3 and 4]. Any recommended additions to the notified text are shown as underlined
and deletions as strike-through. Not all changes shown in Attachments 3 and 4 are discussed in this
s42A Report. Some changes are the result of general submission points which have been discussed in
Part 1 of the s42A Report. In addition, not all changes discussed in this s42A Report are shown in
Attachments 3 and 4. Changes such as amendments to definitions are shown in Part 1 of the s42A
Report.

Consideration of Submissions
Topic headings for the submissions assessed are as follows, addressing both PC88G and PC88H:
a. General
b. Overview
c.

Objectives

d. Policies
e. Bulk and Location
f.

Setback from Water

g. Food and Beverage Activities
h. Residential Activities
i.

Educational Facilities

j.

Activities

k.

Noise

l.

Subdivision

m. Marsden Technology Park Precinct
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a. General
Submission Information
Denna and Ed Kirk have requested that the Council delete the paper road from the Plan [Toetoe Rd
area] and develop a wetland / green belt between the light industry rezoning area and the properties
that border the current paper road.
John Keith and Lakeside Business Park support well being as a permitted activity in the LI and HI.
Russell Dyer requests that the plan change be adopted as notified.
Brian and Anita Burrows request that the HI zone on the outskirts of Ruakaka "avoiding incompatible
activities and the need of access to major transport routes" - should include re-routing of heavy traffic
away from Marsden Point Rd to SH1 via SH15A, or preferably rail.
GEK Property Nominees (Marsden Point) Limited (GEK), North Sawn Lumber Limited (North Sawn)
and Volume Two Limited seek that the rules in the HI are adopted as notified.
Electric Power Generation seek to retain the rules for the HI as notified (except as noted in paragraph
6.2 1).
NZTA state that in the event that the Agency’s requested changes to proposed Rule TRA-R15 and TRAR16 are not adopted, the Agency seeks alternative relief. The alternative relief is that traffic management
restrictions be retained in proposed LI and HI and Port Marsden. Rules which continue the application
of Rules 40.3.5 10B, 42.3.5 and 44.3.5 of the Operative Plan (or similar) could be sought along with any
consequential changes. If the alternative relief is adopted; it is requested to be applied Proposed Plan
Maps 14, 17 (large scale) and 43, 44 and 45 (small scale) [as shown in submission] 2.
Janine Abernethy seeks to redefine the commercial area available in Ruakaka. Supports the size of the
plot allocation on HI zoned land. This would include the currently zoned business 4 area known as
lakeside business park which already houses 5 heavy industry operations.

Discussion
The District Plan maps display roads based upon Land Information New Zealand legal cadastre
(property survey boundaries). Removal of a paper road is a legal process completed under separate
legislation. Physical construction (such as creation of wetlands) is beyond the scope of the plan
changes.
I acknowledge the support of the permitted activity provisions in the LI.
I acknowledge the support of the rules in the HI.
In my opinion the zoning of LI and HI in the Port Marsden Area is appropriate based upon the s32. I
also consider that the TRA provisions would be sufficient to address potential traffic effects from

1
2

Submission 216 page3
Submission 240 page 34

redevelopment of proposed LI and HI land. I note that amendments have been recommended to the
TRA provisions (refer to Part 9 of the s42) and I support the reporting planners’ recommendations. I do
not support the insertion of rules 40.3.5 10B, 42.3.5 and 44.3.5 of the Operative Plan (or similar).
It is unclear what J Abernethy is seeking, in my opinion the commercial zoning of Ruakaka is appropriate
noting that changes are recommended in Part 8 of the s42.

Recommendation
I recommend that the Commissioners accept and/or reject the submission points as detailed below:
a. Retain the LI chapter as notified, noting that amendments have been recommended
elsewhere in response to other submissions.
b. Retain the HI chapter as notified, noting that amendments have been recommended
elsewhere in response to other submissions.
Submitter
Denna Kirk
Ed Kirk
John Keith and Lakeside Business Park
Russell Dyer
Brian and Anita Burrows
GEK
North Sawn
Volume Two Limited
Electric Power Generation Ltd
NZTA
J Abernethy

Submission# & Point
#
185.1
186.1
292.5 and .4
281.1
22.2
219.5
249.5
250.5
126.1
240.82
29.1

Accept/Reject

Recommendation

Reject
Reject
Accept
Accept in part
Reject
Accept in Part
Accept in Part
Accept in Part
Accept in Part
Reject
Reject

a
a
a and b
a
b
b
b
b
b
a and b
a and b

b. Overview
Light Industry Submission Information
Downer New Zealand Ltd (Downer) request that the LI Overview be rewritten to provide greater clarity
as to the expectations for the management of activities within the Zone. There is a lack of clarity
regarding large scale industrial activities that are not noxious.
124 Tauroa Street Limited (Tauroa) seek the amendment of paragraph two of the LI Overview as
follows:
...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.

Light Industry Discussion
Downer have identified inconsistencies within the LI Overview 3, requesting amendment of the language
without exact wording changes.
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I agree with Downer that many of the activity examples listed could

Submission 217 page 2.
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occur at a large-scale and further clarification would resolve inconsistencies. In the absence of particular
wording relief sought by Downer, I have recommended amendments which in my opinion provide further
clarity.
Tauroa have requested that “trade retail” is changed to “large-scale retail”. In my opinion reference to
trade retail is more effective because trade retail is a defined term, and the change sought by Tauroa
will result in a complete change of the types of retail activities anticipated in the LI based solely upon
size. In my opinion this change does not correspond to the objectives, policies or rules of the LI.

Heavy Industry Submission Information
NIWA seek changes to the HI Overview section to more appropriately recognise and provide for the
types of activities that NIWA carries out.
Heron Construction Holdings Limited (Heron) and Downer seek the retention of the HI Overview as
notified.
Downer seek to retain the HI Overview.

Heavy Industry Discussion
In my opinion NIWA’s activities are provided for within the scope of the General Industry activities. I
recommend that an additional sentence be added to the HI Overview however to clarify that research
laboratories used for scientific, industrial or medical research, and training facilities for an industrial
activity, are enabled in the HI.

Recommendation
I recommend that the Commissioners accept and/or reject the submission points as detailed below:
a. Amend the LI Overview as detailed in Attachment 3.
b. Amend the HI Overview as detailed in Attachment 4.
Submitter
Downer
Tauroa
Downer
NIWA
Heron

Submission# & Point #
217.14
160.3 and 14
217.1 and 14
77.4 and 13
161.3

Accept/Reject
Accept in Part
Reject
Accept
Accept in Part
Accept

Recommendation
a
a
a
b
b

c. Objectives
Light Industry Submission Information
The following submitters sought the retention of the following LI objectives as notified:
Submitter
Tauroa
Fire and Emergency New Zealand (Fire NZ)
Totara Trust

LI Objective
LI-O1 – LI-O3 and LI-O5
LI-O3
LI-O1 and LI-O2
2

Torara Trust

Support objectives (specifically LI-O1)

Downer seek amendments to LI-O1 to clarify the relationship between large-scale and/or noxious
activities.
The New Zealand Refining Company Limited trading as Refining NZ (Refining NZ) seek the following
amendment to LI-O2 to ensure that its activities are not constrained by reverse sensitivity effects:
Potential adverse effects, including reverse sensitivity effects, on adjacent zones and the environment are
avoided, remedied or mitigated.

Tauroa seek the amendment of Objective LI-O4 as follows for reasons detailed in the submission 4:
Avoid activities that may generate reverse sensitivity effects or that may compromise the operation of future
industrial activities within the LI.

Downer seek amendment of Objective LI-O4 to recognise that the operation of the HI should not be
compromised:
Avoid activities that may generate reverse sensitivity effects or compromise the operation of future industrial
activities within the LI or HI.

Tauroa seek the addition of the following new objective because the objectives of the LI do not
appropriately recognise retail activities that are compatible with industrial activities:
Retail activities that are compatible with industrial activities are provided for within the LI.

G and D Donald support the LI Objectives, specifically LI-O1.

Light Industry Discussion
Downer seek to clarify the relationship between LI and HI, particularly with respect to the scale of
industrial activities, and note a gap in the drafting of LI-O1. While I agree with Downer that LI-O1
requires further clarification with respect to scale of activities, I do not agree with the wording changes
sought.

I recommend amendments to LI-O1 to achieve consistency with the recommended

amendments to the LI Overview and to provide further effective separation between LI and HI.
Refining NZ, Tauroa and Downer raise similar concerns about the protection of the HI from potential
reverse sensitivity effects from activities within the LI. Downer note that LI often acts as a buffer between
HI and other more sensitive zones. Each submitter has sought amendments to different objectives to
achieve a similar outcome. I generally concur with the concerns raised. In my opinion LI-O4 is the more
specific reverse sensitivity objective and I recommend that amendments be made to include reference
to HI.
Protection of the LI for industrial uses is a key issue addressed throughout the s32 report. I concur with
the s32 report with respect to the management of retail activities. I do not support the objective sought
by Tauroa, as in my opinion the proposed objective is open and enabling of retailing activities and fails

4
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to accurately reflect the outcomes sought for the management of retail activities in the LI. The s32
evaluation and the Overview of LI seek to provide only for trade retail and large scale retail activities
which will be sympathetic to industrial activities and not result in reverse sensitivity effects. I recommend
an alternative new objective. Refer to Attachment 1 for s32AA evaluation.

Heavy Industry Submission Information
The following submitters sought the retention of the following HI Objectives as notified:
Submitter
Heron
Fire NZ
Downer
GEK
North Sawn
Volume Two Limited
Refining NZ

HI Objective
HI-O1 - HI-O5
HI-O3
HI-O3
HI-O1 – HI-O5

HI-O1, HI-O2 and HI-O4

NIWA seek the amendment of objectives HI-O1, HI-O4 and HI-O5 to more appropriately recognise and
provide for the types of activities that NIWA carries out on the Bream Bay site.
Downer seek the amendment of HI-O1 and HI-O5 as follows because the notified objectives are too
narrow:
Large scale and noxious Heavy industrial activities function effectively and efficiently without constraint from
non - compatible activities.
The supply of large allotments within the HI is preserved for large scale heavy industrial activities.

Downer seek the amendment of HI-O2 to limit the objective to managing effects of heavy industry on
zones other than the LI, and seek the following amendment to HI-O4 because not all heavy industry will
be large scale or noxious:
Activities that may compromise the operation of noxious or large scale heavy industrial activities within the
HI, or generate reverse sensitivity or increased risk effects, are avoided.

Heavy Industry Discussion
Downer seek to clarify the relationship between LI and HI, particularly with respect to the scale of
industrial activities. While I agree with Downer that proposed HI-O1, HI-O4 and HI-O5 require further
clarification with respect to scale of activities, I do not agree with the wording changes sought. Heavy
industry is not a defined term. I therefore recommend amendments to HI-O1, HI-O4 and HI-O5 to
achieve consistency with the recommended amendments to the HI Overview and to provide further
effective separation between LI and HI.
NIWA seek to amend HI-O1, HI-O4 and HI-O5 to appropriately recognise and provide for types of
activities that NIWA carries out. I do not support amendments for HI-O1, HI-O4 and HI-O5 for this
purpose. Instead I prefer a new objective to specifically refer to research laboratories used for scientific,
industrial or medical research, and training facilities for an industrial activity, being enabled in the HI
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consistent with the recommended amendments to the HI Overview. See Attachment 2 for s32AA
evaluation.

Recommendation
I recommend that the Commissioners accept and/or reject the submission points as detailed below:
a. Amend LI-O1 as detailed in Attachment 3.
b. Retain LI-O2, LI-O3 and LI-O5 as notified.
c.

Amend LI-O4 as detailed in Attachment 3.

d. Insert new objective LI-ONew1 as detailed in Attachment 3.
e. Amend HI-O1, HI-O4 and HI-O5 as detailed in Attachment 4.
f.

Amend HI-O2 as detailed in Attachment 4.

g. Retain HI-O3 as notified.
h. Insert a new HI objective to recognise research laboratories and training facilities as detailed
in Attachment 4.
Submitter
Tauroa

Fire NZ
Fire NZ
Totara Trust
Totara Trust
Downer

Refining NZ
Heron
GEK
North Sawn Lumber Limited
Volume Two Limited
NIWA
G and D Donald

Submission# & Point #
160.4
160.5
160.6
165.40
165.44
176.2
284.2
217. 15
217.16
217.2, 4 and 5
217.3
217.6
260.27
260.18
161.4
219.3
249.3
250.3
77.5
284.2

Accept/Reject
Accept in Part

Accept in Part
Accept
Accept in Part
Accept in Part
Accept in Part

Accept
Accept in Part
Accept in Part
Accept in Part
Accept in Part
Accept in Part
Accept in Part
Accept in Part

Recommendation
a and b
c
d
b
g
a-c
a-c
a
c
e–g
f
g
c
e-g
e-g
e-g
e-g
e-g
h
a- c

d. Policies
Light Industry Submission Information
The following submitters sought the retention of the following LI Policies as notified:
Submitter
Tauroa
Fire NZ

LI Policies
LI-P1 and LI-P2
LI-P3
5

Totara Trust (176.3) and Totara Trust (284.3) seek amendment of LI-P1 to include a definition of
‘moderate’.
Tauroa seek the following amendment to LI-P3:
To manage non-industrial activities by ensuring that they: 1. Are not likely to generate reverse sensitivity
effects that constrain the establishment and operation of light industrial activities….

Downer seek insertion of a new policy which addresses the use of the LI zone as a buffer between the
HI zone and other more sensitive zones, or to recognise that the viability of the HI zone is an appropriate
consideration when managing non-industrial activities.
G and D Donald support LI policies, seek a definition of moderate.

Light Industry Discussion
In my opinion a definition of “moderate” is not necessary, as sufficient direction is provided within the LI
Overview and Policy LI-P1. Further context is provided when all zone character and amenity policies
are read together.
Tauroa seek amendments to LI-P3 to clarify that the only reverse sensitivity effects that are required to
be avoided are those that may constrain the establishment and operation of light industrial activities, as
opposed all types reverse sensitivity effects. In my opinion the relief sought by Tauroa will provide
further direction to future consideration of potential reverse sensitivity effects.

Tauroa however

specifically refers to “light industry” which is not defined within the WDP. In my opinion referring to
‘industrial activities” would provide better clarity.
The LI zone is located between Business Zones, Residential Zones and the HI. The LI could be seen
as a buffer between HI and zones with higher levels of amenity and increased levels of sensitive
activities.

In my opinion LI-P4 sufficiently addresses the cross boundary issues between LI and

Residential Zones, but is silent with respect to the relationship between LI and HI. I agree with Downer
and recommend a new policy.

Heavy Industry Submission Information
The following submitters sought the retention of the following HI Policies as notified:
Submitter
Heron
Fire NZ
Downer
GEK
North Sawn
Volume Two Limited
Refining NZ

HI Policies
HI-P1 – HI-P5 and HI-P7
HI-P4
HI-P4 and HI-P7
HI-P1 – HI-P7
HI-P1 – HI-P7
HI-P1 – HI-P7
HI-P1, HI-P5 and HI-P7

NIWA seek the deletion of HI-P1, or amend to refer to recognising and maintaining the heavy industrial
character of the zone, the amendment of policies HI-P2 and HI-P7 to more appropriately recognise and
provide for the types of activities that NIWA carries out, and the amendment of HI-P5 so that it only
applies to new buildings (and then only where appropriate).
6

Downer seek to retain HI Policies with the amendment of HI-P1 as follows because the final sentence
of this policy stands alone with no supporting verb. The corresponding LI policy (LI-P1) also includes
other character issues which are equally applicable to the HI zone, especially noise:
…
3. Moderate to high levels of exposure to potential nuisances such as noise, odour and other air emissions.
4. High levels of heavy vehicle traffic particularly on arterial routes and during daytime hours.
5. A low presence of active building frontages and landscaping.

Downer seek the amendment of HI-P2 as follows:
To enable larger scale or and potentially noxious…

Downer seek the deletion of HI-P3 because it is not clear how small scale activities will be “managed”
in the context of land fragmentation, and HI-P7 is the most efficient means of managing land
fragmentation.
Refining NZ seek the following amendment to HI-P2 because it is vital that activities are not constrained
in any way by other activities:
To enable larger scale...in the HI without unreasonable constraint from other activities.

Refining NZ seek to amend HI-P4 as follows because this should extend to the operation of existing
activities, not only the establishment of new activities:
…
4. Do not have the potential to hinder or constrain the establishment, operation, and/or expansion of activities
otherwise anticipated within the HI.

Heron seek the amendment of HI-P6 to delete the reference to Mean High Water Springs.

Heavy Industry Discussion
I agree with submitters that HI-P1 has been inconsistently drafted when compared to other character
policies in the proposed Urban and Services plan changes. I support the amendments proposed by
Downer and NIWA.
I agree with the amendments to HI-P2 sought by submitters, which in my opinion will improve readability
and clarity.
NIWA seek to amend HI-P2 and HI-P7 to appropriately recognise and provide for the types of activities
that NIWA carries out. I do not support such amendments for this purpose. Instead (as with LI) I prefer
a new policy to specifically refer to research laboratories used for scientific, industrial or medical
research, and training facilities for an industrial activity, being enabled in the HI consistent with the
recommended amendments to the HI Overview and HI Objectives.
I concur with Downer that HI-P3 is not necessary.
7

I support the amendments sought by Refining NZ to HI-P4.
I do not support the amendments sought by NIWA to HI-P5. In my opinion it is important for all buildings,
new and additions, to be appropriately managed with respect to potential visual effects.
Heron seek the amendment of HI-P6 to delete the reference to Mean High Water Springs. Refer to topic
g below for further discussion.

Recommendation
I recommend that the Commissioners Accept and/or Reject the submission points as detailed below:
a. Amend LI-P1 as detailed in Attachment 3.
b. Amend LI-P2 as detailed in Attachment 3.
c.

Delete LI-P3.

d. Amend LI-P4 as detailed in Attachment 3.
e. Retain HI-P1 and HI-P6 as notified.
f.

Amend HI-P2 as detailed in Attachment 4.

g. Delete HI-P3.
h. Amend HI-P4 as detailed in Attachment 4.
i.

Insert a new HI policy to provide for research and training activities as detained in Attachment
4.

j.

Retain HI-P5, HI-P6 and HI-P7 as notified.

Submitter
Tauroa
Fire NZ
Totara Trust
Totara Trust
Downer

Heron
GEK
North Sawn Lumber Limited
Volume Two Limited
Refining NZ
NIWA

Submission# & Point #
160.7
160.8
165.41

Accept/Reject
Accept
Accept
Accept in Part

Recommendation
a
b
b

165.45
176.3
284.3
217.17
217.11
217.7
217.8
217.9
217.10
161.5
161.6
219.4
249.4
250.4
260.19
77.9
77.6
77.10

Accept in Part
Reject
Reject
Accept
Accept in Part
Accept in Part
Accept
Accept
Accept
Accept in Part
Reject
Accept in Part
Accept in Part
Accept in Part
Accept
Reject
Accept in Part
Reject

e-h
a
a
c
e-h
e-h
e
f
g
e-h
j
e-h
e-h
e-h
f
e
i
j
8

Refining NZ
G and D Donald

260.20
260.21
284.3

Accept
Accept
Accept in Part

f
h
a–d

e. Bulk and Location (co-authored by Ms McGrath & Mr Pickering)
Building Height Submission Information
Tauroa support the LI-R2 permitted height of 20m as notified but seek the following specific
amendments:
Activity Status when compliance not achieved: RD
Matters of discretion:
1. The effects of the infringement of the rule.
2. Any objective or policy that is relevant to the consideration of the infringement to the rule.
3. Any special or unusual characteristic of the site which is relevant to the rule.
4. The functional and operation needs of industrial activities.

