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 Introduction 
 This is Part 8 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 zoning aspect of the Whangarei District Council’s (WDC) Proposed 

Plan Changes PC88A – 88J and PC115. This report provides consideration of proposed zone 

boundaries, recommendations in relation to submissions and, where appropriate, the report cross-

references the section 32 Evaluation (s32), analysis of background material and legislative discussions. 

 A comprehensive description of the background to PC88A – 88J PC115, a chronology of events relevant 

to the proceedings of the plan change and overview of the Rolling Review process and statutory 

considerations is included within the s32 Report for each plan change. 

 This s42A report has been prepared by Sarah Brownie, Evan Cook, Melissa McGrath, Robert Burgoyne 

and Sarah Horton.  

 Statements of Qualifications and Experience are provided below. We consider that the evidence is within 

our area of expertise and 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 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. If we rely on the evidence or opinions of another, our evidence will 

acknowledge that position. 

Sarah Brownie 

 I am a qualified planner. I hold a Masters in Resource and Environmental Planning and I am a Full 

Member of the New Zealand Planning Institute. 

 I began work as a Policy Planner at Whangarei District Council in January 2017.  My role as art of the 

District Plan team includes consultation, research, reporting and appearances necessary to support the 

maintenance of the Whangarei District Plan.  

 Prior to commencing this role, I was employed by Northpower Limited from January 2003 – December 

2016 within various engineering and planning roles.  In my role as Network Environmental Planner I was 

responsible for managing the company’s interests within the New Zealand’s planning framework.  The 

responsibility extended to all planning related consultations, and involvement in planning processes at 

district, regional and national level.  I worked in this dedicated planning role for seven years although 

my involvement in planning matters spanned eleven years 
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Evan Cook 

 I am a qualified planner holding the qualifications of Bachelor of Tourism and Master of Planning from 

the University of Otago. I have been a full member of the New Zealand Planning Institute since 

September 2016 and have been a member of the Institute since 2008.  

 I have worked as a planner in the Northland region since November 2007. My planning experience 

includes 11 months with a Whangarei based consultancy. This role involved preparing applications for 

subdivision and land use resource consents, writing and presenting planning evidence at resource 

consent hearings, assessments of environmental effects, reviewing conditions of consents and 

preparing change of conditions applications, preparing conservation assessments, preparing weed and 

pest management plans, and making submissions on resource consents and proposed District Plan 

changes.  

 I commenced employment with Whangarei District Council’s Policy and Monitoring Department as Policy 

Planner (Coastal) in October 2008 and have been employed as a Senior Policy Planner since 

September 2015. My current role includes carrying out background research for District Plan changes, 

preparation of plan change documents and s32 reports, Presenting at Council meetings, workshops and 

plan change hearings, consultation with the community on Council projects and proposals, making 

recommendations on submissions, the development of structure plans and plan changes to implement 

the Whangarei Coastal Management Strategy, making submissions on proposed legislation and 

regional and national policy documents, and liaising with the public, other Council departments and other 

agencies on resource management and coastal issues. 

Melissa McGrath 

 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. 

Robert Burgoyne 

 I am a qualified planner holding the qualification of Bachelor of Resource and Environmental Planning 

from Massey University in Palmerston North in 2013. I have been a Full member of the New Zealand 

Planning Institute since January 2019. 

 I have been employed in various resource management positions in local government and private 

companies since 2013. 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 
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resource consent applications, district plan formulation and policy advice for the Whangarei District 

Council, internal and external consultation, and liaising with the public on resource management issues. 

Sarah Horton 

 I have no vested interest in the outcome of the Urban and Services Plan Changes, nor any conflict of 

interest to declare. I am a qualified planner holding the qualification of Bachelor of Planning from the 

University of Auckland in 2001. I have been a Full member of the New Zealand Planning Institute since 

July 2013. 

 I have been employed in various resource management positions in local government and private 

companies since 2000. My predominant experience has been in statutory policy and resource consent 

planning in the Whangarei and Auckland regions, with some time working in the UK. My experience 

includes preparing, processing and reporting on resource consent applications, district plan formulation 

and policy advice for the Whangarei District Council, internal and external consultation, and liaising with 

the public on resource management issues.    