NIWA, North Sawn and Volume Two support HI-R2 and seek that it is retained as notified.
Heron supports the HI permitted building height as notified but seek the following specific amendments:
Activity Status when compliance not achieved: RD
Matters of discretion:
1. The effects of the infringement of the rule.
2. Any objective or policy that is relevant to the consideration of the infringement to the rule.
3. Any special or unusual characteristic of the site which is relevant to the rule.
4. The functional and operation needs of industrial activities.

Patuharakeke Iwi Trust Board (PTB) opposes the 40m maximum building height for the HI and seek to
amend the rule to apply a restricted discretionary activity status to any building over 20m in height. PTB
consider a height limit of 40m is excessive as it can compromise cultural and other landscape values
and amenity. Refining NZ 5 oppose PTB submission stating that the 40m height limit is appropriate to
enable sustainable development of HI and provide required flexibility to accommodate future
development.

Building Height Discussion
We acknowledge the support for the permitted building heights in both LI and HI.
The Operative WDP Business Environments have maximum permitted building heights ranging from
11m – 20m. Business 2 Environment (being the equivalent to LI) has a permitted building height of
15m. Business 4 Environment (being the equivalent to HI) has a permitted building height of 20m, except

5

Further submission X352 page 7
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that any building may exceed 20m provided that no part exceeds 35m and no more than 25% of the net
site area is occupied by buildings exceeding 20m in height.
In our opinion, the proposed LI and HI building height limits have increased significantly from that of the
status quo of the WDP. We consider it appropriate to assess the potential effects of infringement through
a wider discretionary assessment because building heights can potentially have wide ranging effects
which are not always limited to those on adjoining sites. Issues such as cumulative effects and adverse
cross boundary effects are some of the aspects that should be considered on a case by case basis.
Due to these potential effects, we do not agree that it is appropriate to amend LI-R2 to a restricted
discretionary activity. We consider that the matters of discretion proposed by Tauroa are too broad and
would essentially result in a discretionary assessment.
We agree with the concerns raised by PTB. In our opinion the notified HI building height limit has the
potential to result in significant adverse landscape, cultural and amenity effects particularly in the coastal
environment. The majority of land proposed to be zoned HI is located in close proximity to the coastal
environment, if not mapped and identified as Coastal Area. Council has a recently operative Coastal
Area (District Wide chapter) which relies upon the underlying zone (Business 4 Environment) height
limits to appropriately manage adverse effects in the coastal environment.
Any changes to the HI building height limits must be considered carefully against higher order policy
direction. Northland Regional Policy Statement (RPS) policy 4.6.1 places an obligation on Council to
“avoid significant effects, and avoid, remedy or mitigate other adverse effects on the natural character,
natural features and natural landscapes in the coastal environment, including by ensuring location,
intensity, scale and form of built development is appropriate.”
In accordance with s74(2A) of the RMA, Council must take into account the Patuharakeke Hapu
Environmental Management Plan (2014). We note that Policy 5.3.6 is of particular relevance:
Local authorities are required to recognise and provide for tangata whenua values in coastal land development
activities, such as:
i. The protection of coastal headlands and skylines;
ii. The protection of coastal indigenous biodiversity, including remnant forest and endemic species;
iii. The protection of waahi tapu and sites of significance;
iv. The protection of view shafts to significant natural features and landmarks;
v. Access to coastal areas for customary use;
vi. Patuharakeke aspirations for coastal areas, such as the establishment of mataitai reserves;
vii. The potential for sedimentation and contamination of fresh and coastal waters; and
viii. The increased stress on existing water resources and community infrastructure.

We do not agree that a restricted discretionary activity status is appropriate, for reasons previously
outlined and to maintain consistency with LI building height rules.
In our opinion the operative Business 4 25% site limit adequately enables larger-scale industrial and
ancillary activities whilst managing adverse effects on amenity, which is a key objective for the Zone.
The s32 evaluation acknowledge that the WDP height rule operates efficiently and effectively, but that
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the proposed provisions would enable slightly more development opportunities 6. While we concur with
the s32 evaluation that the proposed provisions would enable more development, we also agree with
PTB that a maximum height limit of 20m will more adequately manage potential adverse effects from
building height. We recommend that the allowance for increased building height in 25% of the site be
inserted with a limit consistent with the Business 4 status quo. Refer to Attachment 2 for s32AA
evaluation.

Building Height Recommendation
We recommend that the Commissioners accept and/or reject the submission points as detailed below:
a. Retain LI-R2 as notified.
b. Amend HI-R2 as detailed in Attachment 4.
Submitter
Tauroa
NIWA
Heron
PITB
North Sawn
Volume Two

Submission# & Point #
160.10
77.2
161.8
173.12
249.5
250.5

Accept/Reject
Accept in Part
Reject
Reject
Accept in Part
Reject
Reject

Recommendation
a.
b
b
b
b
b

Building Setback Submission Information
Tauroa support the LI-R3 permitted setback as notified but seek the following specific amendments:
Activity Status when compliance not achieved: RD
1. The effects of the infringement of the rule.
2. Any objective or policy that is relevant to the consideration of the infringement to the rule.
3. Any special or unusual characteristic of the site which is relevant to the rule.
4. The functional and operation needs of industrial activities.

Fire NZ seek the following specific amendments to LI-R3:
1.c. 3m from any Heavy Industrial, Local Commercial or Mixed-use Zone boundary.

NIWA seek to amend HI-R3 to include an exemption for existing buildings, and that setbacks from the
Conservation Zone be removed.
Both Heron and Atlas Concrete seek the amendment of HI-R3 to change the activity status to a restricted
discretionary Activity. Heron seek the following amendments to rule HI-R3:
Activity Status when compliance not achieved: RD Matters of discretion:
1. The effects of the infringement of the rule.

6

Part 1 Appendix A, HI S32 Report Page 14
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2. Any objective or policy that is relevant to the consideration of the infringement to the rule.
3. Any special or unusual characteristic of the site which is relevant to the rule.
4. The functional and operation needs of industrial activities.

Atlas Concrete seek the following amendments to rule HI-R3:
Matters of discretion:
a) any policy which is relevant to the rule;
b) the effects of the infringement of the rule;
c) the effects on the amenity of neighbouring sites;
d) the effects of any special or unusual characteristic of the site which is relevant to the rule;
Assessment Criteria:
Refer to Policies HI-P5 and HI-P6.

Building Setback Discussion
In our opinion any potential effects caused by a building setback from boundary infringement would not
cause wide ranging effects on the surrounding environment. We agree that a discretionary activity
status in the LI for setback from boundaries would be an unduly onerous requirement. We do not
consider the matters of discretion proposed by Tauroa sufficient to address all matters however and
therefore recommend additional matters. In our opinion infringement of setbacks from mean high water
springs, rivers and lakes could result in effects beyond the immediate site and should be considered on
a case by case basis as a discretionary activity 7.
Atlas Concrete have requested a restricted discretionary activity status for HI-R3. For the reasons
discussed above we agree in part. To ensure consistency we recommend that the HI setback rules be
amended to reflect the same split of restricted discretionary and discretionary activity status as we
recommend for LI. Again, we do not consider the matters of discretion proposed by Tauroa sufficient to
address all matters and therefore recommend additional matters.
Due to the potential effects caused between neighbouring sites we consider it inappropriate to amend
LI-R3 to remove the building setback from any HI Zone boundary. Building setback rules are a tool to
manage potential reverse sensitivity which could be caused between neighbouring sites. LI-R3 is directly
linked to LI-O4 which seeks to avoid activities which may generate reverse sensitivity effects.
In our opinion, the interface between the HI and more sensitive zones such as Living and Green Space
Zones should be carefully managed to ensure adverse effects on sensitive activities and natural
environment are minimised. The s32 report 8 also acknowledges the need to protect Green Space Zones
for conservation, ecological, recreational, access and hazard mitigation purposes. In our view it is
appropriate to maintain a building setback from Green Space Zones in the HI.

7
8

Refer to topic g for further discussion.
Part 1 Appendix 1, HI Section 32 Report, Page 24
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NIWA have requested acknowledgement of existing buildings within the HI setback rule. In our opinion
this is unnecessary as these buildings will have existing use rights.

Building Setback Recommendation
We recommend that the Commissioners accept and/or reject the submission points as detailed below:
a. Amend LI-R3 as detailed in Attachment 3.
b. Amend HI-R3 as detailed in Attachment 4.
Submitter
Tauroa
Fire NZ
NIWA
Atlas Concrete
Heron

Submission# & Point #
160.9, 11 and 12
165.42
77.11
129.10
161.8

Accept/Reject
Accept in Part
Reject
Reject
Accept in Part
Accept in Part

Recommendations
a
a
b
b
b

Building Height in Relation to Boundary Submission Information
Tauroa opposes the discretionary activity status of LI-R4 and seek the following specific amendments:
Activity Status when compliance not achieved: RD
Matters of discretion:
1. The effects of the infringement of the rule.
2. Any objective or policy that is relevant to the consideration of the infringement to the rule.
3. Any special or unusual characteristic of the site which is relevant to the rule.
4. The functional and operation needs of industrial activities.

Building Height in Relation to Boundary Discussion
The LI is zoned adjacent to Living and Green Space Zones which are considered to be more sensitive
environments. We agree that it is appropriate to amend LI-R4 to a restricted discretionary activity given
that the effects will generally be limited to adjoining properties and can be anticipated and measured.
We consider however that the matters of discretion proposed by Tauroa are too broad and would
essentially result in a discretionary assessment, and therefore recommend more focussed matters of
discretion.

Building Height in Relation to Boundary Recommendation
We recommend that the Commissioners accept and/or reject the submission points as detailed below:
a. Amend LI-R4 as detailed in Attachment 3.
Submitter
Tauroa

Submission# & Point #
160.10

Accept/Reject
Accept

Recommendation
a

Fences Submission Information
Tauroa opposes the discretionary activity status of LI-R5 and seek the following specific amendments:
Activity Status when compliance not achieved: RD
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Matters of discretion:
1. The effects of the infringement of the rule.
2. Any objective or policy that is relevant to the consideration of the infringement to the rule.
3. Any special or unusual characteristic of the site which is relevant to the rule.
4. The functional and operation needs of industrial activities.

Port Nikau Three Joint Venture (PNTJV) seek a rule or exemption to enable security fencing on the
boundary [of requested precinct] with residential and open space land.
Port Nikau Joint Venture (PNJV) seek a rule or exemption to enable security fencing on the boundary
[of requested precinct areas A and B] with residential and open space land.

Fences Discussion
LI-R5 seeks to manage the fortification of fences adjacent to Living and Open Space and Recreation
zones boundaries. We agree that it is appropriate to amend LI-R5 to a restricted discretionary activity
given that the potential effects given will generally be limited to adjoining properties and can be
anticipated and measured. We consider however that the matters of discretion proposed by Tauroa are
too broad and would essentially result in a discretionary assessment, and therefore recommend more
focussed matters of discretion.
We do not support the insertion of a rule providing specifically for security fencing as requested by
PNTJV and PNJV, in our opinion LI-R5 provides sufficient opportunity to construct fencing.

Fences Recommendation
We recommend that the Commissioners accept and/or reject the submission points as detailed below:
a. Amend LI-R5 as detailed in Attachment 3.
Submitter
Tauroa
PNTJV
PNJV

Submission# & Point #
160.10
142.4
224.2

Accept/Reject
Accept
Reject
Reject

Recommendation
a
a
a

Outdoor Areas of Storage or Stockpiles Submission Information
Tauroa seek to amend LI – R6 to include the provision for a solid fence or wall or landscaping to a
minimum height of 1.8 metres within the permitted activity rule.
Atlas Concrete seek to amend HI – R4 to include ‘building’ within the permitted activity rule, and request
a change to the activity status from permitted to restricted discretionary activity as follows:
Matters of discretion:
a) any policy which is relevant to the rule;
b) the effects of the infringement of the rule;
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c) the effects on the amenity of neighbouring sites;
d) the effects of any special or unusual characteristic of the site which is relevant to the rule;
Assessment Criteria:
Refer to Policies HI-P5 and HI-P6.

Heron seek to amend rule HI-R4 to exclude vessels and masts associated with Marine Industry
activities, and to change the activity status to restricted discretionary including the insertion of the
following matters of discretion:
Activity Status when compliance not achieved: RD Matters of discretion:
1. The effects of the infringement of the rule.
2. Any objective or policy that is relevant to the consideration of the infringement to the rule.
3. Any special or unusual characteristic of the site which is relevant to the rule.
4. The functional and operation needs of industrial activities.

Outdoor Areas of Storage or Stockpiles Discussion
We consider that the amendments LI-R6 sought by Tauroa would make compliance with the rule more
onerous. The requested changes in our opinion reduce flexibility provided by the notified rule, which
enables tailored screening solutions depending on the nature of any outdoor storage or stockpiles.
It is expected that activities such as warehousing, bulk storage, light manufacturing and servicing
activities are established within the LI. In our opinion the proposed changes would be particularly
onerous for any temporary activities which might otherwise be adequately screened with temporary
screening solutions.
We do not support the change to HI-R4 proposed by Atlas Concrete. By definition a building (the
Standards definition) requires two walls and a roof, therefore stockpiles will never fall within the
definition. In our opinion vessels and masts associated with Marine Industry are expected to occur in
the HI, and we support the amendment requested by Heron.
We agree that it is appropriate to amend both the LI and HI rules to have a restricted discretionary
activity status given that the effects will generally be limited to adjoining properties and can be
anticipated and measured. We consider however that the matters of discretion proposed by submitters
are too broad and would essentially result in a discretionary assessment, and therefore recommend
more focussed matters of discretion.
We support changes to LI-R6 and HI-R4 which provide clarity and certainty and have recommended
alternative wording in to reduce ambiguity.

We also note that Mr Pickering has recommended

amendments to Outdoor Areas of Storage or Stockpile rules to provide for temporary activities as
detailed in Part 1 of the s42A report.

Outdoor Areas of Storage or Stockpiles Recommendation
We recommend that the Commissioners: accept and/or reject the submission points as detailed below:
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a. Amend LI-R6 as detailed in Attachment 3.
b. Amend HI-R4 as detailed in Attachment 4.

Submitter

Submission# &
Point #

Accept/Reject Recommendation

Tauroa
Atlas Concrete
Heron

160.12
129.11
161.8 and 10

Reject
Accept in Part
Accept in Part

a
b
b

f. Setback from Water/Ecological Buffer
Submission Information
Heron and Norsand Limited trading as Norsand Boatyard (Norsand) seek the amendment of HI-R3 to
delete the 27m setback from Mean High Water Springs (noting that Heron also sought amendments
policy HI-P6). Heron is opposed to the requirement as it is impracticable and effectively prevents the
development of HI zoned land that has an interface with the coastal marine area (CMA) as a permitted
activity. Norsand state that as there is no esplanade area to safeguard for the Kaituna Bock the 27m
setback on the Kaituna Block should be excluded.
Port Nikau Three Joint Venture (PNTJV) has requested a rule be included within their requested precinct
which enables a nil setback from the Hatea River (LI underlying Environment).
Port Nikau Joint Venture (PNJV) has requested a rule or exemption be included within their requested
precinct area A which which enables a 6m setback from MHWS (LI underlying Environment) and a nil
setback from the Hatea River (LI underlying Environment).

Discussion
I agree with submitters that certain activities permitted within the HI require access to the CMA to operate
(such as Marine Industry). The HI provides for marine industry as a permitted activity, with the HI being
mapped along Port Road Whangarei where HI is adjacent to the CMA particularly to recognise existing
marine industry activities.
In my opinion the following national and regional policy are of relevance:
a.

Section 6(d) of the RMA, the maintenance and enhancement of public access to and along the
coastal marine area, lakes and rivers.

b.

The New Zealand Coastal Policy Statement (NZCPS), in particular policy 6 Activities in the coastal
environment. This policy requires the recognition of both the need to “maintain and enhance the
public open space and recreation qualities and values of the coastal marine area” and “recognise
that there are activities that have a functional need to be located in the coastal marine area, and
provide for those activities in appropriate places”.

c.

Policy 5.1.2 of the RPS enables development which “ensures sufficient development setbacks
from the CMA to maintain and enhance public access, open space and amenity values and to
16

allow for natural functioning of coastal processes and ecosystems”. Policy 4.6.1 is also relevant,
requiring the avoidance of significant adverse effects and avoid, remedy or mitigate other adverse
effects of subdivision, use and development on natural character, natural features and natural
landscapes. Method 4.6.3 recognises existing zoning at the operative date.
The Coastal Area (CA) Resource Area of the WDP applies in addition to HI. While construction,
alternation or maintenance of buildings or structures in the HI outside High or Outstanding Natural
Character Areas are permitted activities 9, earthworks 10 and vegetation clearance 11 rules apply. All
discretionary activities must consider the relevant objectives and policies of the CA as well. The CA
does not have a setback rule from the CMA.

Figure 1: Extract of Proposed Maps displaying Coastal Area (Dark blue line) at Marsden Point.

9

CA.2.2.3
CA.2.3.3
11 CA.2.3.4
10
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Figure 2: Extract of Proposed displaying Coastal Area (Dark blue line) at Port Nikau

The operative WDP includes Appendix 5 Esplanade Priority Areas figure A5.1, which identifies two Port
Areas exempt from building setback and esplanade requirements, Marsden Point and Port Whangarei
(Figures 3 and 4 below). WDP Rule 42.4.3(a) enforces the exemption. (I note that the proposed HI
along Port Road is not located within the Whangarei Port exemption area).

Figure 3: Extract of WDP, Appendix 5
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Figure 4: Extract of WDP, Appendix 5

I do not support the deletion of the setback from MHWS from HI-R3 and HI-P6, which in my opinion
would be inconsistent with the higher order policy. In my opinion it is appropriate to consider the ability
to maintain or provide access to the CMA on a case by case basis. I consider that it is efficient and
effective to maintain a discretionary activity status due to the need to consider wider effects beyond the
site, particularly with respect to connectivity of access, legal mechanisms, ability of the proposed activity
to function, and the risk to people’s health and safety. Furthermore, maintaining a discretionary activity
will allow applicants to engage with the CA policy as appropriate.

Recommendation
I recommend that the Commissioners accept and/or reject the submission points as detailed below:
a. Retain HI-R3d as notified.
b. Consequentially amend operative Appendix 5 of the WDP to remove references to “exempt
from building setback” as detailed in Part 1 Attachment 1.
Submitter
Heron
Norsand
PNTJV
PNJV

Submission # & Point #
161.9
262.5
142.3
224.2

Accept/Reject
Reject
Reject
Reject
Reject

Recommendation
a&b
a&b
a&b
a&b

g. Food and Beverage Activities
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Submission Information
JB & RM Keith Trustees Ltd seek the amendment of LI-R24 and HI-15 to be restricted discretionary
activity with appropriate matters of discretion.
Tauroa seek the deletion of clause 2 of LI-R24.
Commercial Centres Ltd (Commercial Centres) seek the deletion of clauses 1 and 2 of LI-R24.
WDC Planning seek the amendment of LI-R24 reference numbers and the deletion of matter of
discretion 1 for the reasons listed in the submission 12, and amendment of HI-R15 to amend rule
reference numbers.
Marsden Maritime Holdings Limited (MMH) seek the amendment of LI-R24 to change the permitted
hours of operation to 0600 - 1800.
Refining NZ and Downer seek the amendment of HI-R15 to change the activity status to discretionary.

Discussion
The Urban and Services plan changes introduce a number of business and industry zones. These zones
have a tiered approach to amenity, outcomes, land uses, rules and activity status. The protection of the
LI for the primary use of industry and trade retail is a key matter addressed throughout the s32
evaluation. The protection of the HI for the primary use of large scale noxious and objectionable industry
is also addressed throughout the s32 evaluation.
LI-R24 is directly linked to LI-O3 and LI-P3. LI-P3 includes…”The management of non-industrial
activities by ensuring that they do not compromise the viability and vitality of the CC, MU, LC, NC and
SCZ”. The location of food and beverage activities within the CC and MU is essential to encouraging
and maintaining an active city core and night life, and in my opinion limiting the sprawl of food and
beverage activities out in the LI will support the CC and MU viability and vitality.
I do not support the relief sought to change the activity status of LI-R24 to a Restricted Discretionary
Activity. In my opinion there is a wide range of potential effects from Food and Beverage Activities within
the LI, particularly given the policy direction of LI-P3, and a Discretionary Activity status provides the
opportunity to consider applications appropriately.
I disagree with the reasons stated by Commercial Centres 13. In my opinion LI-R24 should include a
GFA limit to give effect to LI-O3 and LI-P3. I concur with Mr Foy 14 with respect to consistency of GFA
limits across zones for Food and Beverage Activities and I note that the comparative GFA limit in COM
is 250m2. Mr Foy has concluded that there is little economic justification to apply distinction between
250m2 and 300m2 GFA.

12

Submission 236 Page 12
Submission 210 Page 19
14 Part 1 Attachment 4, Derek Foy, Written Comments, Page 9
13
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Submitters have sought deletion or amendments to hours of operation. While I agree with the statement
from Commercial Centres that Food and Beverage activities do operate 24 hours a day, in my
experience it is more common for Drive Through Activities 15 to operate 24 hours a day. As notified,
Food and Beverage activities (by definition) do not include Drive Through Activities. Drive Through
Activities (LI-R18) were notified as a permitted activity with no limit to hours of operation. In my opinion
this is an inconsistency between rules.
Mr Derek Foy 16 has confirmed that the notified hours of operation controls do not have a significant
economic effect to the viability of Food and Beverage Activities within the CC and MU, but deletion of
the minimum GFA and agglomeration of Food and Beverage Activities within the LI will have a significant
economic effect on the CC.
Due to the location of the LI and the potential to result in adverse cross boundary effects, it is my opinion
that the hours of operation clause could be removed provided that its deletion is part of a coordinated
package of amendments including

the introduction of a new policy, the GFA limit remaining,

amendments to ensure consistency of the Food and Beverage Activities and Drive Through Activities
rules, and the introduction of a separation requirement from any Residential Zone (noting the separation
requirements in industrial activity rules LI-R7 to LI-R11).
HI-R15 is directly linked to HI-O1 and HI-O3 and HI-P3. I do not support the relief sought to change the
activity status of HI-R15 to a Restricted Discretionary Activity. I agree with the reasons raised by Town
Centre Properties Ltd. In my opinion a Restricted Discretionary Activity status would not give effect to
the avoidance policy of HI-P3.
I agree with the points raised by Downer and Refining NZ, and I support the amendment to HI-R15 to a
Discretionary Activity status provided that the Permitted Activity triggers remain as notified.

A

Discretionary Activity status will in my opinion give effect to policies HI-P3 and HI-P4 while affording
sufficient opportunity to consider any application on a case by case basis, particularly with respect to
potential reverse sensitivity on industrial activities.

Recommendation
I recommend that the Commissioners accept and/or reject the submission points as detailed below:
a. LI-R24 retain as notified a Discretionary Activity status.
b. LI-R24 clause 2, maximum GFA limit is retained as notified.
c.

LI-R18 be amended to have the same controls recommended for LI-R24.

d. Insert a new separation from Residential Zone boundaries clause to LI-R24 as detailed in
Attachment 3.

15
16

Note submissions seeking to amend definition addressed in Part 1 Section N
Part 1 Attachment 4, Derek Foy, Written Comments, Page 9
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e. LI-R24 clause 3, hours of operation, is deleted, subject to recommendations b, c and d being
accepted.
f.

Amend HI-R15 as detailed in Attachment 4.

Submitter
JB & RM Keith Trustees Ltd
Tauroa
Commercial Centres
WDC Planning
MMH
Downer
Refining NZ

Submission# & Point
#
43.2 and 3
160.16
210.26
236.97 and 98
259.6
217.13
260.24

Accept/Reject

Recommendation

Reject
Accept in Part
Reject
Accept in Part
Accept in Part
Accept in Part
Accept in Part

a
b–e
b–e
a–e
b–e
f
f

h. Residential Activities
Submission Information
JB & RM Keith Trustees Ltd request a new rule LI-24A to allow staff accommodation of one unit per site
as a restricted discretionary activity as detailed in the submission.
The proprietors of Rewarewa D trading as Rewarewa D (Rewarewa D) request that LI-R33 is changed
to Discretionary activity status to enable exploration of the feasibility of smaller live-work units as part of
a proposed industrial park development.
NPP Limited state that they require living facilities onsite.
NIWA seek that the Non-Complying Activity status provided for residential (HI-R21) and other sensitive
activities is retained as notified.
Norsand request that HI-R21 (Residential Activities) and HI-R25 (Visitor Accommodation) have a
permitted activity status because the provision of client/visitor accommodation and associated facilities
ancillary to the main activity should be a permitted activity within the HI.

Discussion
The protection of the LI and HI for the primary use of industry and trade retail is a key matter addressed
throughout the s32 evaluation. LI is often situated in close proximity to the HI. Residential activities have
the potential to result in reverse sensitivity effects within the LI and the HI which could compromise the
intended use of the LI and proximate HI. I do not support the relief sought to change the activity status
of LI-R24 to a Restricted Discretionary or Discretionary Activity. While I acknowledge that it may be
beneficial to have a worker accommodation to support an industrial activity, worker accommodation is
still a form of residential activity. Applicants are not prevented from seeking consent for working
accommodation (prohibited activity is not recommended), in my opinion a non-complying activity status
enables a case by case consideration of each proposal.
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Recommendation
I recommend that the Commissioners Accept and/or Reject the submission points as detailed below:
a. Retain LI-24 and LI-R33 as notified.
b. Retain HI-R21 and HI-R25 as notified.
Submitter
JB & RM Keith Trustees Ltd
Rewarewa D
NPP
NIWA
Norsand

Submission# & Point #
43.4
195.1
295.2
77.3
262.2

Accept/Reject
Reject
Reject
Reject
Accept
Reject

Recommendation
a
a
a
b
b

i. Educational Facilities
Submission Information
Tall Kauri Ltd seek the following amendments to LI:
(a) the removal of CT NA66B/260 from the LI; or
(b) moving Educational Facilities out of the non-complying activity status to having a permitted activity
status; or
(c) acknowledging within the text of PC88G that occupation and use of CT NA66B/260 as NorthTec's
Future Trade Campus is provided for as a permitted activity under training facilities for industrial activities
within the General Industry definition. Possibly by way of a footnote after 'Educational Facilities' - should
that activity be retained as having non-complying activity status.
Including any consequential amendments necessary to provide for the continued occupation and use of
the NorthTec Future Trades Campus as a permitted activity.
Patuharakeke Te Iwi Trust Board (PTB) request consequential amendments to LI and HI to provide for
appropriate educational facilities.
Ministry of Education seek that LI-R38 and HI-R30 be a discretionary activity.

Discussion
The notified Urban and Services plan changes included a definition of “industrial activities” which
included educational facilities directly associated with industrial activities (Refer to Part 1 of s42A). The
notified definition combined with LI-R7 and HI-R7 would have provided for educational activities as a
Permitted Activity.
In my opinion it is appropriate to enable educational facilities directly associated with industrial activities,
as this will support industrial activities, improve trade development and employment opportunities, and
contain potential effects within the LI and the HI.
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This will be achieved via the recommended amendments to the definition of General Industry which will
maintain the ability to undertake educational activities as a Permitted Activity. I recommend new policies
to manage the types of education facilities and to protect the LI and HI from reverse sensitivity effects.

Recommendation
I recommend that the Commissioners Accept and/or Reject the submission points as detailed below:
a. LI-R38 be retained as notified.
b. Definition of General Industry be amended as detailed in Part 1 Attachment 1.
c.

Insert a foot note to LI-R38 as detailed in Attachment 3 identifying the relationship between
Educational Facilities and General Industry.

d. Insert a new policy to LI as detailed in Attachment 3.
e. HI-R30 be retained as notified.
f.

Insert a foot note to HI-R30 as detailed in Attachment 4 identifying the relationship between
Educational Facilities and General Industry.

g. Insert a new policy to HI as detailed in Attachment 4.
Submitter
Tall Kauri Ltd
PITB
Ministry of Education

Submission# & Point #
158.1 and 4
173.13 and 14
267.13 and 14

Accept/Reject
Accept in Part
Accept in Part
Accept in Part

Recommendation
a–g
a–g
a–g

j. Activities
Light Industry Submission Information
The following submitters sought the retention of the following LI activity rules as notified:
Submitter
Tauroa

Commercial Centres
Foodstuffs North Island Limited (Foodstuffs)

LI Rules
LI-R1
LI-R7 to LI-R21
LI-R25 to LI-R39
LI-R18 and LI-R20
LI-R25

Industrial Estates Limited seek the deletion of clause 1 of the permitted activity criteria for rules LI-R7 to
LI-R11. Or alternatively amend the rules to add the words “per site”.
Circa Maine and Industrial Limited (Circa) and MMH seek the amendment of LI-R7 to LI-R11 to remove
the 7,000m2 [of combined area]. As an alternative relief Circa seek that the works “per site” are added
to the end of the 7,000m2 limit.
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Downer seek the amendment of LI-R7 (General Industry) to replace the term “General Industry” with
“Industrial Activity”. Downer 17 seek the amendment of LI-R23 (Commercial Service) to replace the term
“Commercial Service” with “Commercial Activity”.
Downer seek the redrafting of LI-R12 to LI-R21 to give effect to the matters listed in the policies. The
activity status and control for these activities does not give effect to Policy 3 as the only matter of control
relates to landscaping.
Z Energy seek the amendment of LI-R20 (Service Station) to delete clause 2 of the matters of discretion.
Fire NZ seek the amendment of LI-R21 (Emergency Service) as follows:
Any site boundary which is adjoining a … minimum height of 1.8m and a minimum depth of 21m, except
within 5m of a road boundary where the maximum height is 1.2m.

Tauroa seek the amendments of LI-R22 (General Retail) and LI-R23 (Commercial Service) as follows:
Activity Status: P
Where:
1. The activity is:
a. Ancillary to an industrial activity on the site.
b. Less than 250m2 100m2 GFA per site.

Light Industry Discussion
I acknowledge the support for HI-R1.
The Urban and Services plan changes introduce a number of business and industry zones. These zones
have a tiered approach to amenity, outcomes, land uses, rules and activity status. The HI is intended
for the primary use of large-scale industries and noxious industries that generate objectionable odour,
dust or noise. While LI is intended for smaller scale, non-objectionable industry and trade retail activities,
being located closer to sensitive zones it is intended to act as a buffer between those sensitive zones
and HI. A maximum GFA for industrial activities within LI-R7 in my opinion is an effective method to
maintain a difference between LI and HI and to achieve the objectives of the LI.
I do not support the amendment of LI-R7 to refer to “Industrial Activity” rather than “General Industry”
and the amendment of LI-R23 (Commercial Service) to replace the term “Commercial Service” with
“Commercial Activity”. The Urban and Services plan changes introduce a tiered approach to definitions,
with definitions grouped. Industrial Activity is a more generic term (to be consistent with the Standards),
General Industry is a more specific definition which is a subset of Industrial Activity. The change
requested would result in all industrial activities listed as subsets becoming a permitted activity. In my
opinion such a change would be contrary to the objectives and policies of the LI.

17

217.19
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I agree with the concerns raised by Downer 18 that LI-R12 to LI-R21 do not give effect to the matters
listed in LI-P3. In my opinion this issue is further complicated because the compatibility of the activities
listed in LI-R12 and LI-R21 with industrial activities differs. I recommend that LI-R12 to LI-R21 be
separated and a new minimum GFA limit be introduced to give effect to the objectives and policies
providing for large scale retail and trade retail activities.
I agree with Z Energy. Three Waters infrastructure is proposed to be managed by a district wide chapter.
Services will be sufficiently addressed by the rules and matters of discretion in this chapter.
I agree with NZ Fire, and consider that the amendment sought to LI-R21 will ensure consistency with
other Emergency Service rules.
I rely upon the expert opinion of Mr Derek Foy 19 with respect to maximum GFA for LI-R22 and LI-R23
and agree that consistency of minimum GFA across all zones will enable efficient and effective
interpretation of the plan. In my opinion it is important that General Retail and Commercial Service
activities remain ancillary to an industrial activity onsite to protect the LI for the intended primary use. In
my opinion the increase in GFA of General Retail and Commercial Service activities could however
result in adverse cross boundary effects to more sensitive zones, and I therefore recommend the
insertion of a setback clause.

Light Industry Recommendation
I recommend that the Commissioners Accept and/or Reject the submission points as detailed below:
a. Retain LI-R7 clause 1 as notified.
b. Retain LI-R7 (General Industry) and LI-R23 (Commercial Services) titles as notified.
c.

Change the matters of discretion for LI-R12, LI-R13, LI-R20 and LI-R21 as detailed in
Attachment 3.

d. Replace rules LI-R14-LI-R17 and LI-R19 with new rules as detailed in Attachment 3.
e. Retain LI-R25 -LI-R39 as notified.
f.

Retain LI-R1 as notified

g. Amend LI-R21 as detailed in Attachment 3.
h. Amend LI-R22 and LI-R23 as detailed in Attachment 3.
Submitter
Tauroa

Commercial Centres

18
19

Submission# & Point #
160.13
160.17
160.15
160.9
210.25

Accept/Reject
Reject
Accept
Accept in Part
Accept
Accept in Part

Recommendation
c and d
e
h
f
a-f

Submission 217 Page 2
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Z Energy
Industrial Estates Limited
Fire NZ
Downer
Circa
MMH
Foodstuffs

62.14
163.2
165.43
217.18 and 19
217.20
256.1 and .2
259.5
225.25

Accept
Reject
Accept
Reject
Reject
Reject
Reject
Accept in part

c
a
g
c and d
b
a
a
a-f

Heavy Industry Submission Information
The following submitters sought the retention of the following HI activity rules as notified:
Submitter
Atlas
Heron
Heron
File
Refining NZ
Norsand
NIWA

HI Rules
HI-R1, HI-R7
HI-R18 to HI-R31
HI-R17
HI-R8 to HI-R13, HI-R16 and HI-R19 to HI-R31
HI-R7
HI-R1

Refining NZ request a controlled activity status in HI-R1 and matters of control as follows:
Matters of control include the effects on existing activities within the HI, including the potential for reverse
sensitivity effects.
NIWA seek amendments to the rules to make specific provisions for existing large-scale marine science,
research and aquaculture facilities as a permitted activity. If the definition of industrial activity is not
amended, then a separate permitted activity rule be included.
Ruakaka Motocross Park and John Keith and Lakeside Business Park have requested that motocross
activities are a permitted activity. John Keith and Lakeside Business Park also seek noisy vehicles and
factory farming as permitted activities and Mineral Extraction is a permitted activity in the HI.
NIWA seek the:
•

Deletion of the qualifier “individual” from HI-R7 and that the rule be amended to provide for other
land use activities permitted within the zone.

•

Inclusion of an exemption for existing activities to the building/outdoor size requirements or to
the requirement to plant site boundaries.

•

Inclusion an exemption to the requirement to plant for sites located in the coastal area adjoining
a conservation zone and for boundaries adjoining roads.

Electric Power Generation Ltd (EPG) seek the deletion of clause 1 of HI-R7 (Industrial Activity).
Atlas Concrete seek the amendment of HI-R8 to HI-R14 cause b as follows:
b. Less than 100 150m2 GFA per site.
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Bunnings Limited (Bunnings) seek the amendment of HI-R10 (Trade Suppliers) so that the
establishment of a Trade Supplier is a discretionary activity.
Norsand seek the amendment of HI-R11.1 (Marine Retail) to delete clause b.
Heron seek the amendment of HI-R14 (Commercial Services) to delete clause b, for the same reasons
as Atlas Concrete.
Downer seek the amendment of HI-R14 (Commercial Services) to replace the term “Commercial
Services” with “Commercial Activity”.
Refining NZ seek that HI-R14 (Commercial Services) becomes a discretionary activity and that HI-R18
(Plantation Forestry) becomes a permitted activity.

Heavy Industry Discussion
I acknowledge the support for HI-R1. I do not support the amendment of HI-R1 to a controlled activity.
In my opinion the Permitted Activity status is appropriate as activities are sufficiently defined and listed
with a relevant rule (e.g. residential activities). Rule HI-R1 is necessary to state what the activity status
of any activity not stated in the chapter is. Without this rule it would be unclear if activities such as the
construction of impervious areas would require consent or not.
NIWA seek specific provisions for existing large-scale marine science, research and aquaculture
facilities as a permitted activity. In my opinion such specific provisions are not necessary as these
activities would have existing use rights. Furthermore, the recommended amendments to the definition
of General Industry will ensure that such facilities are a permitted activity.
In my opinion it is not appropriate to permit recreational activities within the HI, as such activities would
result in potential reverse sensitivity effects on industrial activities. Recreational activities should in my
opinion operate within the Sport and Active Recreation Zone.
Mineral extraction activities are managed by a District Wide Chapter and Resource Area Chapter.
Extraction within all urban zones is proposed to be a prohibited activity, unless provided for within a
specific Quarrying Resource Area. In my opinion prohibited activity is a very restrictive activity status
with very little supporting s32 evaluation, I recommend that the status quo of a discretionary activity
status remain.
The District Plan does not control noisy vehicles.
Submitters have requested that Plantation Forestry and Intensive Livestock Farming be permitted
activities within the HI. I do not support this request and prefer the s32 evaluation. The primary purpose
of the HI is to provide for industrial activities. In my opinion both Plantation Forestry and Intensive
Livestock Farming have the potential to compromise the efficient use of HI for industrial activities due to
the significant development cost and length of duration of such activities.
NIWA seek the deletion of the word ‘individual’ from HI-R7. I do not support this amendment as this will
restrict the rule further resulting in a cumulative maximum GFA.
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EPG seek the deletion of clause 1 of HI-R7 because Standard 1 does not retain the status quo from the
Operative Plan. EPG considers it is most appropriate for fragmentation of industrial land to be managed
through the subdivision rules, rather than through a land use rule.
The notified HI seeks to primarily provide for larger scale and noxious industrial activities, being the key
difference between HI and LI. The protection of HI for larger scale activities is identified within the s32
evaluation as a primary issue under the status quo of the WDP Business 4 provisions. The s32
evaluation concludes that noxious and larger-scale industries may be constrained from operating
efficiently through the location of incompatible smaller-scale industrial activities and non-industrial
activities. Land may not be protected for larger-scale industries leading to:
•

Rising land prices making land unaffordable for larger-scale industrial land use.