 Purpose of Report 
 This report considers submissions received in relation to the proposed zone boundaries of PC88A – 88J 

and PC115. Any submissions relating to the zone boundaries of PC143, PC144, PC145 have been 

considered within Part 7 (Regionally Significant Infrastructure Zones) of the s42A Report. The 

submissions relating to the zoning of Precincts have been considered within Part 12 of the s42A Report. 

For each submission, the relevant zoning criteria have been considered in assessing the submission 

and forming our opinions. 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 in our opinion the most appropriate response in 

accordance with s32AA. 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. Depending on the complexity of the change proposed, a s32AA assessment has been 

provided as Attachment 2. 

 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. 
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 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. Submissions relating to zone boundaries are assessed within this s42A report. Submissions 

relating to general zoning criteria have been assessed within the relevant s42A report. As some zoning 

submissions relate to multiple topics, cross references to the discussion and recommendation sections 

of other topics have been included. Topic headings for the submissions assessed under this s42A report 

are as follows: 

A. PC88A, B, C, D, & F – Commercial Zones 

B. PC88E – Centres 

C. PC88G and H – Industry  

D. PC88I – Living Zones 

E. PC115 – Open Space 

F. Various 

 While all submitters have been acknowledged in the summary of submissions [Appendix D of Part 1 of 

the s42A Report], 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 submissions 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. 

 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 – summarises matters raised in the submissions with a brief outline of 

relief sought. 

• Discussion – discusses responses to the relief sought. 
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• Recommendation – outlines a recommendation to the Commissioners in response to the relief 

sought. 

 Where submissions have requested a specific site or area for rezoning then a summary table has been 

provided with key property and submission details. The summary tables also contain the s42A 

discussion and recommendation in response to the submission where appropriate. 

 The notified zone maps are provided as Appendix E of Part 1 of the s42A report.  Any recommended 

changes to the notified zone maps as a result of submissions are attached to this report [see 

Attachment 1]. 
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 Consideration of Submissions 
A. PC88A, B, C, D & F – Commercial Zones (Author: Sarah Brownie) 

 Section A addresses submissions on the Commercial Zones. Topic headings for the submissions 

assessed under section A are as follows:  

a. Mixed Use Zone (PC88B) 
b. Commercial Zone (PC88D) 
c. Shopping Centre Zone (PC88F) 

 

a. Mixed Use Zone (MU) 

Submission Information 

 Foodstuffs North Island Limited (Foodstuffs) requests to retain the MU zoning of the Whangarei 

PAK'N'SAVE site and surrounding area as shown in the submission. 

Foodstuffs – Property and Submission Information 

Submission Number 225 

Notified Planning Map 10Z and 67Z 

Legal Description Lot 1 DP 114281, Lot 2 DP 114281, Lot 3 DP 114281, Lot 4 DP 114281, 
Lot 5 DP 114281 

Address / Locality 104 Walton Street, 88 Dent Street, Whangarei 

Area 19370m² approx. 

Operative Zoning Business 1 Environment  

Notified Zoning Mixed Use Zone 

Requested Zoning Mixed Use Zone 

Submitter’s Supporting 
Technical Information 
or Reports 

 

Discussion I acknowledge the submitters support for the notified zoning of the subject 
site. 

Recommendation Accept 

Aerial Imagery of Affected Site 
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 The University of Auckland requests that the MU zoning of the Campus site be retained as notified. 

The University of Auckland – Property and Submission Information 

Submission Number 248 

Notified Planning Map 10Z and 66Z 

Legal Description LOT 1 DP 167621 

Address / Locality 13 Alexander Street, Whangarei 

Area 1.52 ha approx 

Operative Zoning Business 3 Environment  

Notified Zoning Mixed-Use Zone 

Requested Zoning Mixed-Use Zone 

Submitter’s Supporting 
Technical Information 
or Reports 

 

 

Discussion 

I acknowledge the submitters support for the notified zoning of the subject 
site. 

Recommendation Accept 

Aerial Imagery of Affected Site 
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 Landowners Coalition Incorporated (Landowners) request that the area to the west of Norfolk St, 

between Norfolk St, Grey Street, Bank Street and Aubrey Street be rezoned to MU. 