•

Subdivision removing the supply of larger lots required by larger-scale industries.

While I concur with the s32 conclusions, in my opinion industry that is noxious or will generate
objectionable odour, noise and dust should be located within the HI no matter what the scale of the
activity. I consider that it is more critical to consolidate and provide for these activities within the HI while
managing potential reverse sensitivity effects from incompatible activities, than it is to maintain land
supply for large scale heavy industry.
Options have been evaluated in accordance with s32AA in Attachment 2. I conclude that the inclusion
of a new clause to HI-R7 providing for ‘activities’ which are noxious or will generate odour, noise and
dust as a permitted activity is the most effective and efficient method, noting that ‘effects’ associated
with such activities will also be managed via discharge consent for emissions from Northland Regional
Council and district wide provisions will address potential noise, lighting, traffic and servicing effects.
Atlas Concrete, Norsand, and Heron seek the amendment or deletion of the GFA clause of various rules
HI-R8 to HI-R14. Activities listed in HI-R8 to HI-R14 do have the potential to undermine the viability and
availability of HI land for industrial activities. In my opinion it is appropriate to limit such activities to
ancillary only with a maximum GFA within the HI, and I support the s32 evaluation conclusions. In my
opinion the notified rules are an effective method to maintain a difference between LI and HI and to
achieve the objectives of the HI. Atlas Concrete have sought to increase the minimum GFA limit from
100m2 to 150m2. In my opinion the requested increase of 50m2 will not result in a significant change to
the operation of industrial activities and will provide an appropriate opportunity for ancillary activities to
occur.
Bunnings request a Discretionary Activity status for HI-R10 and Refining NZ seek a Discretionary Activity
status for HI-R14. As previously discussed, the HI must be protected for larger scale and noxious
industrial activities. Trade Retail and Commercial Service activities are provided for in other zones as
permitted activities. In my opinion the non-complying activity status is appropriate to avoid reverse
sensitivity effects and to achieve the objectives of the HI.
Downer seek amendment of LI-R23 (Commercial Service) to replace the term “Commercial Service”
with “Commercial Activity”. The Urban and Services plan changes introduce a tiered approach to
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definitions, with definitions grouped. Industrial Activity is a more generic term (to be consistent with the
Standards), General Industry is a more specific definition which is a subset of Industrial Activity. The
change requested would result in all industrial activities listed as subsets becoming a permitted activity.
In my opinion such a change would be contrary to the objectives and policies of the HI.

Heavy Industry Recommendation
I recommend that the Commissioners Accept and/or Reject the submission points as detailed below:
a. Retain HI-R5 and HI-R6 as notified.
b. Amend HI-R7 as detailed in Attachment 4 and under take consequential amendments to LIR7 to R11 and COM-R10-R14.
c.

Retain HI-R8 to HI-R14, HI-R17 to HI-R20, HI-R22 to HI-R24, HI-R26 to HI-R29 and HI-R31
as notified.

d. Retain HI-R18 to HI-R20 as notified.
e. Retain HI-R1 as notified.
f.

Amend rule MIN.2.2.2 to change the activity status to Discretionary for mineral extraction
activities.

Submitter
Atlas Concrete

Heron

Fire NZ
NIWA

Ruakaka Motocross Park
John Keith and Lakeside Business Park
EPG
Downer
Refining NZ

Norsand
Bunnings

Submission# & Point
#
129.9
129.12
129.13
161.11
161.7 and 13
161.12
165.46
77.7 and 13
77.12
77.1
124.1
292.3 and 8
126.2
217.12
260.22 and 23
260.25
260.26
262.2
262.3
60.3

Accept/Reject

Recommendation

Accept
Reject
?
Accept in Part
Accept
Reject
Accept
Accept in Part
Reject
Accept
Reject
Reject
Accept in Part
Reject
Reject
Accept
Reject
Accept in Part
Reject
Reject

e
b
c
b
c
b
c
b
b
a–d
a–d
a–d
c
c
c and d
c and d
b
c
c

k. Noise
Submission Information
Refining NZ seek to introduce new overlay in the District Plan to appropriately manage the interface
between different land use zones and to avoid the potential for reverse sensitivity effects on the ongoing
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operation of regionally significant infrastructure, including the Refinery. The requested Marsden Point
Industrial Noise Precinct would establish specific noise standards, and possibly acoustic insulation
requirements for new dwellings, extending outside the Heavy Industrial Zone, having regard to:
(a) the importance of regionally significant infrastructure;
(b) receiving environments;
(c) landforms and natural acoustic characteristics; and
(d) any opportunities for mitigation.
Refining NZ as note that Northport have requested a similar noise approach and seek that consideration
is also given to the operations of Refining NZ in establishing any noise standard.

Discussion
I acknowledge the practical basis for Refining NZ’s request. Mr Jon Styles, has completed a review of
the submission and provided written comments in respect to the relief sought 20. I rely upon Mr Styles
expert opinion with respect to the technical appropriateness of a noise overlay.
I concur with Mr Styles that Refining NZ has provided insufficient technical information and evidence to
support the inclusion of a new ‘Marsden Point Industrial Noise Overlay”. In my view, it is appropriate
that this information is provided before or at the hearing to support this submission point. In the absence
of such technical information, I recommend that the noise requirements for the Refinery as set out in the
NAV chapter are retained.

Recommendation
I recommend that the Commissioners reject the submission and:
a.

Make no amendments to NAV as requested.

Submitter
Refining NZ

Submission# & Point #
260.30

Accept/Reject
Reject

Recommendation
a

l. Subdivision
Light Industry Submission Information
John Keith and Lakeside Business Park request that the minimum LI section size is 1,000m2.

20

Part 1 Attachment 6
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Light Industry Discussion
I do not support the amendment requested. The notified provisions provide for a minimum allotment size
of 500m2 supported by the s32 evaluation. The submitter has provided no reasons as to why 1,000m2
is an efficient and effective lot size.

Light Industry Recommendation
I recommend that the Commissioners accept and/or reject the submission points as detailed below:
a.

Retain SUB-R9 as notified.

Submitter
John Keith and Lakeside Business Park

Submission# & Point #
292.7

Accept/Reject
Reject

Recommendation
a

Heavy Industry Submission Information
Atlas, GEK, North Sawn and Volume Two Limited, Port Nikau Three Joint Venture and Port Nikau Joint
Venture seek the amendment of SUB-R10 to apply to HI.
John Keith and Lakeside Business Park request that the minimum HI section size is 4,000m2.
Atlas request reference to exact matters in SUB-R10 on the How the Plan Works Chapter for example:
Matters over which control is reserved: 1. Matters listed in the How the Plan Works Chapter at the HPWR7a-v.

Heavy Industry Discussion
I do not support the amendment requested. The notified provisions provide for a minimum allotment size
of 8,000m2 supported by the s32 evaluation. The submitter has provided no reasons as to why 4,000m2
is an efficient and effective lot size.
I support the amendments sought by North Sawn and Volume Two Limited as the title of SUB-R10 was
a formatting error.
I support the amendment sought by Atlas, in my opinion a specific reference will provide clarity for the
plan user.

Heavy Industry Recommendation
I recommend that the Commissioners accept and/or reject the submission points as detailed below:
a. Amend SUB-R10 as detailed in Part 2 Attachment 2.
Submitter
Atlas
North Sawn
Volume Two Limited
GEK
John Keith and Lakeside Business Park
PNTJV
PNJV

Submission# & Point #
129.7 and 8
249.6
250.6
219.6
292.6
142.39
224.32

Accept/Reject
Accept
Accept
Accept
Accept
Reject
Accept
Accept

Recommendation
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
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m. Marsden Technology Park Precinct
General Submission Information
Advance Developments Ltd (ADL) have sought the rezoning of 41ha of land Section 13 SO 322547,
Lots 1 and 2 DP 348043, Lot 1 DP 38673 and Lot 2 DP 325771 to LI with the introduction of a Precinct.
The submitter has requested a precinct specifically designed to cater for their intended technology park
as a future land use. ADL have supplied a supporting s32 evaluation and technical reports with respect
to Noise, Landscape, Site Suitability, Traffic and Economic effects.
The following further submissions have been received opposing the relief sought:
X331 NZTA

The submission may not support the safe and efficient operation of the transport
system. For example, transport improvements are identified but are not included in
proposed precinct provisions.

X342 PITB

PITB are currently engaging with ADL in regard to the changes they seek. We have
not fully assessed the proposed plan change against our HEMP policies to ensure
our cultural relationships are recognized and provided for. Amendments may be
required to ensure that notification or engagement at the resource consent stage
occurs with mana whenua.

X359 Southpark Marsden City oppose the requested rezoning. The MTPP precinct to be applied
over top of the proposed LI zoning provide too much scope for non-industrial
activities which is not sufficiently justified nor assessed. The technical assessments
supporting the proposed rezoning do not adequately assess implications on
surrounding land uses. In particular the traffic assessment.

Discussion
ADL have requested that a large area of land be rezoned from RPE to LI with a Precinct to cater for
their intended technology park . This includes a weakening of activity status when compared to the
proposed LI provisions for activities such as residential, recreation and educational facilities to provide
for a mix of activities onsite to achieve a work and play environment.
The area of land is opposite the Industrial Zoned land of Marden Primary Centre across State Highway
15. The area is vacant and has no discerning features, having the same hazards as the surrounding HI
and LI.

The area is consistent with the Marsden Point – Ruakaka Structure Plan (November 2009)

mapping of future LI zoning. In my opinion the area identified by the submission could comfortably fit
with either the LI or HI zone criteria.
Council has an obligation to give effect to the NPS:UDC by ensuring that sufficient development capacity
for business growth is provided to meet demand. Council undertook an assessment of business land
capacity 21, as a result of this assessment the proposed plan changes have rezoned significant areas of
land at Marsden Point LI instead of HI (as recommended by the structure plan) to ensure sufficient LI
capacity.

21

Section 32 Part 1, Attachment 1
33

I have recommended three changes to LI zoning as a result of submissions (see Part 8
recommendations – Toe Toe Road, Port Road and Lakeside Park Road) which will significantly reduce
the LI capacity. To maintain sufficient capacity and implement the NPS:UDC, I recommend that the
area identified by ADL be rezoned LI with a Precinct.
The Standards specify the spatial layers that may be used in a district plan 22 being zones, overlays,
precincts, special controls, development areas, designations and heritage orders. In my opinion a
precinct spatial layer could provide for development intended by the landowner of this location. In
principle I support the insertion of a precinct.
Site Suitability
The submitter has supplied an Engineering Feasibility Report 23, this report addresses natural hazards,
future building suitability and servicing. In my opinion the district wide services and natural hazards
chapters of the District Plan should continue to apply to the precinct and compliance with the provisions
would sufficiently address servicing and hazard matters at the time of development.
Whangarei District Council Infrastructure Engineers have not raised any concerns with respect to
capacity to service the development with regard to water, waste water and stormwater.
Economics
The submitter has supplied an Economic Report 24, this report addresses the economic viability of the
proposed technology park. Mr Derek Foy has completed a review of this report (Attachment 6), Mr Foy
concludes:
“There is little in the submission or the supporting UEL report to indicate any real need for additional industrial zoned
land on the submitter’s land, and in our opinion no indication that a technology park on the Site would be likely to
eventuate. Nevertheless, the adverse economic effects of zoning land that is not required are limited to:
•

the opportunity cost of foregone ability to use the land for alternative uses (which will only arise if some level
of exclusive development occurs on the Site)

•

the economic inefficiency associated with any provision of infrastructure that is not ultimately used if no
development occurs

•

any economic inefficiencies that may be created by enabling industrial activities in a location some distance
from central Whangarei, and which create an inefficient urban form.

The potential economic upsides of the type of technology park which is envisaged by the submitter are significant,
and if the Site is developed as assumed by the UEL report it would represent a large employment base within the
District, with short-term construction industry benefits and ongoing benefits through supporting employment activity
and sustaining flow-on household expenditure in the economy.”

22

National Planning Standards, page 49
Submission 251 Attachment 1
24 Submission 251 Attachment 3
23
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Landscape
The submitter has supplied a Landscape Report 25, this report addresses issues of building onsite to a
scale proposed by ADL. The report concludes that there are a number of existing dwellings to the south
west and south of the location, and that a more restrictive that LI building height control is appropriate.
Appendix 2 of the Landscape Report includes detailed mitigation measures which have been included
in requested provisions by the submitter, which I support.
Noise
The submitter has supplied a Noise Report 26 which concludes that it is possible to establish the proposed
technology park onsite in compliance with the District Wide Noise and Vibration chapter of the Operative
WDP. Mr Styles has reviewed (Part 1 Attachment 6) the report and has identified that submitter’s noise
report does not assess the effect of rezoning the site the LI and the effect this would have of increasing
the noise limits to neighbouring sites. Mr Styles concludes:
“However, the submission seeks to rezone the land to Light Industry. This would have the effect of
increasing the noise limits to neighbouring sites by 5dB at night, with a limit of 45dB LAeq. Given the
work done by MDA, we consider that this increase would not be appropriate, and that some modification
is necessary.
Overall, we consider that whilst the rezoning and overlay / precinct controls might be supported for other
reasons, either the precinct controls or the NAV chapter should be updated in a manner that preserves
the noise limits currently applying to the land under the Rural Production zoning. Preserving the controls
would result in the same noise levels 55dB LAeq during the day and 40dB LAeq and 75dB LAFmax at
night13 continuing to apply at the relevant receivers on other land.”
I rely upon Mr Styles expert assessment and recommend that precinct and NAV provisions be amended
as detailed in Attachment 3 and Part 1 Attachment 1.
Traffic
The submitter has supplied a Traffic Report 27 which concludes that traffic effects should not be an
impediment to the proposed precinct. In my opinion the district wide services chapters of the District
Plan should continue to apply to the precinct and compliance with the provisions would sufficiently
address transport matters at the time of development.

Mr Don McKenzie has reviewed (Part 1

Attachment 5) the traffic report and concludes:
“On the basis of the transport assessment work undertaken by ADL and its advisers, and reviewed as part of this
current Plan Change process, it is considered that the likely external transportation effects of the requested rezoning
to Light Industry (and a likely development scenario giving effect to the zoning and precinct overlay), could
reasonably be expected to function acceptably. On the basis of the transport modelling undertaken showing
performance within the bounds of acceptability at or near to the transport network performance expected under the

25

Submission 251 Attachment 4
Submission 251 Attachment 5
27 Submission 251 Attachment 6
26
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current Operative Zoning of the subject site and surrounding parts of Port Marsden, the network performance is
generally acceptable.
The supplied transport assessment identifies a number of infrastructure mitigations required to support the
requested zoning and as such with these mitigations included by way of the Precinct provisions (or otherwise
development within the MTPP still being subject to the provisions of TRA-R15/R16) could be supported from a
transportation point of view. There remain some concerns from a transportation point of view, however, that the
residential, educational and recreation activities facilitated by the zoning/precinct could give rise to a range of
alternative effects not included within the submitter’s transport assessment. In this regard it is considered necessary
for any development within the subject land remain as being subject to the requirements of TRA-R15/R16.”

I have considered the technical reviews and options (Refer to s32AA in Attachment 5) as previously
discussed, the zoning criteria and suitability of the subject area and recommend that the subject area
be rezoned LI with a precinct specifically supporting the use as a technology park subject to
amendments to the requested precinct provisions as detailed in Attachment 3.
Overview, Objectives and Policies
ADL have requested a new overview, five new objectives and five new policies specific to the MTP 28
supported by their s32 evaluation.
I have reviewed the s32 evaluation and the proposed overview, objectives and policies, in my opinion
(based upon my conclusions with respect to activities below) it is not necessary to introduce the overview
and multiple objectives and policies when the majority of matters are addressed in the LI objectives and
policies. I recommend the introduction of streamlined issues section which does not repeat other parts
of the plan, two new objectives and policies. Refer to s32AA in Attachment 5.
Terminology (Definitions and Activity Rules)
ADL have requested a number of provisions which list types of activities to either be permitted or
discretionary which differ from the underlying zone of LI

29.

These provisions describe activities that are

not defined, the s32 states that the activities are tailored to enable technology-based activities.
I understand from the submission that the mix of activities enabled by the requested provisions seek to
provide for work and play onsite and enable technology-based activities. Unfortunately, the activities
list includes terms which are not defined by the notified plan changes nor has the submitter supplied
definitions.
In my opinion activity types should remain consistent with the definitions of the National Planning
Standards and those recommended in other Parts of this report. I have analysed the terms requested
by the submitters against the recommended definitions and recommend the use of terms as detailed
below:

28
29
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Submission Term
MTPP-R4
Telecommunications Facility

Recommended
Equivalent Term
General Industry
Infrastructure

MTPP-R5 Software and Cloud
Based Services (including
data centres)

Manufacturing
Storage

MTPP-R6
Substation

General Industry

Electricity

MTPP-R7 Research
Technology Industry

and

Comment
or

and

General Industry

MTPP-R8 Public Utilities

Infrastructure

MTPP-R9 Manufacturing and
Cloud Storage

Manufacturing
Storage

MTPP-R10 Call Centre
MTCP-R13 Offices

Commercial Service
Commercial Service

MTPP-R15 Light Industry

General Industry

MTPP-R18 Medical Facility
(Excluding Hospital)

Commercial Service

MTPP-R19 Food and Drink
Activity

Food and
Activity

MTPP-R21 Security Fencing

Fencing

and

Beverage

I assume from the submission that
telecommunication facilities would
need to be provided onsite in
addition
to
public
utilities.
Provision of such a facility would
fall within the definition of general
industry.
In my opinion the definition of
manufacturing and storage would
sufficiently provide for computer
and data storage.
I assume from the submission that
an electricity substation would
need to be provided onsite in
addition
to
public
utilities.
Provision of such a facility would
fall within the definition of general
industry.
In my opinion research and
technology industry will fit within
the recommended definition of
General Industry.
The submitter has not provided
any clarification with respect to
public utilities, I assume this it
intended to mean infrastructure
within the site.
In my opinion the definition of
manufacturing and storage would
sufficiently
provide
for
manufacturing and cloud storage.
In my opinion call centre and
offices fit comfortably within the
definition of commercial services.
The proposed definitions do not
differentiate between light and in
my opinion the suite of industrial
definitions adequately provide for
the different types of industry.
In my opinion medical facilities fit
comfortably within the definition of
commercial services.
I assume this is a formatting error
and therefore conclude that the
intended activity if Food and
Beverage.
A
definition
of
fence
is
recommended. In my opinion this
provides sufficiently for security
fencing.