Landowners – Property and Submission Information 

Submission Number 138 

Notified Planning Map 10Z and 67Z 

Legal Description Part Lot 38 DEEDS W 23, Part Lot 37 DEEDS W 23, Part Lot 36 DEEDS 
W 23, Part Lot 35 DEEDS W 23, Lot 2 DP 70349, Lot 33 DEEDS W 23, 
Lot 32 DEEDS W 23, Lot 31 DEEDS W 23, Lot 30 DEEDS W 23, Lot 8 DP 
23815, Lot 7 DP 23815, Lot 2 DEEDS 728, Lot 1 DEEDS 728, Lot 8 
DEEDS W 18, Lot 5 DP 23815, Lot 4 DP 23815, Lot 11 DEEDS W 18, Lot 
3 DP 23815, Lot 2 DP 23815, Lot 1 DP 433385, Lot 2 DP 433385, Lot 1 
DP 439249, Lot 3 DEEDS 495, Lot 1 DP 37723 

Address / Locality 17-55 Norfolk Street, Regent, Whangarei 

Area Approximately 1.31 ha  

Operative Zoning Living 2 Environment 

Notified Zoning High-density Residential Zone 

Requested Zoning Mixed-Use Zone 

Submitter’s Supporting 
Technical Information 
or Reports 

 

Discussion See discussion below 

Recommendation Reject 
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Aerial Imagery of Affected Site 

 

 R and D Taylor-Silva (Taylor-Silva) request that the west side of Norfolk Street is zoned as MU. 

Taylor-Silva – Property and Submission Information 

Submission Number 257 

Notified Planning Map 10Z and 67Z 

Legal Description Part Lot 38 DEEDS W 23, Part Lot 37 DEEDS W 23, Part Lot 36 DEEDS 
W 23, Part Lot 35 DEEDS W 23, Lot 2 DP 70349, Lot 33 DEEDS W 23, 
Lot 32 DEEDS W 23, Lot 31 DEEDS W 23, Lot 30 DEEDS W 23, Lot 8 DP 
23815, Lot 7 DP 23815, Lot 2 DEEDS 728, Lot 1 DEEDS 728, Lot 8 
DEEDS W 18, Lot 5 DP 23815, Lot 4 DP 23815, Lot 11 DEEDS W 18, Lot 
3 DP 23815, Lot 2 DP 23815, Lot 1 DP 433385, Lot 2 DP 433385, Lot 1 
DP 439249, Lot 3 DEEDS 495, Lot 1 DP 37723 

Address / Locality 17-55 Norfolk Street, Regent, Whangarei 

Area Approximately 1.31 ha  

Operative Zoning Living 2 Environment 

Notified Zoning High-density Residential Zone 

Requested Zoning Mixed-use Zone 

Submitter’s Supporting 
Technical Information 
or Reports 

 

Discussion See discussion below 
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Recommendation Reject 

Aerial Imagery of Affected Site 

 

Discussion - Norfolk Street 

 Landowners and Taylor-Silva have both requested that land on Norfolk Street be re-zoned from High 

Density Residential (HDR) to Mixed Use (MU).  Zoning criteria for HDR and MU is contained within SD-

P31 and SD-P23 respectively which I have assessed below:  

HDR Criteria Assessment MU Criteria Assessment 

Contiguous with 
existing Living Zones 
in Whangarei City or 
Ruakaka/Marsden 
Point. 

Agree– HDR zoning 
has been notified on 
both sides of Norfolk 
Street and the HDR 
zoning at the subject 
sites can be considered 
an extension of the 
HDR zoning on the 
west side of Norfolk 
Street. Both areas have 
operative Living 2 
zoning. 

Adjacent to the City 
Centre Zone. 

Disagree– Norfolk 
Street is not adjacent 
to the City Centre 
Zone. 

Feature sufficient 
roading access to 
accommodate 
increased 
development. 

Agree – premises on 
both sides of Norfolk 
Street have good 
access to the road. 

Adjacent or in 
proximity to key 
arterial transport 
routes or the 
Waterfront Zone. 

Agree – the subject 
sites are not adjacent 
to Bank Street but are 
in proximity to Bank 
Street.  The subject 
sites are not adjacent 
to or in proximity to the 
Waterfront Zone. 
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Not identified as 
hazard prone. 

Agree – the land is 
identified as being low 
land stability hazard. 

Have an existing 
presence of active 
frontages at ground 
floor. 

Disagree – frontages 
at the subject sites are 
set back and have not 
been activated. 