I recommend that the Commissioners refer to consistent terms as defined by the proposed plan (and
recommendations in the report).
ADL have requested a number of provisions which seek to enable activities onsite to “help achieve
internal amenity values and social wellbeing” these rules are generally more permissive than the
underlying LI:
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I have compared the ADL activity request against the recommended LI activities:
Submission MTPP Provision
MTPP-R4 Telecommunications Facility
Permitted
MTPP-R5 Software and Cloud Based
Services (including data centres)
Permitted
MTPP-R6 Electricity Substation
Permitted
MTPP-R7 Research and Technology
Industry
Permitted
MTPP-R8 Public Utilities
MTPP-R9 Manufacturing and Cloud
Storage
Permitted
MTPP-R10 Call Centre
Permitted

MTPP-R11 Recreational Facilities
Permitted
MTCP-R12 Educational Facility Ancillary
to other Permitted Activities.
Permitted
MTCP-R13 Offices

MTPP-R14 Care Centre
Discretionary
MTPP-R15 Light Industry not otherwise
permitted
Discretionary
MTPP-R16
Visitor
Accommodation
ancillary to a permitted use
Discretionary
MTPP-R17 Commercial Service not
otherwise permitted
Discretionary
MTPP-R18 Medical Facility (Excluding
Hospital)
Discretionary
MTPP-R19 Food and Drink Activity
Permitted with a maximum GFA of
250m2.
MTPP-R20 Residential Activities
Permitted when ancillary to
permitted activities in the MTPP.

other

Recommended LI Provision
LI-R7 General Industry
Permitted
LI-R8 Manufacturing and Storage
Permitted
LI-R7 General Industry
Permitted
LI-R7 General Industry
Permitted
Nil
LI-R8 Manufacturing and Storage
Permitted
LI-R23 Commercial Service
Permitted when ancillary to a permitted
activity onsite and is less than 250m2 in
GFA, hours of operation limitation.
LI-R27 Recreational Facilities
Discretionary
LI-R7 General Industry
Permitted
LI-R23 Commercial Service
Permitted when ancillary to a permitted
activity onsite and is less than 250m2 in
GFA, hours of operation limitation.
LI-R37 Care Centre
Non-Complying
LI-R7 General Industry
Permitted

LI-R35 Visitor Accommodation
Non-Complying
LI-R23 Commercial Service
Permitted when ancillary to a
permitted activity onsite and is less than
250m2 in GFA, hours of operation
limitation.
LI-R24 Food and Beverage Activity
Permitted when ancillary to a permitted
activity onsite and is less than 250m2 in
GFA, hours of operation limitation.
LI-R33 Residential Activities
Non-Complying.

In my opinion the LI (as recommended) adequately provides for the range of industrial activities
proposed by ADL. I recommend the precinct rely primarily upon the underlying LI zone provisions.
The provisions which have differing activity status are, Recreational Facilities, Care Centre, Visitor
Accommodation and Residential Activities. In my opinion the submitter has not justified the permissive
activity status requested for the above listed activities and I disagree with the s32 evaluation supplied.
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I do acknowledge the intent of the submitter seeking to enable a work/play environment, therefore I
recommend that the precinct include provisions to provide for this. I have completed a s32AA evaluation
in Attachment 5.
Bulk and Location Rules
ADL have requested a number of bulk and location provisions which are more restrictive than the
underlying zone of LI mainly in response to the matters raised by the Landscape Report. I support the
inclusion of the requested provisions.

Recommendation
I recommend that the Commissioners accept and/or reject the submission points as detailed below:
a. That a new precinct be inserted into the LI chapter as detailed in Attachment 3.
b. NAV be amended as detailed in Attachment 1 of Part 1.
Submitter
ADL

Submission# & Point #
251

Accept/Reject
Accept in Part

Recommendation
a.

n. Consequential Amendments
Submission Information
Several submissions 30 sought amendments to or deletion of the landscape rules contained within TRAR10. These submissions have been addressed in Part 9 of the s42A report.

Discussion
The reporting planner of Part 9 of the s42A recommends that rule TRA-R10 is deleted and that the rule
be assessed for each relevant zone because the rule is managing amenity from active frontage
perspective. I agree with the conclusions of the reporting planner with respect to the readability and
implementation issues of the notified rule.
In my opinion it is not necessary to introduce a rule to replace landscaping requirements in the HI. The
HI is expected to have a low amenity, with a high level of built form and site coverage.
In my opinion TRA-R11 and TRA-R12 will provide sufficient on site landscaping associated with
carparking to afford a level of amenity in the LI.

Recommendation
I recommend no further amendments to the HI and LI rules with respect to landscaping.

30

Heron; Yvonne Clark and W Rossiter; G Gibson and C Hanger; The Oil Companies; Atlas; PNTJV; KDL; PNJV; Fire NZ
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Conclusion
After carefully considering the submissions and further submissions received in relation to each topic,
we recommend that PC88G and PC88H be amended to the extent detailed in the preceding sections of
this report and as illustrated in Attachments 3 and 4. We further recommend that those submissions
and further submissions that support the provisions as notified, or that request the recommended
changes be accepted in whole or in part, and that all other submissions be declined.
The revised provisions [Attachments 3 and 4] have been detailed and compared above against viable
alternatives in terms of their costs, benefits, efficiency and effectiveness and risk in accordance with the
relevant clauses of s32AA. Overall, it is considered that the revised provisions represent the most
efficient and effective means of achieving the RMA and the plan changes.
Authors

Melissa McGrath

Sam Pickering

District Plan Manager

Planner
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Attachment 1: Section 32AA Evaluation - LI Recommended Changes
Recommended Amendment

Options Evaluated

S32AA Assessment

Large Scale Activities

Option 1: Notified provisions –
retaining reference to large
scale.

Costs and benefits
Economic
All options seek to improve the economic viability of the LI and HI by providing for an
appropriate mix of activities. Option 3 has a higher economic cost than Options 2 and 1
due to the loss of clear definition between zones and the potential for increased reverse
sensitivity effects within the zone to the detriment of efficient operations. Option 1 will
have slightly higher economic cost than Option 2 due to the consenting costs for a
discretionary application.

• Amendment to Overview
To remove reference to small scale
activities and insert references to “do not
generate objectionable odour, dust or
noise”.

• Amendment to Objective LI-O1
Industrial activities, that are not noxious,
and do not generate objectionable odour,
dust or noise or large in scale, establish and
operate efficiently and effectively within the
LI Light Industrial Zone.

• Insert new Policy LI-PNew1
To recognise the interface between the
Light Industry and Heavy Industry Zones by
managing the adverse effects of nonindustrial activities within the Light Industrial
Zone to protect the viability of the Heavy
Industry Zone.
• Amend Rules LI-R7 to LI-R11
To insert heavy industry activity
classifications.

Option 2: Recommended revised
provisions – removing
references to scale of
activities and introducing
heavy industry classifications.
Option 3: Alternative revision –
Merge LI and HI removing the
need to have small or large
scale descriptions in the
provisions.

Environmental, Social and Cultural
Option 2 has the most environmental, social and cultural benefits as it is the most
effective in managing potential adverse effects associated with activities as a clear
separation is created for heavy industrial activities (being enabled in the HI), both from
the LI and from sensitive Residential Zones.
Option 3 has the most environmental, social and cultural costs as adverse reverse
sensitivity effects and cross boundary effects where LI adjoins sensitive Residential
Zones could result due the single zone and the loss of LI as a buffer to noxious and
heavy industrial activities.
Efficiency
Option 2 is the most efficient as it creates a clear separation of activities categorised as
heavy industry being directed to the HI and is consistent with higher order policy
direction. Option 1 is more efficient than Option 3, but the generic definitions of industrial
activities and the blanket GFA limits could lead to uncertainty.
Effectiveness
Option 3 is less effective than options 1 and 2 as a result of potential reverse sensitivity.
Risks
There is no known risk due to insufficient information.
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Retail and Commercial Activities
• Insert New Objective LI-ONEW1
– Retail Activities
To limit retail activities within the Light
Industrial Zone to trade suppliers.
•

Amend Rules LI-R12 to LI-R21
and insert new Rules LI-R New 1
to LI-R New 5

To establish a permissive permitted activity
rule for anticipated activities being Farming,
Seasonal Activities, Service Stations and
Emergency Services.

Option 1: Notified provisions
conditional permitted activity.
Option 2: Recommended revised
provisions – conditional
permitted activity for retail
activities.
Option 3: Controlled activity rules
for retail activities.
Option 4: Restricted discretionary
activity rules for retail
activities.

Costs and benefits
Economic
All options seek to improve the economic viability of the LI by limiting the extent of
activities within the LI which could result in adverse reverse sensitivity effects, not only
to industry within the LI but also the HI. Maintaining sufficient capacity of land within the
LI for industrial activities is an important economic consideration. Options 3 and 4 have
higher economic cost than the other Options due to the consenting costs for controlled
or restricted discretionary applications.
Environmental, Social and Cultural
Options 2 to 4 have the most environmental, social and cultural benefits as potential
adverse effects will have to be addressed through a consent process.
Option 1 has some environmental, social and cultural costs due to the risk of reverse
sensitivity effects on industrial activities within the LI and the HI.

To establish a conditional permitted activity
with a GFA limit of 450m2 for retail activities
being: Motor Vehicle Sales, Garden
Centres, Trade Suppliers, Marine Retails
and Hire Premise.

Efficiency
Option 2 is the most efficient as it enables activities with appropriate conditions while
avoiding unnecessary consent process. Options 3 and 4 are inefficient due the risk of
unnecessary consents being required for all types of retail activities.

•

Effectiveness
Option 2 is more effective than Option 1 as it provides greater clarity for permitted
activities. Options 3 and 4 are equally effective in triggering a consenting process.

Amend Rule LI-R22 General
Retail and retain LI-R23
Commercial Services

To increase permitted activity GFA limit to
250m2 and insert a setback from residential
activities.

Risks
There is no known risk due to insufficient information.
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Food and Beverage
Through Activities

and

Drive

• Insert new Policy LI-PNew2
To limit adverse effects of Food and
Beverage and Drive Through Activities
within the Light Industry on:
a. The viability and vitality of the City Centre,
Waterfront, Mixed-Use, Local Centre,
Neighbourhood Centre and Shopping
Centre Zones.
b. The character and amenity of adjoining
Residential or Open Space and Residential
Zones.
•

Delete LI-R18 and replace with
LI-R New 6 and amend LI-R24

To ensure consistency between Food and
Beverage Activities and Drive Through
Activities.
To delete hours of operation limits.
Amend the matters of discretion.

Option 1: Notified provisions –
Drive Through Activities as
permitted, Food and
Beverage Activities as
conditional permitted.
Option 2: Recommended revised
provisions – consistency of
activities as permitted,
removal of hours of operation
and amendment of mattes of
discretion.
Option 3: Controlled activity rules
for activities.
Option 4: Restricted discretionary
activity rules for activities.

Costs and benefits
Economic
All options seek to improve the economic viability of the LI by limiting the extent of food and
beverage and drive through retail activities within the LI which could result in adverse reverse
sensitivity effects not only to industry within the LI but also the HI. Maintaining sufficient capacity
of land within the LI for industrial activities is an important economic consideration, as is
protection of the vibrancy and viability of the CC and MU where food and beverage activities are
enabled. Options 3 and 4 have higher economic cost than the other Options due to the
consenting costs for controlled or restricted discretionary applications.
Environmental, Social and Cultural
Options 2 to 4 have the most environmental, social and cultural benefits as potential adverse
effects will have to be addressed through a consent process.
Option 1 has some environmental, social and cultural costs due to the risk of reverse sensitivity
effects on and loss of capacity for industrial activities within the LI and the HI.
Efficiency
Option 2 is the most efficient as it enables retail activities with appropriate conditions while
avoiding unnecessary consent processes. Options 3 and 4 are inefficient due the risk of
unnecessary consents being required for all types of retail activities.
Effectiveness
Option 2 is more effective than Option 1 as it provides greater clarity for permitted activities.
Options 3 and 4 are equally effective in triggering a consenting process.
Risks
There is no known risk due to insufficient information.
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Educational Facilities

Option 1: Notified provisions

• Insert new Policy LI-PNew3

Option 2: Recommended revised
provisions

To manage non-industrial activities, by
providing for Educational Facilities within
the Light Industry only where the
Educational Facility is defined as a General
Industry.
•

Amend Industrial Activities and
General Industry definitions.

To ensure the definition of Industrial
Activities complies with the Standards.

Option 3: No amendment to the
definition of General Industry
and a new rule for
Educational Facilities as a
conditional permitted activity.
Option 4: Discretionary activity
rules for Educational
Facilities.

To provide for educational facilities within
the definition of General Industry.

Costs and benefits
Economic, Environmental, Social and Cultural
None of the options will result in significant costs or benefits. All options will ensure that potential
reverse sensitivity effects to industrial activities is limited and will maintain sufficient capacity of
land within the LI for industrial activities.
Efficiency
Option 2 is the most efficient as it enables educational facilities to operate as a permitted activity.
Option 4 is inefficient due the risk of unnecessary consents being required for educational
facilities.
Effectiveness
Option 1 is ineffective as it does not comply with the Standards.
Option 2 is more effective than Option 3 as it provides greater clarity for permitted activities.
Option 4 is effective as a method to trigger a consenting process.
Risks
There is no known risk due to insufficient information.

Bulk and Location
•

Amend Industrial Activities and
General Industry definitions.

Option 1: Notified provisions
Option 2: Recommended revised
provisions

Costs and benefits
Economic
Option 1 will result in a higher economic cost due to the necessity to prepare discretionary
consent applications. Option 2 will have a lower economic cost than Option 1 due to the
consenting costs for restricted discretionary applications.

Retain LI-R2 default to a discretionary
activity.

Environmental, Social and Cultural
Both Options have the some environmental, social and cultural cost and benefits.

Amend LI-R3 to LI-R6 default to a
restricted discretionary activity.

Efficiency
Option 2 is the most efficient as it enables activities with appropriate conditions while avoiding
unnecessary consent process.
Effectiveness
Option 2 is more effective than Option 1 as it provides greater clarity for assessment of
applications.
Risks
There is no known risk due to insufficient information.
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Attachment 2: Section 32AA Evaluation HI Recommended Changes
Recommended Amendment

Options Evaluated

S32AA Assessment

Noxious and
Activities

Option 1: Notified provisions.

Costs and benefits
Economic
All options seek to improve the economic viability of the LI and HI by providing for an appropriate
mix of activities. Option 3 has a higher economic cost than Options 2 and 1 due to the loss of
clear definition between zones and the potential for increased reverse sensitivity effects within
the zone to the detriment of efficient operations. Option 1 will have slightly higher economic cost
than Option 2 due to the consenting costs for a discretionary application.

Heavy

Industrial

• Amendment to Objectives HI-O1,
HI-O4 and HI-O5
To insert reference to activities which
generate objectionable odour, dust or noise
and the deletion of “or large in scale”.
•

Delete Policy HI-P3

• Amend Rule HI-R7
To insert heavy industry activity
classifications as a permitted activity.

Option 2: Recommended revised
provisions – removing
references to scale of
activities and introducing
heavy industry classifications.
Option 3: Alternative revision –
Merge LI and HI removing the
need to have small or large
scale descriptions in the
provisions.

Environmental, Social and Cultural
Option 2 has the most environmental, social and cultural benefits as it is the most effective in
managing potential adverse effects associated with activities as a clear separation is created for
heavy industrial activities (being enabled in the HI and not in the LI).
Option 3 has the most environmental, social and cultural costs as adverse reverse sensitivity
effects and cross boundary effects where LI adjoins sensitive Residential Zones could result due
the single zone and the loss of LI as a buffer between HI noxious and heavy industrial activities
and sensitive Residential Zones.
Efficiency
Option 2 is the most efficient as it creates a clear separation of activities categorised as heavy
industry being directed to the HI and is consistent with higher order policy direction. Option 1 is
more efficient than Option 3, but is a blunt tool combined with the generic definitions of industrial
activities which could lead to uncertainty and unnecessary consents.
Effectiveness
Option 3 would not effectively achieve the SD or LI and HI objectives. Options 1 and 2 are
equally effective.
Risks
There is no known risk due to insufficient information.
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Retail Activities
•

Amend Rules HI-R8 to R14l

To increase minimum GFA to 150m2.

Option 1: Notified provisions
conditional permitted activity.
Option 2: Recommended revised
provisions – conditional
permitted activity for retail
activities.
Option 3: Controlled activity rules
for retail activities.
Option 4: Restricted discretionary
activity rules for retail
activities.

Costs and benefits
Economic
All options seek to improve the economic viability of the HI by limiting the extent of activities
within the HI which could result in adverse reverse sensitivity effects to industrial activities.
Maintaining sufficient capacity of land within the HI for industrial activities is an important
economic consideration. Options 3 and 4 have higher economic cost than the other Options due
to the consenting costs for controlled or restricted discretionary applications.
Environmental, Social and Cultural
Options 2 to 4 have the most environmental, social and cultural benefits as potential adverse
effects will have to be addressed through a consent process.
Option 1 has some environmental, social and cultural costs due to the risk of reverse sensitivity
effects on industrial activities within the HI.
Efficiency
Option 2 is the most efficient as it enables activities with appropriate conditions while avoiding
unnecessary consent process. Options 3 and 4 are inefficient due the risk of unnecessary
consents being required for all types of retail activities.
Effectiveness
Option 2 is more effective than Option 1 as it provides greater clarity for permitted activities.
Options 3 and 4 are equally effective in triggering a consenting process.
Risks
There is no known risk due to insufficient information.
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Food and Beverage Activity
•

Amend HI-R15

To change the activity status default to
discretionary.

Option 1: Notified provisions –
default to a non-complying
activity.
Option 2: Recommended revised
provisions – default to a
discretionary activity.
Option 3: Restricted discretionary
activity rules for activities.

Costs and benefits
Economic
All Options have economic cost associated with consenting costs.
Environmental, Social and Cultural
Options 1 and 2 have the most environmental, social and cultural benefits as potential adverse
effects will have to be addressed on a case by case basis.
Option 3 has the highest environmental, social and cultural costs due to the risk of reverse
sensitivity effects on industrial activities within the LI and the HI.
Efficiency and Effectiveness
Option 2 is the most efficient and effective as it enables activities to be considered on a case by
case basis.
Risks
There is no known risk due to insufficient information.
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Educational Facilities

Option 1: Notified provisions

• Insert new Objective HI-O New 1

Option 2: Recommended revised
provisions

Recognise the relationship between of
research laboratories used for scientific,
industrial or medical research, or any
training facilities and industrial activities.

• Insert new Policy HI-P New 1
To provide for research laboratories used
for scientific, industrial or medical research,
or any training facilities where they are
designed, located and managed to operate
symbiotically with industrial activities.
•

Amend Industrial Activities and
General Industry definitions.

To ensure the definition of Industrial
Activities complies with the Standards.

Option 3: No amendment to the
definition of General Industry
and a new rule for
Educational Facilities as a
conditional permitted activity.
Option 4: Discretionary activity
rules for Educational
Facilities.

Costs and benefits
Economic, Environmental, Social and Cultural
None of the options will result in significant costs or benefits. All options will ensure that potential
reverse sensitivity effects to industrial activities is limited and will maintain sufficient capacity of
land within the HI for industrial activities.
Efficiency
Option 2 is the most efficient as it enables educational facilities to operate as a permitted activity.
Option 4 is inefficient due the risk of unnecessary consents being required for educational
facilities.
Effectiveness
Option 1 is ineffective as it does not comply with the Standards.
Option 2 is more effective than Option 3 as it provides greater clarity for permitted activities.
Option 4 is effective as a method to trigger a consenting process.
Risks
There is no known risk due to insufficient information.

To provide for educational facilities within
the definition of General Industry.
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Bulk and Location
Amend activity status for HI-R3 and HIR4.
Amend HI-R2 to reduce the building
height from 40m to 20m.

Option 1: Notified provisions
Option 2: Recommended revised
provisions

Costs and benefits
Economic
Option 1 will have lower economic costs that Option 2 as it will enable construction of buildings
to a greater height.
Environmental, Social and Cultural
Option 1 will have a higher risk than Option 2 of potential cultural, landscape, amenity and
character environmental effects particularly with respect to HI in proximity to or within the Coastal
Area.
Efficiency and Effectiveness
Option 2 is the most efficient and effective as it enables activities, while managing potential
environmental effects.
Risks
There is no known risk due to insufficient information.
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Attachment 3: Recommended LI Chapter

Attachment 3:

Light Industrial Zone (LIZ)
Overview Issues
The Light Industrial Zone (LIZ) is a key driver for the District’s economy, generating a
significant number of employment opportunities. The LI Light Industrial Zone is located on the
fringes of Whangarei cCity and larger suburban centres, and requires proximity to major
transport corridors.
The LI Light Industrial Zone provides for small scale industrial activities that do not generate
objectionable odour, dust or noise, 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 as a key principal of the LI Light Industrial
Zone is to preserve land for industrial and trade retail type uses.
Industrial activities range in scale and nature. Those anticipated within the LI Light Industrial
Zone are generally smaller in scale and carried out indoors and are unlikely to give rise to
significant adverse effects beyond the site. This and includes activities such as warehousing,
bulk storage, light manufacturing and servicing activities. Therefore, sensitive activities are
restricted within the LI Light Industrial Zone and the scale, design and location of activities
and buildings are managed, especially on sites bordering Living Residential and Green Open
Space and Recreation Zones.
Objectives
LIZ-O1 – Industrial
Activities

Industrial activities that are not noxious, and do not generate
objectionable odour, dust or noise or large in scale, establish and
operate efficiently and effectively within the LI Light Industrial Zone.

LIZ-O2 – Adverse
Effects

Potential adverse effects on adjacent zones and the environment are
avoided, remedied or mitigated.

LIZ-O3 – Ancillary
Activities

Ancillary and supporting activities are enabled while ensuring that
industrial land supply is not compromised and that the viability and
vitality of other Business Zones are maintained.

LIZ-O4 – Reverse
Sensitivity

Avoid activities that may generate reverse sensitivity effects or that
compromise the operation of future industrial activities within the LI
Light Industrial Zone or Heavy Industrial Zone.

LIZ-O5 – Subdivision

The supply of large allotments within the LI Light Industrial Zone is
preserved by managing inappropriate fragmentation from
subdivision.

LIZ-O6 – Retail
Activities

To limit retail activities within the Light Industrial Zone to trade retail.

Part 5

Recommended LI s42A Report

Page 1

Attachment 3:

Light Industrial Zone (LIZ)
Policies
LIZ-P1 – Character
and Amenity

To recognise the character and amenity values of the LI Light
Industrial Zone including, but not limited to:
1. High levels of noise associated with traffic and commercial
activities and industrial activities.
2. Large allotments with on-site car parking.
3. Moderate levels of exposure to noxious odour, dust or noise.
4. High levels of vehicle traffic, particularly on arterial routes and
during daytime hours.
5. A low presence of active building frontages and landscaping.

LIZ-P2 – Industrial
Activities

To manage, and where appropriate avoid, large scale industrial
activities which have adverse effects on the surrounding
environment, nearby sensitive activities or three waters
infrastructure, which cannot be mitigated or remedied.

LIZ-P3 – NonIndustrial Activities

To manage non-industrial activities by ensuring that they:
1. Are not likely to generate reverse sensitivity effects that constrain
the establishment and operation of industrial activities.
2. Support, or are compatible with, the operation of industrial
activities within the Zone.
3. Ensure that the potential establishment of future industrial
activities is not compromised by the nature, scale and design of
activities and buildings.
4. Do not compromise the viability and vitality of the City Centre,
Waterfront, Mixed-uUse, Local Commercial Centre,
Neighbourhood Commercial Centre and Shopping Centre Zones.

LIZ-P4 – Cross Zone
Boundary Effects

To manage adverse effects of industrial activities and large scale
commercial activities on more sensitive Zzones by managing cross
zone boundary effects, including through setbacks, building heights
and landscaping.

LIZ-P5 – Esplanade
Areas

To safeguard esplanade areas and manage stormwater by limiting
buildings adjacent to Mean High Water Springs and river banks.

LIZ-P6 – Subdivision

To avoid the fragmentation of LI Light Industrial Zone land where
subdivision design and layout would not facilitate industrial and trade
retail type activities.

LIZ-PNew1 – Zone
Interface

To recognise the interface between the Light Industrial and Heavy
Industrial Zones by managing non-industrial activities within the Light
Industrial Zone to protect the viability of the Heavy Industrial Zone.

LIZ-PNew2 – Food
and Beverage
Activities

To limit adverse effects of Food and Beverage and Drive Through
Activities within the Light Industrial Zone on:
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Light Industrial Zone (LIZ)
a. The viability and vitality of the City Centre, Waterfront, MixedUse, Local Centre, Neighbourhood Centre and Shopping
Centre Zones.
b. The character and amenity of adjoining Residential or Open
Space and Residential Zones.
LIZ-PNew3 –
Educational Facilities

To manage non-industrial activities by providing for Educational
Facilities within the Light Industrial Zone only where the Educational
Facility is defined as General Industry.

Rules
LIZ-R1

Any Activity Not Otherwise Listed in This Chapter
Activity Status: Permitted
Where:
1. Resource consent is not required under any rule of the District Plan.
2. The activity is not prohibited under any rule of the District Plan.

LIZ-R-New1

Minor Buildings
Activity Status: Permitted
1.

LIZ-R2

Note: Minor buildings are exempt from rules LIZ-R2 – R4.

Building and Major Structure Height
Activity Status: Permitted
Where:

Activity Status when compliance
not achieved: Discretionary

1. The maximum building height and major
structure height is 20m above ground
level.
LIZ-R3

Building and Major Structure Setbacks
Activity Status: Permitted
Where:
1. The All buildings and major structures
are is set back at least:
a. 2.5m from any road boundaryies.
b. 5m from any Rural Production,
Living Residential or Green Open
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Activity Status when compliance
with rules LI-R3.1 (a) – (c) are not
achieved: Restricted Discretionary
Matters of discretion:
1. Any special or unusual
characteristic of the site which is
relevant to the rule.
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Space and Recreation Zone
boundary.
c. 3m from any Heavy Industrial, Local
Commercial Centre or Mixed-uUse
Zone boundary.
d. 27m from Mean High Water Springs
or and the top of the bank of any
river that has a width exceeding 3m
(excluding bridges, culverts and
fences).

LIZ-R4

2. The functional and operation
needs of industrial activities.
3. The effects on the amenity of
neighbouring sites;
4. The characteristics of the
development;

Activity Status when compliance
with rules LI-R3. 1 (d) is not
achieved: Discretionary.

Building Height and Major Structure in Relation to Boundary
Activity Status: Permitted
Where:
1. The All buildings and major structures
does not exceed a height equal to 3m
above ground level plus the shortest
horizontal distance between that part of
the building or major structure and any
Rural Production, Living Residential or
Green Open Space and Recreation
Zone boundary.

Activity Status when compliance
not achieved: Restricted
Discretionary
Matters of discretion:
1. Any special or unusual
characteristic of the site which is
relevant to the rule.
2. The functional and operation
needs of industrial activities.
3. The effects on the amenity of
neighbouring sites.
4. The characteristics of the
development.

LIZ-R5

Fences
Activity Status: Permitted
Where:
1. Fencing adjoining a Living Residential
or Green Open Space and Recreation
Zone is not fortified with barbed wire,
broken glass or any form of
electrification.
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Activity Status when compliance
not achieved: Restricted
Discretionary
1. Adverse effects from fortification
or electrification of fences.
2. Any special or unusual
characteristic of the site which is
relevant to the rule.
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Light Industrial Zone (LIZ)
3. The functional and operational
needs of industrial activities.
4. The effects on the amenity of
neighbouring sites;

LIZ-R6

Outdoor Areas of Storage or Stockpiles
Activity Status: Permitted
Where:
1. Any The outdoor area of storage or
stockpile:

Activity Status when compliance
with LIZ-R6.1 (b) - (c) not
achieved: Restricted Discretionary
Matters of discretion
1. Effects in relation to dust
and odour;
2. Visual amenity effects;
3. The matters of discretion in
LIZ-R3 - R4.

a. cComplies with rule LIZ-R2.
b. Complies with rules LIZ-R3 – R4.
2. c. Any outdoor area of storage or
stockpile iIs screened from view from
adjacent public places and
surrounding Local Commercial
Centre, Mixed-uUse, Living
Residential or Green Open Space and
Recreation Zones sites, “exempt for
construction materials stored to be
used on-site within 12 months each
10-year period from [operative date].
LIZ-R7

General Industry

LIZ-R8

Manufacturing and Storage

LIZ-R9

Repair and Maintenance Services

LIZ-R10

Artisan Industrial Activities

LIZ-R11

Marine Industry
Activity Status: Permitted
Where:
1.

The activity is a primary activity or
ancillary activity.
1. 2. Any The individual industrial activity
operates within buildings and/or an
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Activity Status when compliance
with LIZ-R6.1 (a) not achieved:
Discretionary

Activity Status when compliance
not achieved: Restricted
Discretionary
Matters of discretion:
1. Adverse effects from
objectionable and/or noxious
odour, dust or noise emissions.
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outdoor area with a combined area less
than 7,000m2.
1. The industrial activity is not
classified by the ANZSIC06 as one
of the following:
a. Petroleum and Coal Product
Manufacturing
b. Basic Chemical and Chemical
Product Manufacturing
c. Primary Metal and Metal
Produce Manufacturing
d. Fabricated Metal Product
Manufacturing
e. Transport Equipment
Manufacturing
f. Electricity Supply
g. Gas Supply
h. Water Supply, Sewerage and
Drainage Services
i. Waste Collection, Treatment
and Disposal.

2. Capacity of three waters
networks.
3. Mitigation measures to manage
adverse effects on adjacent
Rural Production, Living
Residential or Green Open
Space and Recreation Zones.

2. 3. Any All site boundaryies which is are
adjoining a Rural Production, Living
Residential or Green Open Space and
Recreation Zone is are planted with
trees or shrubs to a minimum height of
1.8m above ground level and a
minimum depth of 2m, except within 5m
of a road boundary where the maximum
height is 1.2m above ground level.
3. 4. Any The industrial activity is located at
least 30m from any Rural Production or
Living Residential Zone boundary.
LIZ-R12

Farming

LIZ-R13

Seasonal Activity

LIZ-R14

Motor Vehicle Sales

LIZ-R15

Garden Centres

LIZ-R16

Trade Suppliers

Part 5
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Light Industrial Zone (LIZ)
LIZ-R17

Marine Retail

LIZ-R18

Drive Through Facilitiesy

LIZ-R19

Hire Premise

LIZ-R20

Service Stations

LIZ-R21

Emergency Services
Activity Status: Permitted
Where:
1. The activity is a primary activity or
ancillary activity.
1. 2. Any All site boundaryies which is are
adjoining a Rural Production, Living
Residential or Green Open Space and
Recreation Zones is are planted with
trees or shrubs to a minimum height of
1.8m above ground level and a
minimum depth of 2m, except within 5m
of a road boundary where the maximum
height is 1.2m above ground level.

LIZ-RNew1

Motor Vehicle Sales

LIZ-RNew2

Garden Centres

LIZ-RNew3

Trade Suppliers

LIZ-RNew4

Marine Retail

LIZ-RNew5

Hire Premise
Activity Status: Permitted
Where:

Activity Status when compliance
not achieved: Restricted
Discretionary
Matters of discretion:
1. Adverse effects from
objectionable and/or noxious
odour, dust or noise emissions.
2. Capacity of three waters
networks.
3. Mitigation measures to manage
adverse effects on adjacent
Rural Production, Living
Residential or Green Open
Space and Recreation Zones.
4. Mitigation measures to manage
reverse sensitivity effects.

Activity Status when compliance
not achieved: Discretionary

1. The activity is a primary activity or
ancillary activity.
1. 2. The activity is larger than 450m2
GFA.
LIZ-R22

Part 5
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Activity Status: Permitted
Where:

Activity Status when compliance
not achieved: Non-Complying

1. The activity is:
a. An Aancillary activity to an industrial
activity on the site.
b. Less than 100 250m22GFA per site.
c. Located
i. Within 50m of a Residential Zone
boundary and operates not
operate or open for visitors,
clients, deliveries or servicing
outside the hours of 0600 and
1800; or
ii. Further than 50m from
Residential Zone boundaries.

LIZ-R23

Commercial Services
Activity Status: Permitted
Where:

Activity Status when compliance
not achieved: Discretionary

a. The activity is:
b. An ancillary activity to a permitted
activity on the site.
c. Less than 250m2 GFA per site.
d. Located
i. Within 50m of a Residential Zone
boundary and operates not
operate or open for visitors,
clients, deliveries or servicing
outside the hours of 0600 and
1800; or
ii. Further than 50m from
Residential Zone boundaries.
LIZ-R24

Food and Beverage Activity

LIZ-RNew6

Drive Through Activities
Activity Status: Permitted
Where:
1.

Part 5

Activity Status when compliance
not achieved with LIZ-R24.1-23 or
LIZ-RNew6. 1 - 3: Non-Complying

The activity is a primary activity or
ancillary activity.
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1. 2. The maximum GFA of any food
and beverage and drive through
activity is 250m2 per site.
2. 3. The activity is not open for visitors
or clients outside the hours of
0700 and 1600.
3. 4. Any All site boundaryies which is
are adjoining a Rural Production,
Living Residential or Green Open
Space and Recreation Zone is are
planted with trees or shrubs to a
minimum height of 1.8m above
ground level and a minimum depth
of 2m, except within 5m of a road
boundary where the maximum
height is 1.2m above ground level.

Activity Status when compliance
not achieved with LIZ-R24.34 or
LIZ-RNew6.4: Restricted
Discretionary
Matters of discretion:
1. Adverse effects from
objectionable and/or noxious
odour, dust or noise emissions.
21. Mitigation measures to
manage adverse effects on
adjacent Rural Production,
Living Residential or Green
Open Space and Recreation
Zones.
2. Mitigation measures to manage
reverse sensitivity effects.

5. The activity is located
a Within 50m of a Residential
Zone boundary and operates
not operate or open for
visitors, clients, deliveries or
servicing outside the hours of
0600 and 1800; or
ii. Further than 50m from
Residential Zone boundaries.

LIZ-R25

Grocery Store

LIZ-R26

Funeral Home

LIZ-R27

Recreational Facilities
Activity Status: Discretionary
Where:
1.

The activity is a primary activity or ancillary activity.

LIZ-R28

Waste Management Facility Activity

LIZ-R29

Landfill

LIZ-R30

Plantation Forestry

LIZ-R31

Intensive Livestock Farming

Part 5
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LIZ-R32

Farm Quarrying

LIZ-R33

Residential Activities

LIZ-R34

Entertainment Facilities

LIZ-R35

Visitor Accommodation

LIZ-R36

Place of Assembly

LIZ-R37

Care Centre

LIZ-R38

Educational Facilitiesy

LIZ-R39

Hospitals

LIZ-R-New7

General Commercial

LIZ-R-New8

General Community
Activity Status: Non-Complying
Where:
1.

The activity is a primary activity or ancillary activity.

Note: Training facilities for an industrial activity are defined as General
Industry.

LIZ - PREC1 – South Whangarei Gateway Precinct (SWGP)
Issues
The South Whangarei Gateway Precinct (Gateway Precinct) enables an expanded range of
trade retail, general retail and food and beverage activities within a portion of the Light
Industrial Zone. The Gateway Precinct is located to the south of Whangarei City, with
activities clustered around the intersections of State Highway 1, Rewa Rewa Road and
Tauroa Street Raumanga.. The Gateway Precinct recognises the importance of this location
as the southern gateway entrance to Whangarei City.
Objectives
LIZ-PREC–O1
Recognised
Activities

Recognise the existing trade retail, general retail and food and
beverage activities located in the Gateway Precinct.

LIZ-PREC-O2 Protected Zones

Provide for limited expansion of trade retail, general retail and food and
beverage activities located in the Gateway Precinct while protecting the

Part 5
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vitality and viability of the City Centre, Mixed Use and Commercial
Zones.
Policies
LIZ-PREC-P1–
Enabled Activities

To protect the vitality and viability of the City Centre, Mixed Use and
Commercial Zones by:
a. Recognising the existing the trade retail, general retail and food
and beverage activities located in the Gateway Precinct.
b. Providing for limited expansion of trade retail, general retail and
food and beverage activities located in the Gateway Precinct.

Rules
LIZ-PREC-R1

General Retail
Activity Status: Permitted
Where:

Activity Status when compliance
not achieved: Discretionary

1. The activity is:
a. A primary activity or ancillary
activity.
b. Greater than 450m2 GFA per
site.

LIZ-PREC-R2

Food and Beverage

LIZ-PREC-R3

Drive Through Activities
Activity Status: Permitted
Where:

Activity Status when compliance
not achieved: Discretionary

1. The activity is:
a. A Primary activity or ancillary
activity.
b. Greater than 250m2 GFA per
site.

LIZ – PREC2 – MARSDEN TECHNOLOGY PARK PRECINCT (MTPP)
Issues

Part 5
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The Marsden Technology Park Precinct (MTPP) enables a range of activities to support a
work and play location focused on a range of digital, technology, innovation and researchbased activities. MTPP is located on the corner of State Highway 15 and McCathie Road, in
close proximity to the Hawaiki fibre optic cable linking Australia, New Zealand, American
Samoa, Hawaii and the US West Coast. The MTPP recognises the significant economic and
employment opportunities for the district.
Objectives
LIZ-PREC2–O1
Encouraged
Activities

Encourage the establishment and growth of digital, technology,
innovation and research-based activities within MTPP.

LIZ-PREC2-O2 –
Ancillary Activities

Enhance the working environment of the MTPP by providing for limited
ancillary activities to support the day to day activities of staff and
visitors.

Policies
LIZ-PREC2-P1–
Enabled Activities

To enable the development of MTPP for the purpose of a technology
park by:
a.
b.