Do not comprise 
highly versatile soils, 
Outstanding Natural 
Landscapes or 
Features, High or 
Outstanding Natural 
Character, significant 
indigenous vegetation 
or high concentrations 
of archaeological sites 

Agree – none of these 
are present at the land. 

Have an existing level 
of amenity that is 
compatible with 
residential activities. 

Agree – in my opinion, 
the amenity goes 
beyond being 
compatible with 
residential activities; 
the amenity is 
residential.  If the 
business signs and 
uses are removed, 
residential units 
remain. 

Serviced by Council’s 
reticulated three 
waters infrastructure 
with sufficient capacity 
available. 

Agree – three water 
infrastructure systems 
are available or can be 
provided on Norfolk 
Street. 

  

Will not materially 
increase the potential 
for reverse sensitivity 
effects in the Rural 
Area. 

Agree – the land is not 
near any Rural Area. 

  

Will not compromise 
the rural character of 
an area. 

Agree - the land is not 
near any Rural Area. 

  

Meets the criteria 
above 

Agree – all criteria met.   

In proximity to 
commercial centres 
and sufficient Green 
Space Zones 

Agree – the subject 
sites are within walking 
distance of the City 
Centre Zone, Mixed 
Use Zone and Laurie 
Hall Park.  

  

Feasible for higher 
density residential 
development. 

Agree – the lots of land 
on Norfolk Street are 
larger and can 
accommodate 
additional residential 
development on a case 
by case basis and at 
the discretion of 
landowners/developers. 
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 Given that the subject sites in my opinion, meet all the criteria for HDR zoning and do not meet 2 out of 

the 4 zoning criteria for the MU zone, I do not support rezoning the area as MU.  I recommend that the 

notified HDR zoning is retained. 

Recommendation 

 I recommend that the Commissioners accept and/or reject the submission points as detailed below: 

a. Retain the planning maps as notified, noting that amendments may have been recommended in 

response to other submissions. 

Submitter Submission# & Point # Accept/Reject Recommendation 
Landowners  138.35 Reject a 

The University of Auckland 248.4 Accept a 

Taylor-Silva 257.1 Reject a 

Foodstuffs 225.3 Accept a 

 

 

b. Commercial Zone  (COM) 

Submission Information 

 Mitre 10 Holdings Ltd requests that the zoning of the subject site be retained as COM, with trade 

suppliers, garden centres and food and beverage enabled as permitted activities, subject to compliance 

with the relevant standards. 

Mitre 10 Holdings Ltd – Property and Submission Information 

Submission Number 36 

Notified Planning Map 10Z, 67Z and 68Z 

Legal Description Lot 5 DP 45766; Lot 1 DP 89445, Lot 12 DP 43750, Lot 13 DP 43750, Lot 
14 DP 43750, Lot 15 DP 43750, Lot 16 DP 43750, Lot 17 DP 43750, Lot 
19 DP 43750, Lot 20 DP 43750, Lot 21 DP 44841, Lot 22 DP 44841 

Address / Locality 46 Porowini Avenue (situated 44 Porowini Avenue), 35-49 Kaka Street 

Area 1.0085 ha (46 Porowini Ave) and approximately 0.71 ha (35-49 Kaka 
Street) Whangarei 

Operative Zoning Business 4 Environment 

Notified Zoning Commercial Zone 

Requested Zoning Commercial Zone 
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Submitter’s Supporting 
Technical Information 
or Reports 

 

Discussion I acknowledge the submitters support for the notified zoning of the subject 
site. 

Recommendation Accept 

Aerial Imagery of Affected Site 

 

 Z Energy requests to retain the zoning of the Z Energy site (47 Porowini Ave) and Caltex site (307 – 311 

Western Hills Dr) as COM. 

Z Energy – Property and Submission Information 

Submission Number 62.1 

Notified Planning Map 10Z and 67Z 

Legal Description Lot 1 DP 432662 

Address / Locality 47 Porowini Avenue and 303-311 Western Hills Drive, Whangarei  

Area Approximately 0.30 ha (Porowini Ave) and approximately 0.30 ha 
(Western Hills Dr)  

Operative Zoning Business 4, Business 2 and Living 2 Environment 

Notified Zoning Commercial Zone 

Requested Zoning Commercial Zone 
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Submitter’s Supporting 
Technical Information 
or Reports 

 

Discussion I acknowledge the submitters support for the notified zoning of the subject 
site. 

Recommendation Accept 

Aerial Imagery of Affected Site 

 

 

 Z Energy requests to amend the zoning of Caltex Lower Tarewa Road, at 15 Lower Tarewa Road, 

Morningside, from SCZ to COM. 

Z Energy – Property and Submission Information 
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Submission Number 62.15 

Notified Planning Map 10Z, 66Z and 68Z 

Legal Description Lot 4 DP 206056 

Address / Locality 15 Lower Tarewa Road, Whangarei 

Area 0.247 Ha 

Operative Zoning Business 2 Environment 

Notified Zoning Shopping Centre Zone 

Requested Zoning Commercial Zone 

Submitter’s Supporting 
Technical Information 
or Reports 

 

Discussion I acknowledge that the COM is a more enabling zone with respect to 
service station activities than the SCZ.  In my opinion, the requested relief 
is not appropriate because COM (if located adjacent to SCZ) has the 
potential to permit activities and environmental effects that are not 
compatible with SCZ and to create cross boundary issues with the SCZ 
that are not managed within the COM.   

I note that Z have asked for an alternative means of relief, to provide for 
existing service stations which are established within the SCZ.  I have 
responded to that request within Part 4 of the s42A report and I have 
recommended a bespoke rule and a policy to provide for the existing 
Caltex service station at Tarewa SCZ in a way that supports objectives, 
policies and intended development within the SCZ.  I do not consider re-
zoning the Caltex service station site to be either necessary or 
appropriate. 

Recommendation Reject 

Aerial Imagery of Affected Site 
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 Chuter Family Trust requests to rezone 19 sites located [as identified on map attached to submission] 

within the Kamo Local Commercial Centre, along Clark Street, Kamo Road, Wakelin Street to COM. 

Chuter Family Trust – Property and Submission Information 

Submission Number 169 

Notified Planning Map 10Z, 58Z and 59Z 

Legal Description Lot 1 DP 117970; Lot 1 DP 54923; Lot 2 DP 54923; Lot 3 DP 54923; Lot 4 
DP 54923; Lot 5 DP54923; Lot 6 DP 54923; Lot 7 DP 54923; Lot 9 DP 
54923; Lot 11 DP 54923; Lot 1 DP 85134; Lot 5 DP 44309; Lot 6 DP 
44309; Lot 7 DP 44309; Lot 8 DP 44309; Pt Allot 110 Tn of Kamo; Lot 2 
DP 55143; Lot 1 DP 55143; Lot 1 Deed 1105; Pt Allot 21 Tn of Kamo 

Address / Locality 1 Clark Road, 3 Clark Road, 5 Clark Road, 7 Clark Road, 9 Clark Road, 
11 Clark Road, 13 Clark Road, 15 Clark Road, 17 Clark Road, 19 Clark 
Road, 21 Clark Road, 471 Kamo Road, 471a Kamo Road, 469a Kamo 
Road, 469 Kamo Road, 376 Kamo Road, 378 Kamo Road, 378a Kamo 
Road, 1 Wakelin Street, 1a Wakelin Street  

Area 6018m² 

Operative Zoning Kamo Walkability Environment 

Notified Zoning Local Commercial Zone 

Requested Zoning Commercial Zone 

Submitter’s Supporting 
Technical Information 
or Reports 

 

Discussion See discussion below 
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Recommendation Reject 

Aerial Imagery of Affected Site 

 

Discussion – Chuter 

 Chuter Family Trust (Chuter Family) has requested that land in Kamo is re-zoned from Local Centre 

(LC) to Commercial Zone (COM).  Zoning criteria for LC and COM is contained within SD-P26 and SD-

P22 respectively which I have assessed below:  

LC Criteria Assessment COM Criteria Assessment 

Contain a range of 
existing small scale 
commercial and 
community activities 
to support the 
surrounding 
residential 
community. 

Agree – At the 
subject sites the 
activities are mostly 
industrial, but in the 
wider context, a wide 
range of activities is 
present within the 
area, including 
residential, medical 
facilities, retail, 
grocery stores, and 
service stations. 

Range of existing 
commercial, business and 
small scale industrial 
activities. 

Agree - the existing 
activities at the subject 
sites are mostly light 
industrial, but in the 
wider context, a wide 
range of activities is 
present within the 
area, including 
residential, medical 
facilities, retail, grocery 
stores and residential.   