LIZ-PREC3-P2

Enabling a range of industrial and commercial service activities.
Providing for an appropriate mix of ancillary activities.

To manage potential effects on the surrounding environment by:
a.
b.
c.
d.

Establishing a vegetative screen around the perimeter of the site.
Controlling noise generating activities in accordance with the NAV.
Appropriately locating activities within the MTPP.
Managing built form through a combination of height and
landscaping.

Rules

LIZ-PREC2-R2 Recreational Facility
LIZ-PREC2-R3 Care Centre
LIZ-PREC2-R4 Visitor Accommodation
Activity Status: Discretionary
Where:

Activity Status when compliance
not achieved: Non-complying

2. The activity is:

Part 5
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a. The activity is an ancillary
activity.
b. The only activity within PREC2.

LIZ-PREC2-R5 Residential Activities
Activity Status: Restricted
Discretionary

Activity Status when compliance
not achieved: Discretionary

Where:
3. The activity is ancillary to an
Industrial Activity within the
PREC2.

Matters of discretion:
1. The effects of the infringement of
the rule.
2. Any objective or policy that is
relevant to the consideration of the
infringement to the rule.
3. Any special or unusual
characteristic of the site which is
relevant to the rule.
4. The functional and operation needs
of industrial activities.
5. The effects on the amenity of
proposed residential units;
6. The characteristics of the
development;
7. Any other matters specifically listed
for the standard; and
8. Where more than one standard will
be infringed, the effects of all
infringements.
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Heavy Industrial Zone (HIZ)
Overview Issues
The Heavy Industrial Zone (HIZ) provides for large scale industrial activities which contribute
to the economic wellbeing of Whangarei District and the wider Northland Region. Industrial
activities in the HI Heavy Industrial Zone generally require large allotments with few
constraints, access to freight routes, separation from sensitive land uses, and protection from
the development of sensitive activities and other non-industrial land uses.
Industrial activities often produce objectionable odour, dust and noise emissions, and use,
store or produce hazardous materials. Consequently, the HI Heavy Industrial Zone has a
lower level of amenity when compared to other Zones and often comprises large buildings,
stockpiles of materials, fenced concreted yards and restricted public access to sites.
The HI Heavy Industrial Zone is and should continue to be located away from more sensitive
zones such as Living Residential and Green Open Space and Recreation Zones, to ensure
that adverse effects on sensitive activities are minimised, as well as to prevent reverse
sensitivity and increased risk effects that may limit the operation and expansion of industrial
activities. To support this approach, it is critical to protect industrial activities from the
encroaching development of sensitive activities.
Industrial activities have potential adverse effects on the environment that must be managed.
These activities should not be located in significant natural, cultural or historic areas, or the
Ccoastal Aarea unless they have a functional or operational need to do so (such as ports).
While industrial activities are the primary focus within the HI Heavy Industrial Zone, the Zone
also provides for ancillary 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. The HI also
provides for research laboratories used for scientific, industrial or medical research, and
training facilities for an industrial activity.
Objectives
HIZ-O1 – Effective and Large scale and noxious Industrial activities, particularly those which
Efficient Functioning
are noxious or generate objectionable odour, dust or noise, function
effectively and efficiently without constraint from non-compatible
activities.
HIZ-O2 – Adverse
Effects

Adverse effects on the natural environment and amenity of adjacent
zones, excluding the Light Industrial Zone, are managed.

HIZ-O3 – Ancillary
Activities

Ancillary and supporting activities are controlled to ensure that
industrial land supply is not compromised.

HIZ-O4 – Reverse
Sensitivity

Activities that may compromise the operation of noxious or large
scale industrial activities, particularly those which are noxious or
generate objectionable odour, dust or noise, within the HI Heavy
Industrial Zone, or generate reverse sensitivity or increased risk
effects, are avoided.

S42A Recommendation

August 2019

Page 1

Attachment 4:

Heavy Industrial Zone (HIZ)
HIZ-O5 – Subdivision

The supply of large allotments within the HI Heavy Industrial Zone is
preserved for large scale industrial activities, particularly those which
are noxious or generate objectionable odour, dust or noise.

HIZ-NewO1 Research
and Training

Recognise the relationship of industrial activities with research
laboratories used for scientific, industrial or medical research with
training.

Policies
HIZ-P1 – Character
and Amenity

To recognise and protect maintain the character and amenity values
of the Heavy Industrial Zone including, but not limited to:
1. High levels of noise and heavy traffic activity.
2. Large allotment sizes, often with restricted public access.
3. Moderate to high levels of exposure to potential nuisances such
as noise, odour and other air emissions.
4. High levels of heavy traffic, particularly on arterial routes and
during daytime hours.
5. A low presence of active building frontages and landscaping.

HIZ-P2 – Industrial
Activities

To enable larger scale and industrial activities, particularly those
which are potentially noxious or generate objectionable odour, dust
or noise industrial activities to locate and operate in the HI Heavy
Industrial Zone without unreasonable constraint from other activities.

HIZ-P3 – Small Scale
Industrial Activities

To manage small scale industrial activities which may compromise
the land supply for larger scale industrial activities or generate
cumulative effects on land fragmentation.

HIZ-P4 – NonIndustrial Activities

To avoid non-industrial activities, including sensitive activities, except
for activities that:
1.
2.
3.
4.

Support and aAre ancillary activities to the operation of
industrial activities within the Zone, and are necessary to be
located as part of the industrial activity.
Would Do not undermine the integrity of other Business Zones.
Do not generate reverse sensitivity or increased risk effects.
Do not have the potential to hinder or constrain the
establishment, operation, and/or expansion of activities
otherwise anticipated within the HI Heavy Industrial Zone.

HIZ-P5 – Surrounding
Environment

To manage the visual effects on the surrounding environment by
limiting building height and requiring setbacks and landscaping, while
recognising the functional and operational needs of industrial
activities.

HIZ-P6 – Esplanade
Areas

To safeguard esplanade areas and manage stormwater by limiting
buildings adjacent to Mean High Water Springs and river banks.
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HIZ-P7 – Subdivision

To avoid the fragmentation of HI Heavy Industrial Zone land where
subdivision design and layout would not facilitate industrial activities.

HIZ-NewP1 Research
and Training

To provide for research laboratories used for scientific, industrial or
medical research, and training facilities where they are designed,
located and managed to operate symbiotically with industrial
activities.

Rules
HIZ-R1

Any Activity Not Otherwise Listed in This Chapter
Activity Status: Permitted
Where:
1. Resource consent is not required under any rule of the District Plan.
2. The activity is not prohibited under any rule of the District Plan.

HIZ-R-New1

Minor Buildings
Activity Status: Permitted
1.

HIZ-R2

Note: Minor buildings are exempt from rules HIZ-R2 – R3.

Building and Major Structure Height
Activity Status: Permitted

Activity Status when compliance not
achieved: Discretionary

Where:
1. The maximum building height and
major structure height is:
a.
40 20m above ground level; or
b.
35m above ground level
provided that no more than
25% of the net site area is
occupied by buildings and
major structure that exceed
20m above ground level.
No more than 25% of the net
site area is occupied by
buildings that exceed 20m in
height.
HIZ-R3

Building and Major Structure Setbacks
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Activity Status: Permitted

Activity Status when compliance with
rule HIZ-R3.1 (a) - (c) not achieved:
Restricted Discretionary

Where:
1. The All buildings and major
structures are is set back at least:
a. 4.5m from any road
boundaryies.
b. 3m from any Light Industrial
Zone boundary.
c. 20m from any Rural Production
or Green Open Space and
Recreation Zone boundary.
d. 27m from Mean High Water
Springs or and the top of the
bank of any river that has a
width exceeding 3m (excluding
bridges, culverts and fences).

HIZ-R4

Matters of discretion:
1. Any special or unusual characteristic
of the site which is relevant to the rule.
2. The functional and operation needs
of industrial activities.
3. The effects on the amenity of
neighbouring sites;
4. The characteristics of the
development;

Activity Status when compliance with
rule HIZ-R3.1 (d) not achieved:
Discretionary

Outdoor Areas of Storage or Stockpiles
Activity Status: Permitted

Activity Status when compliance with
HIZ-R4.1 (b) - R4.2 not achieved:
Restricted Discretionary

Where:
1. Any The outdoor area of storage or
stockpile:

Matters of discretion
1. Effects in relation to dust and
odour;
2. Visual amenity effects;
3. The matters of discretion in HIZ
- R3.

a. cComplies with rule HIZ-R2.
b. Compiles with rule HIZ-R3.
c. Is screened from view from
adjacent public places and
surrounding sites, “exempt for
construction materials stored to be
used on-site within 12 months each
10-year period from [operative
date].

Activity Status when compliance not
achieved with HIZ-R4.1 (a) not
achieved: Discretionary

2. Vessels and masts associated with
Marine Industry activities are
excluded from HIZ-R4.
HIZ-R5

Farming

HIZ-R6

Seasonal Activity
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Activity Status: Permitted

HIZ-R7

Industrial Activity
Activity Status: Permitted

Activity Status when compliance not
achieved: Restricted Discretionary

Where:
1. The activity is a primary activity
or ancillary activity.
2. The industrial activity is
classified by the ANZSIC06 as
one of the following:
a. Petroleum and Coal Product
Manufacturing;
b. Basic Chemical and
Chemical Product
Manufacturing;
c. Primary Metal and Metal
Produce Manufacturing;
d. Fabricated Metal Product
Manufacturing;
e. Transport Equipment
Manufacturing;
f. Electricity Supply;
g. Gas Supply;
h. Water Supply, Sewerage
and Drainage Services
i. Waste Collection,
Treatment and Disposal; or

Matters of discretion:
1. Cumulative effects resulting from
the fragmentation of land suitable
for large scale industrial activities.
2. Mitigation measures to manage
adverse effects on adjacent Rural
Production or Green Open Space
and Recreation Zones.

3. Any individual industrial activity
operates within buildings and/or
an outdoor area with a
combined area greater than
7,000m2.
2. 4. Any All site boundaryies which is
are adjoining a Rural Production or
Green Open Space and Recreation
Zone is are planted with trees or
shrubs to a minimum height of 1.8m
above ground level and a minimum
depth of 2m, except within 5m of a
road boundary where the maximum
height is 1.2m above ground level.
S42A Recommendation
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Note:
ANZSIC06 is the Australian and
New Zealand Standard Industrial
Classification 2006.
HIZ-R8

Motor Vehicle Sales

HIZ-R9

Garden Centres

HIZ-R10

Trade Suppliers

HIZ-R11

Marine Retail

HIZ-R12

Hire Premise

HIZ-R13

General Retail

HIZ-R14

Commercial Services
Activity Status: Permitted

Activity Status when compliance not
achieved: Non-Complying

Where:
1. The activity is:
a. An Aancillary activity to an
industrial activity on the site.
b. Less than 100 150m2 GFA per
site.
HIZ-R15

Food and Beverage Activity
Activity Status: Permitted

Activity Status when compliance not
achieved: Discretionary with HIZR15.1-23: Non-Complying

Where:
1. The activity is a primary activity or
ancillary activity.
1. 2. The maximum GFA of a food and
beverage activity is 150m2 per site.
2. 3. The activity is not operate or open
for visitors, clients, deliveries or
servicing outside the hours of 0700
and 1600.
3. 4. Any All site boundaryies which is
are adjoining a Rural Production or
Green Open Space and Recreation
Zone is are planted with trees or
shrubs to a minimum height of
1.8m above ground level and a
S42A Recommendation
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minimum depth of 2m, except
within 5m of a road boundary
where the maximum height is 1.2m
above ground level.
HIZ-R16

Service Stations
Activity Status: Permitted

Activity Status when compliance not
achieved: with HIZ-R16.1: NonComplying

Where:
1. Any The retail from a service
station does not exceed 50m2 GFA,
excluding the retail of petrol.
2. Any All site boundaryies which is
are adjoining a Rural Production or
Green Open Space and Recreation
Zone is are planted with trees or
shrubs to a minimum height of 1.8m
above ground level and a minimum
depth of 2m, except within 5m of a
road boundary where the maximum
height is 1.2m above ground level.
HI-RNew2

Activity Status when compliance not
achieved with: HIZ-R16.2: Restricted
Discretionary
Matters of discretion:
1. Mitigation measures to manage
adverse effects on adjacent Rural
Production or Green Open Space
and Recreation Zones.

General Public Amenities
Activity Status: Restricted Discretionary
Matters of discretion:
1. Reverse sensitivity effects on neighbouring industrial activities.
2. Purpose of the general public amenity and the length of use and the
health and safety of the public.
3. Mitigation measures to manage adverse effects.

HIZ-R17

Emergency Service
Activity Status: Discretionary
Where:
1. The activity is a primary activity or ancillary activity.

HIZ-R18

Plantation Forestry

HIZ-R19

Intensive Livestock Farming

HIZ-R20

Farm Quarrying
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HIZ-R21

Residential Activities

HIZ-R22

Drive Through Facilities

HIZ-R23

Grocery Stores

HIZ-R24

Entertainment Facilities

HIZ-R25

Visitor Accommodation

HIZ-R26

Funeral Home

HIZ-R27

Place of Assembly

HIZ-R28

Recreational Facilities

HIZ-R29

Care Centre

HIZ-R30

Educational Facilitiesy

HIZ-R31

Hospitals

HIZ-R-New2

General Commercial

HIZ-R-New3

General Community
Activity Status: Non-Complying
Where:
1. The activity is a primary activity or ancillary activity.

Note: Training facilities for an industrial activity are defined as General
Industry.
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Attachment 5: Section 32AA Evaluation Marsden Technology Park Precinct
Recommended Amendment
Retain LI zone with new Precinct

Options Evaluated
•

Option 1 – Notified zoning of
RPZ

•

Option 2 – Rezone LI

•

Option 3 – Rezone LI with
Technology Precinct

Zone Criteria

S32AA Assessment

LI – SD-P24
Contain
existing
range
of
industrial and large-scale retail
activities.
Location is vacant.

Costs and benefits
Economic
Additional consenting costs will result from
Option 3 should landowners wish to
undertake activities not specifically provided
for within the Technology precinct.

Proximity to major transport
routes.
Options 2 and 3 - Agree, the locations
requested have existing access
located in close proximity to State
Highway 1.
Enable
adverse
effects
on
proximate Living and Green Space
Zones to be avoided.
Options 2 and 3 – Agree, the
locations are separated such that
adverse effects will be avoided.
Have minimal existing
frontages at ground floor.
Vacant site.

active

Have a supply of medium to large
sized sites.
Agree, the area has a mix of medium
to large sized sites.

Options 2 and 3 will provide additional
capacity for industrial activities.
Option 3 has the potential to enable
technology specific activities which could
provide significant economic benefits for the
district.
Environmental
Option 1 will maintain status quo and provide
a level of rural amenity.
Option 2 could result in significant change to
amenity, however the LI provisions do
maintain
a
consistent
control
of
environmental effects.
Option 3 will achieve a higher level of control
than Option 2 due to the site specific
development.
Social and Cultural

Are in proximity to key resource
and infrastructure.
Agree, the area is located centrally in
Ruakaka, in close proximity to the
State Highway, North Port the
Refinery and the Hawaiki fibre optic
cable.

None known.
Efficiency
Options 1, 2 and 3 are considered to be
efficient. Option 3 will provide greater
opportunity for economic development when
compared to Option 2.
52

RPZ – SD-P35
Prevalence
of:
a)
existing
productive land use; b) significant
ecological and biodiversity values
The area is currently vacant pasture
land.

Effectiveness
Option 1 is effective as rules and zoning will
maintain RPZ status quo. However, Option
1 does not provide for future aspirations for
the area.

Larger land parcels are prevalent
and the area is not compromised
by significant clusters of rural
living built development
The area does contain allotments
larger in size, however I note that the
subject area is opposite the intensive
residential and business development
of Marsden Primary Centre.

Options 2 and 3 are considered to be
effective. However, Option 3 is considered
to be more effective than 2 as the LI zoning
will continue to meet the zoning policy and
provide specific provisions for the
technology park.

An area is not: a) located on the
fringe of Whangarei City between
the urban and rural environments;
b) suitable to provide for the future
reticulated expansion of the
Whangarei City Residential Zones;
c) The criteria for the RUEZ and
RLZ are not met.
The area is not located on the fringe
of Whangarei City and does not meet
the criteria for the RUEZ and the RLZ.
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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 plan changes proposed

•

review and respond to submissions received

•

review and respond to evidence received

•

attend the Plan Change hearings.

This report responds solely to matters raised in the submission of Advance Developments Ltd (“ADL”)
(submission 251), and is to be used to inform Council’s s42A hearing reports. This report follows on from
an earlier report which addressed a first round of matters of interest to Council, including response to other
submissions.
Page | 1
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1.3

Assistance requested for this stage

Council officers have reviewed the submissions received, and have requested assistance reviewing the
submission made by ADL which it considers contain matters relevant to our area of expertise. Officers have
requested that we:

Page | 2

•

Review the economic report provided with the submission. That report is titled
“Economic Cost-Benefit Analysis of Proposed Marsden Point Technology Park”, Urban
Economics Ltd, 3 July 2019 (the “UEL report”).

•

Advise on the proposed mix of activities within the Site.
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2

UEL report

This section reviews the UEL report to assist Council officers’ evaluation of submission 251. This section is
structured under key subject headings in the UEL report.

2.1

Population and employment growth

The growth trends presented in sections 4 and 5 of the UEL report point to some ongoing growth in
Marsden Point, although it is not clear whether employment growth has occurred through the arrival of
new businesses or the expansion of existing ones. There appears to be very considerable capacity for
existing businesses to expand within their existing boundaries, and extrapolating historic employment
growth may not indicate an increase in land required to accommodate that employment.

2.2

Industrial land supply and demand

2.2.1

Vacant land

The UEL report notes that there is a “substantial quantity” of vacant industrial land, although not all of it is
“available to the market” (p9). The planners report1 also refers to this limited availability: “there is limited
available light industrial land in Marsden Point, with much of it owned by Marsden Maritime Holdings Ltd
who do not subdivide or sell land, and the remainder currently being either mined for sand or used for
timber processing”.
Notwithstanding any potential availability issues, which are subjective and subject to change, the 620ha of
vacant land equates to 1,200 years of supply of industrial land at the rate (5.3ha/decade) assessed by UEL
from historic growth. The National Policy Statement on Urban Development Capacity work completed for
WDC projected average growth over the next 30 years of around 7ha per year for industrial land across the
District as a whole, meaning Marsden Point would have enough vacant land to supply 88 years’ of the
District’s industrial land demand. 2 There is, therefore, a very large supply of industrial land proposed to be
zoned in PC88, and far more than could reasonably be expected to be occupied in the lifetime of the next
few District Plans.
However, historic demand is not necessarily an accurate guide to future demand, and future demand may
increase significantly from that 0.53ha per year. It would be possible for a ‘game-changing’ stimulus to
significantly change demand for land in the area. If, for example, Ports of Auckland were to relocate to the
area, there would undoubtedly be strong and rapid demand for industrial land surrounding it. However,
that possibility is very uncertain at present.
For context, industrial land demand in Auckland has averaged around 50ha over the medium-term past,
supporting demand from a city nearly 20 times the size of Whangarei, as well as from elsewhere in the

Submission to PC88 to the Whangarei District Plan, Advance Developments Ltd, Reyburn and Bryant, July 2019, p10
http://www.wdc.govt.nz/PlansPoliciesandBylaws/Plans/SustainableFutures/Final-Strategy/Documents/Growth-Strategy-Draft2019.pdf

1
2
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upper North Island. In that context also, there is a very significant amount of vacant industrial land at
Marsden Point.
If current ownership is a constraint to the availability of industrial land for occupation, then there may be
some justification for seeking to zone additional industrial land in the area, although that would be a matter
for Council to assess based on its understanding of development opportunities. One input that could be
used to inform conclusions on that matter is the analysis conducted for Council’s Urban Development
Capacity work. That study concluded that there is “more than sufficient land zoned for industrial activities
in the Operative District Plan to meet projected demand in the short, medium and long term”. 3
On that basis, there is little justification for zoning more industrial land on the submitter’s Site given the
amount of vacant land in the area, unless current land ownership is a true constraint to future development
opportunities.