Have predominately 
active street 
frontages and strong 
pedestrian networks. 

Agree – the notified 
LC area has a 
predominance of 
activated frontages 
and footpaths 
support the 
pedestrian network 
throughout the area 

Good transport access is 
available. 

Disagree – the area on 
Clarke Road does not 
have good access to 
the arterial road, Kamo 
Road.  It is in proximity 
to Kamo Road, but the 
street is narrow and 
manoeuvrability of 
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and at the subject 
sites.  

larger vehicles could 
be an issue. 

Are not identified as 
hazard prone. 

Agree – the area is 
identified and low 
land instability 
hazard. 

The area is within 1km of 
the City Centre Zone. 

Disagree – the area 
exceeds 1km from the 
City Centre Zone. 

Are not located within 
500m of the City 
Centre Zone and 
maintain the viability 
of the City Centre 
Zone. 

Agree – the area is 
further than 500m 
away from the City 
Centre Zone. 

There is a low to 
moderate presence of 
active frontages at ground 
floor. 

Agree in part – there is 
little active frontage at 
the subject land, 
however within the 
wider area there is a 
significant amount of 
activated frontage 
which contributes to a 
strong pedestrian 
network in the area. 

Have an identified 
demand for business, 
service and 
community activities 
for the surrounding 
residential 
community. 

Agree – the existing 
activities service. 

There is a low presence of 
residential and retail 
activities. 

Disagree – the existing 
activities on the 
subject land are mostly 
industrial, but are 
immediately adjacent 
to residential and retail 
activities. 

Occupy a maximum 
total contiguous land 
area not exceeding 
6ha. 

Disagree – the total 
LC area for Kamo 
exceeds 6 Ha. 

The criteria for other 
Business Zones are not 
met. 

Disagree – the subject 
land meets criteria for 
LC (with the exception 
of land area). 

 Given the assessment above, I do not support rezoning the subject sites as COM.  In my opinion, LC 

zoning is the best fit for the amenity of in the area.  The COM was intended as a transitional zone from 

high amenity to lower amenity business zones within Whangarei City only.  In my opinion COM is not 

sympathetic to residential or community activities which are enabled in the LC and are present in the 

wider Kamo township.  I acknowledge that there is a range of activities present and that this particular 

criterion can be met for both LC and COM, I consider that the range of activities is more closely aligned 

with those expected in the LC given the presence of community and residential activities.  

 I recognise that the majority of existing industrial activities are non-complying activities in the LC and 

consider that this is appropriate to maintain amenity in the LC.  Existing established activities have 

existing use rights, and appropriate redevelopment of these activities could occur under the LC 

provisions by way of resource consent. 

 A substantial amount land has been zoned Light Industrial (LI) at Springs Flat which consolidates and 

enables light industrial activities.  I consider that industries are better located in the LI than at the subject 

sites on Clark Road.  Long term, in my opinion this provides for better amenity outcomes for both LC 

and LI zones and it best protects the intended purpose and objectives for each of these zones. 

 I recommend that that the notified LC zoning is retained. 
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 Mark Cromie Motor Group (MCMG) requests to amend Planning map 67Z to re-zone the subject land 

from WZ to: 

a.  COM; or 

b. A new waterfront area that is separate from the mixed use and commercial areas, and that 

allows motor vehicle sales activities to proceed as a permitted activity; or 

c. LI. 

Mark Cromie Motor Group – Property and Submission Information 

Submission Number 258 

Notified Planning Map 10Z and 67Z 

Legal Description Section 1 SO 66132; Lot 1 DP 156427; Lot 1 DP 400940; Lot 3 DP 
400940; Lot 10 DP 400940 

Address / Locality 46 Port Road, 52-56 Port Road, Whangarei 

Area 1.465ha approx. 

Operative Zoning Business 4 Environment and Open Space Environment 

Notified Zoning Waterfront Zone  

Requested Zoning Commercial Zone, OR Waterfront Zone (new sub-zone), OR Light 
Industrial Zone 

Submitter’s Supporting 
Technical Information 
or Reports 

 

Discussion See discussion below 

Recommendation Accept 

Aerial Imagery of Affected Site 
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 United Port Road Limited seek to re-zone 129 Port Road (Lot 2 DP 440670) and surrounding sites from 

WZ to: 

a. Split zone with 30m from the Hatea Loop Walkway zoned WZ and the balance of the sites 

zoned COM; or 

b. Split zone) with 30m from the Hatea Loop Walkway zoned WZ and the balance of the sites 

zoned MU, with amendments to the MU; or 

c. Change the WZ to an Overlay with a width of 30m and rezone all underlying land COM or 

MU. 

United Port Road Limited – Property and Submission Information 

Submission Number 162 

Notified Planning Map 10Z, 67Z and 68Z 

Legal Description Lot 1 DP 55550, Lot 2 DP 55550, Lot 1 DP 57428, Lot 2 DP 440670, Lot 
10 DP 440940, Lot 1 DP 400940, Lot 3 DP 400940, Lot 1 DP 156427, 
Section 1 SO 66132.  

Address / Locality 46 Port Road, 52-56 Port Road and 117 -133 Port Road 

Area 4.448ha approx 

Operative Zoning Business 2 Environment 

Notified Zoning Waterfront Zone 

Requested Zoning Commercial Zone OR, Mixed Use Zone, OR Waterfront Overlay 
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Supporting Technical 
Information or Reports 

s32 Evaluation 

Discussion See discussion below 

Recommendation Accept in Part 

Aerial Imagery of Affected Sites 

 

Discussion – 46-56 Port Road and 117-133 Port Road 

 MCMG and United Port Road Limited have both requested that sites on Port Road be re-zoned from 

WZ to COM.  I have considered these re-zoning requests together because of the proximity of the 

subject sites and the similarity of issues.  The zoning requests apply to subject sites which fall on both 

sides of Port Road.  In this discussion, I refer to 46-56 Port Road on the eastern side as ‘Port Road 
East’, and 117-133 Port Road on the western side as ‘Port Road West’. 

 I acknowledge the partial support for the WZ in the United submission, and note that the zone is intended 

to be a high amenity zone with a purpose to provide a hub for culture, tourism, art and recreation. 

 In my opinion, the re-zoning as requested by the submitters individually is not appropriate and would 

not achieve SD-O4 and SD-O5 (sense of place and avoidance of conflict between incompatible 

development), which are supported by SD-P2 and SD-P4.  The collective re-zoning would create a ‘hole’ 

in the WZ that in my opinion is not appropriate, and would leave the boundaries of the WZ disjointed 

and not well connected with respect to each other or with respect to a transition from WZ to neighbouring 

zones. Port Road East would have split zoning specially requested by United.  Port Road West would 

retain a WZ spot zone at the northern most site under the MCMG submission.  In my opinion, it is 

appropriate to consider Port Road East and Port Road West collectively to avoid split zoning and spot 

zoning. 
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 Both submissions have sought rezoning to COM. The COM does not address cross boundary issues or 

incompatible land uses that might arise between the COM and the WZ.  This is not an issue for the 

zoning as notified, because land has not been zoned as WZ in proximity to COM.  The rezoning as 

requested by the submissions means that COM sites would adjoin the WZ at both Port Road East and 

at Port Road West (under the MCMG submission). The submissions do not seek amendments to the 

COM provisions to address cross-boundary effects. 

 I note that the WZ is an aspirational zone, intended to showcase culture, recreation, art, and tourism 

within Whangarei.  In my opinion the WZ is about creating a sense of place and building Whangarei 

District’s identity and the area should be very carefully considered in respect to SD-04.  This raises a 

question about whether re-zoning the subject sites might compromise this objective by losing an 

opportunity to identify the subject sites as part of a wider area being valued by the community and able 

to contribute to the District’s identity. 

 In my opinion, a transition in this area has already begun to occur.  Construction of the Hatea Loop 

Walkway, which shares a boundary with the Port Road East sites, demonstrates this.  Further, 133 Port 

Road (Sec 3 SO 477156), has been included within the submission by United for re-zoning, but is owned 

by Whangarei District Council and is currently used for Waterfront purposes (community parking and 

landscaping area adjacent to the Hatea Loop and Te Matau a Pohe bridge).   I do not consider it 

appropriate to re-zone 133 Port Road and in my opinion this site should remain WZ as notified. 

 I acknowledge the need to consider existing uses at Port Road West and Port Road East, and that COM 

would be much more enabling with respect to development of existing uses at the subject sites than the 

notified WZ.   