2.2.2

Industrial land prices

The UEL report notes that the Site has a value of less than $10/m2, which from the Council’s rating database
is actually $3/m2, giving it a land value of $1.3m 4. The UEL report states that the same area of land would
cost significantly more if it were located within the Marsden Point industrial zone, in fact in the order of
$22-30m. That is incorrect and misleading for three main reasons:

3
4

•

The submitter’s site is currently zoned General Rural, whereas the other sites UEL refers
to have business zonings under the operative Plan. Those business zonings mean that
there are a range of higher value uses that other land can be put to than agricultural
land can, and that is reflected in a higher price for industrial/business zoned land.
Inevitably the submitter’s site would increase in value significantly if an industrial zoning
were applied to it, even without any additional works being undertaken on the land.

•

Much of the other land referred to by UEL is already subdivided and available for
purchase as small individual lots. Those smaller lots have, as UEL notes, the highest
value per unit area. Those lots have also had the most value invested in them to create
an uplift in land value, with many millions of dollars being spent in servicing the
Marsden City area with roads and streetlights etc. In order to compare apples with
apples, the submitter’s site would have to also have that investment made in it, which
would then result in the value of the submitter’s land increasing. Notably larger lots in
Marsden Point have lower values (per m2). Significant subdivision, and the creation of
smaller lots would be required to accommodate technology businesses of the type
envisaged by UEL, indicating that development costs would be unavoidable, and land
values would rise to incorporate that added value.

•

As Figure 8 in the report shows, there are very large areas of land in the Marsden Point
industrial zone that are valued at $10 or less per m2 (i.e. <$100,000/ha). The cost to
purchase 41ha of that land would be less than $4m, not the $22-30m that UEL state.

“Whangārei housing and business development capacity assessment”, MR Cagney and associates, 29 June 2018, p64
http://www.wdc.govt.nz/SearchCentre/Pages/Rates.aspx property ID 121427
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From these observations it is incorrect to state that the commercial feasibility of a development of the type
proposed would be undermined because of the current price differential between the MTPP land and other
land in Marsden Point. Technology companies wishing to establish in industrial areas in Auckland would
need to pay at least $300/m2 for land, and in some places $1,000/m2 5. The differential between the current
MTPP site ($3/m2), other parts of Marsden Point (<$10-$50+/m2) are therefore very small by comparison,
and would still be highly attractive from a price point of view for potential technology tenants. The very
low price of industrial land in Marsden Point relative to Auckland is therefore highly unlikely to preclude
development on the MTPP site.

2.3

Infrastructure assessment

The UEL report states that the MTPP site would be able to access existing infrastructure as efficiently as
most other zoned land in Marsden Point, and so the proposal would represent an efficient use of this
infrastructure. That equal accessibility may be so, but there remains the issue that there is a very large
amount of vacant industrial land in the area. If there is demand for a technology park, it might be more
efficient to have it establish in an already zoned industrial area, rather than creating a new industrial area.
In that sense it is actually inefficient to further spread existing infrastructure.
That inefficiency will result in an additional cost, and that may be borne by either the developer or the
Council (or shared), however it remains that zoning large new areas of industrial land when there is already
plentiful vacant land with similar locational attributes is inefficient. Further, rezoning rural land to industrial
will likely reduce the use of the land for agricultural purposes, even if the technology park is not fully
developed.

2.4

NZ technology sector

Section 9 in the UEL report provides a useful summary of the technology sector in NZ, although adds little
to the understanding about the merits of the submission that a technology precinct should be created at
Marsden Point. From the source report referred to 6 “Auckland and Northland” is identified as generating
57.6% of the total NZ revenue from high technology firms 7. However there is no breakdown of that to show
the share from Northland, and from the list of firms provided in the report8 all appear to be from Auckland,
and none from Northland. Auckland’s CBD is especially dominant, with most technology businesses being
based there, with few in Auckland’s suburbs.
The report referred to by UEL therefore does not indicate that “Marsden Point is well located to continue
within this sector” (p17). In fact, the technology report presented would seem to indicate that if the existing
locational choices of technology sector firms continue, such firms are relatively unlikely to wish to establish
in Marsden Point. That is not to say, of course, that none would do so, and even that a successful technology

p4 of https://www.bayleys.co.nz/media/63237c56-dc0d-4c11-ae12-15e062ca719c
https://tin100.com/product/2018-investors-guide-to-the-new-zealand-technology-sector-copy/
7 p9 of the Tin 100 report
8 p30
5
6
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node could establish there, but there is no real evidence presented to show that there is a real likelihood
of that happening.
We note that while UEL refer to the Hawaiki submarine fibre optic cable coming ashore at Mangawhai
(p20), that location is some 35km from the Site, and hardly gives the Site a unique locational advantage.
We agree with UELs observation that technology parks can establish in any location with access to high
speed internet and a workforce (p20), but are sceptical that there are any characteristics of the Site that
indicate it would be likely to attract a technology park.

2.5

Economic contribution to District

The UEL report quantifies the construction cost of buildings, employment opportunities from the fully
developed MTPP and employee income. Before assessing these we note that those estimates relate to the
MTPP at full build out, and we would recommend a cautious approach to estimating whether the MTPP
would ever be fully built out, especially given the slow rate of uptake of other commercial developments
and industrial land in the area. 9 If the MTPP does not get built to the (rather large) size that UEL assumes,
the economic impacts of the development will be correspondingly lower than UEL has assessed.

2.5.1

Construction

The values presented by UEL are the values to construct buildings in the MTPP. The values are not the net
economic addition to the Whangarei economy, and are instead the gross output of the construction. Much
of the total construction cost flows out of the District immediately as expenditure on building products,
leaving somewhat less than one quarter of the total construction cost to be value added. Some of the net
value added by the construction activity will also leave the District to other locations, particularly Auckland
(Auckland-based construction firms etc.). Of the value added that remains in Whangarei, a high proportion
is likely to be a transfer effect, and would represent construction activity that would have occurred
somewhere in the District anyway, with or without the MTPP.
It is outside the scope of this review to properly assess those economic contributions, but the $180m of
“construction cost” does very little to contribute to any understanding about how the local economy will
be positively affected by the proposal. The $180m presented significantly overstates the potential
economic addition to the Whangarei economy, especially when considering the uncertainty that
development will be developed to the parameters assumed by UEL.

2.5.2

Employment opportunities

The UEL report applies an employment density of 30 workers per hectare for the MTPP site (or say 80100m2 of floorspace per worker). As UEL note, that is a reasonably representative industrial employment
density. However, UEL have assessed the MTPP as a technology park in the rest of the report, and
technology businesses tend to have much greater employment densities, in the order of 15m2 of GFA per
worker, in office-based environments (e.g. Vodafone NZ at Smales Farm requires about 15m2/worker).
From the examples of technology parks presented in the UEL report the average employment density is

9

In particular the Marsden City development
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20-30m2 per worker, not the 85m2 that UEL has applied. 10 The UEL report states that the employment
density it assumes is lower than the overseas examples because it assumes industrial-type buildings rather
than office-based businesses. It is not clear what sort of “technology” businesses would locate in industrial
type buildings, and why they could not be readily accommodated in the standard Light Industry Zone.
If businesses and employment in the MTPP were to be comparable to the overseas examples provided, the
MTPP would yield around 100-200 workers per ha, or 3-7 times the density UEL has used. At that much
higher employment density the MTPP would support 2,500-6,000 workers rather than the 880 UEL
calculates. That level of additional employment would be a very positive contribution to the Whangarei
economy, although brings into question whether there is a sufficiently skilled labour force within the
District’s population of around 92,000 people 11 to staff those businesses, or, alternatively, whether such a
workforce could be attracted to move to Whangarei from other locations.

2.5.3

Value added

The UEL report states in section (Key Findings) that the MTPP “would generate significant economic
impacts, including a $48million addition the Whangarei economy every year” (p4). It is unclear how that
$48m is calculated, because there is no reference to that figure, or explanation of how it was assessed,
anywhere in the report. As with the other economic contribution data reviewed above, any contribution
assumed by UEL would rely on the development being completely built-out, and that is far from certain.
Other than that uncertainty, we are unable to comment on the likelihood of $48m being contributed to the
economy, due to the absence of information provided in the UEL report.

2.5.4

Employee income

The UEL report’s assumed median income for employees of any technology park in the MTPP (Figure 15) is
reasonable, although the gross income of all workers is not interpreted in the report to provide any useful
information about implications for the District. We note that some of the 880 workers identified may be
new to the District, and their salaries would be a net addition to the economy, but others would likely
transfer from existing employment elsewhere, and not increase total District incomes.

2.6

Comparable technology parks

The UEL report provides examples of “comparable” technology parks, noting that the average technology
park reviewed in UEL’s literature search is the same size as the MTPP (30ha), with 310,000m2 GFA, and
employing 7,500 workers.
However, we question how comparable the examples provided are. The examples provided are all in much
larger urban areas than Marsden Point (population 4,400 12), noting, that Marsden Point is 30km from
Whangarei (urban area population c.60,000). By comparison, the technology parks identified by UEL are in

75,000m2 GFA (p18), and 880 workers (p19).
As distinct from the population f the Whangarei urban area discussed elsewhere in this review, which we have stated to be 5560,000
12 UEL p7
10
11
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areas of much larger population and/or near even larger cities, with large, skilled workforces available to
work in the technology parks, and other assets that might attract businesses to locate in the area:
•

Elk Grove Technology Park: in Chicago, population 2.7m

•

Ideon Science Park, Sweden: in Lund (population 120,000), and 15km from
Malmo (340,000)

•

Plymouth Science Park: Plymouth (263,000)

•

Pomeranian Science Park, Poland: Gdynia (245,000), 16km from Gdansk
(580,000)

•

Rajiv Ghandi Chandigarh Technology Park, India: Chandigarh (1.06m)

•

Softwarepark Hagenberg, Austria: Hagenberg (2,600), 20km from Linz
(203,000)

•

Technology Park Ljubljana, Slovenia: Ljubljana (280,000)

•

Toowoomba Technology Park: Toowoomba (134,000)

•

Turku Science Park, Finland: Turku (187,000)

So of all the parks identified, the smallest city any are in, or within 20km of, is Toowoomba, which is twice
the size of Whangarei. Most are in or near cities four or more times larger than Whangarei. That
immediately raises the question as to whether a workforce would be available from that relatively small
Whangarei population base to support the same sort of technology park as provided in the examples.
Further, from the employment densities assumed by UEL to apply to the MTPP, the MTPP would be a
considerably lower density development than the examples provided, because, as UEL state, the MTPP
would not have the same focus on office buildings, instead favouring industrial-type spaces (p19). That is a
key difference to the MTPP and other overseas examples provided, and we are therefore uncertain as to
the relevance of those examples.
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3

Feasibility of the MTPP

3.1

Activities proposed

The industrial-type nature of the buildings assumed by UEL (and the assumed employment density) is
inconsistent with the range of activities UEL describes in section 12, where it notes that the proposed MTPP
zone would permit telecommunications, software, research and technology firms and education facilities.
All of those types of activities would have considerably greater employment densities than the 30
workers/ha that UEL assumes, and would tend to be located in (probably multi-level) commercial office
type buildings.
There is little indication as to what industrial-type ‘technology’ activities would be expected in the MTPP,
with the possible exception of datacentres. Datacentres are mentioned in both the UEL and Reyburn and
Bryant reports as being well suited to the MTPP, and those can be quasi-industrial in nature, often located
in large buildings in industrial zones. However, even the largest datacentres in NZ occupy only around 1ha
of land. 13 There is no indication that there is any intent to accommodate space extensive quasi-industrial
type activities in the MTPP, or what those might be, or any real explanation as to why the very large amount
of land proposed to be rezoned to MTPP is required, other than that it is the amount of land owned by the
submitter.

3.2

Demand for a technology park

We have not seen any assessment in the UEL report which indicates that there is demand for a technology
park in the MTPP area, or within Marsden Point generally. The area may be suited to a technology park
from some perspectives (capable of being made hazard free, transmission lines nearby.) 14 However, it is
hardly unique, even within Whangarei, on those grounds, and from other perspectives Marsden Point has
little to recommend it, being some distance from a suitably large skilled labour force that would find
working in technology firms in the area attractive, with limited residential land nearby and few
retail/recreational opportunities such as are common in existing technology hubs such as the Auckland
CBD.
We are not aware of any examples of true technology parks in New Zealand. Some possibilities include:
•

The UEL report mentions a “NZ Technology Park” somewhere in Penrose, however we
are not familiar with that entity, and have been unable to find reference to it online. In
any case, at 1.8ha, that represents a development of a much smaller scale than is
proposed in the MTPP.

•

A March 2019 announcement by MIT related to a 9,000m2 “Technology Park”
development on a c.2.2ha site. However that is a new facility to accommodate
construction, automotive, electrical and engineering trades training, is again very small

13 E.g. the new Datacom data centre at 14 Simsey Pl, Te Rapa is 0.9ha, the Datacom Orbit Datacentre 6 Orbit Dr, Rosedale, Auckland

is around 0.5ha
From Reyburn and Bryant report, section 3.1

14
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in comparison to MTPP, is solely focussed on education and in some places is called a
trades training school instead of a technology park.
•

3.3

The “Waikato Innovation Park”, which is 17ha (largely undeveloped, and greenfields to
date). The Park is located at the Ruakaura Research centre, and is developing into a
national agritechnology and food and beverage hub, leveraging off the historic value
created by the existing research centre.

Potential effects of the MTPP

Rezoning the MTPP site as requested in submission 251 would have several potential effects. These have
not been addressed in the UEL report, or elsewhere in the submission:
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•

One concern for Council would be that a development in the area begins but never
reaches its potential, as has happened to date with the adjacent Marsden City
development. That development was slated to become a new town of a comparable
size to Whangarei when its plan change was approved in 2011. However, to date very
little development has occurred on the site, with what appears to be less than 20
buildings constructed to date. The developer-funded infrastructure has been vested in
Council, and now requires fixing at Council’s expense. The possibility of a similar burden
at the MTPP site should be considered in deciding the merits of the submission
requesting a technology precinct and industrial zone in the area.

•

The MTPP land is rezoned to Light Industry Zone with the requested MTPP, and never
developed for industrial uses. There are no real adverse effects of that surplus industrial
zoning, apart from potentially decreasing rural production from the Site and (potential)
costs incurred from servicing the land (if servicing ever begins). We are unclear of the
Site’s current use, and it may be that any productive activities on the Site would
continue until such time as any future development occurred. However, there is
potential that if not developed for the intended use, that some lost agricultural
production might occur, without being replaced by an industrial/technology use. That
scenario has occurred on the Marsden City land.

•

The MTPP development proceeds in part, creating some additional employment of the
type identified in the UEL report. That would likely represent a net positive addition to
the Whangarei District economy, being more productive than the current rural uses (if
any). However, the economic contribution of this scenario would be more limited than
that assumed in the UEL report, which assumes the Site is fully built-out.

•

The MTPP development proceeds in full as assumed by the UEL report. That would
generate more significant economic effects than a partial development scenario,
although from our assessment the UEL report does not adequately quantify what those
effects would likely be. In any case, the completion of a comprehensive industrial or
technological development on the MTPP site would represent a significant positive
effect to the District, although we consider than possibility unlikely.
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4

Activity status

One additional matter we have been asked to comment on is the activity status of residential and visitor
accommodation activities on the Site. The submission requests that both are permitted if ancillary to a
permitted activity, or otherwise are non-complying. Council has suggested making those activities
discretionary activities rather than non-complying (if not ancillary), but is concerned that a more permissive
status could undermine the economic viability of the proposed technology park.
In our opinion the proposed technology park would benefit from additional non-industrial activity around
it, because in order to achieve development of anything like the parameters assumed in the UEL report the
area will need to be attractive to a workforce, and achieve some critical mass of activities in the area to
make the area attract a ‘tech-savvy’ workforce. The types of activities proposed in the MTPP are unlikely
to generate reverse sensitivity effects with residential activity if it is only typical technology activities that
establish in the MTPP (those being more office-based than industrial/manufacturing based). However, we
are unsure as to whether that office-based environment would eventuate or whether a more industrially
focussed outcome would occur, based on the assumptions in the UEL report. From our reading of the
submission, it is also unclear on what form the development might take, which therefore makes advising
on the appropriate activity status of residential and visitor accommodation activity difficult.
We note also that all Light Industry activities are requested to be discretionary in the MTPP, and the
potential for reverse sensitivity to occur would be increased if such activities were consented. In our
opinion it is likely that some such activities could be applied for, because of the limited likely demand for
technology related activities as described in rules MTPP-R4-R10 15 and what would become a need to fill a
gap in demand for MTTP land with alternative (non-technology) activities.
In our opinion some difficulties would likely arise with making both residential/visitor accommodation and
Light Industry 16 discretionary in the MTPP. To counter that, we recommend that one of those be noncomplying and the other be discretionary in the MTPP. We do not envisage that a discretionary status for
residential/visitor accommodation would have any adverse effects on the economic viability of the
proposed technology park, although they might have adverse effects on an industrial development.

Telecommunications facility; Software and cloud-based services (including data centres); Electricity substation; Research and
technology industry; Public utilities; Manufacturing and cloud storage; Call Centre; Offices not associated with a permitted use
16 i.e. “Light industry not otherwise permitted in the MTPP” (Rule MTPP-R15)
15
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5

Conclusion

There is little in the submission or the supporting UEL report to indicate any real need for additional
industrial zoned land on the submitter’s land, and in our opinion no indication that a technology park on
the Site would be likely to eventuate. Nevertheless, the adverse economic effects of zoning land that is not
required are limited to:
•

the opportunity cost of foregone ability to use the land for alternative uses (which will
only arise if some level of exclusive development occurs on the Site)

•

the economic inefficiency associated with any provision of infrastructure that is not
ultimately used if no development occurs

•

any economic inefficiencies that may be created by enabling industrial activities in a
location some distance from central Whangarei, and which create an inefficient urban
form.

The potential economic upsides of the type of technology park which is envisaged by the submitter are
significant, and if the Site is developed as assumed by the UEL report it would represent a large employment
base within the District, with short-term construction industry benefits and ongoing benefits through
supporting employment activity and sustaining flow-on household expenditure in the economy.
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