 In my opinion however, there is potential for WZ re-development to occur at Port Road East.  I note that 

one of the largest sites is currently being used for a recreation purposes (a bowling alley).  While some 

existing activities might fit better with the COM description and permitted activity rules than the WZ, I 

note that those existing established activities can rely on existing use rights, and that activities already 

provided for by way of resource consent can continue to operate in accordance with the conditions of 

consent.  In my opinion it is appropriate for any other future development at Port Road East to be 

assessed in accordance with the provisions of the WZ. 

 I consider that the proposed COM re-zoning at Port Road East would result in inappropriate cross-

boundary effects. Accordingly, I do not support COM at Port Road East.  I consider that the degree of 

consequential amendments required to amend the MU to provide for Port road East means that the MU 

would no longer be fit for purpose at other locations. Accordingly, I do not support MU at Port Road East.  I 

consider that the use of the WZ instead of an overlay or other zoning method is appropriate for the 

reasons set out in the s32 analysis.  The WZ was created as a zone because using an overlay cannot 

adequately enable appropriate development in the WZ.  Accordingly, do not support the use of an overlay at Port 

Road East. 

 Existing development at Port Road West is much more finely balanced.  There is far less opportunity for 

future WZ re-development given the recent built development.  In my opinion, the existing development 
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at Port Road West is more consistent with the COM zoning criteria than that the eastern side of Port 

Road.  Port Road West is also separated from the Hatea Loop by the road and by the balance of the 

WZ.  In my opinion the risk of conflict between the WZ and incompatible activities at Port Road West is 

low, given this separation. 

 I also consider that if the entire of Port Road West is re-zoned to COM as requested by United, rather 

than predominantly COM but retaining a WZ spot zone as requested by MCMG, then the potential for 

cross boundary effects between WZ and COM is also resolved with respect to Port Road West. 

 Overall, I recommend that Port Road East is retained as WZ and that Port Road West is re-zoned as 

COM. In reaching this recommendation I have undertaken an assessment of zoning criteria and s32AA 

assessment – see Attachment 2. 

 WDC Infrastructure Group (WDC Infrastructure) seek to rezone various sites COM. 

WDC Infrastructure – Property and Submission Information 

Submission Number 242 

Notified Planning Map 10Z, 66Z and 68Z 

Legal Description Lot 1 DP 44310, Lot 2 DP 44310, Lot 3 DP 44310, Lot 4 DP 44310, Lot 5 
DP 44310, Lot 77 DP 597 and Section 1 SO 64724. 

Address / Locality 2-10 First Avenue, Whangarei 

Area Approx 5730m² 

Operative Zoning Living 2 Environment  

Notified Zoning High-Density Residential Zone and Sport and Active Recreation Zone 

Requested Zoning Commercial Zone 

Submitter’s Supporting 
Technical Information 
or Reports 

 

Discussion The submission states that a zoning change is required to provide for the 
most appropriate use of land in the best interest of the public.  The 
submission does not explain why COM is more appropriate than the HDR 
and SAR which was notified. 

The notified zoning has been applied in accordance with zoning criteria 
and has been assessed and deemed as appropriate in the s32 reports.  I 
concur with the s32 reports. 

I note that the sites are publicly owned and are currently being used for 
residential, and sport and active recreation purposes. 
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I do not support COM zoning at the subject sites and I recommend that 
the notified zoning is retained. 

Recommendation Reject 

Aerial Imagery of Affected Site 

 

Recommendation 

 I recommend that the Commissioners accept and/or reject the submission points as detailed below: 

a. Retain the planning maps as notified, noting that amendments may have been recommended in 

response to other submissions. 

b. Amend planning map 67Z as detailed in Attachment 1 subject to consequential amendments to COM. 

Submitter Submission# & Point # Accept/Reject Recommendation 
Mitre 10 Holdings Ltd 36.1 Accept a 

Z Energy 62.1 Accept a 

Z Energy 62.15 Reject a 

Chuter Family Trust 169.1 Reject a 

Mark Cromie Motor Group 258.1-3 Accept  b 

United Port Road Limited 162.1-3 Accept in Part b 

WDC Infrastructure 242.54 Reject a 

 A Lensink requests that we do not rezone this property or rezone to a zone that allows Commercial use 

(office). 

A Lensink – Property and Submission Information 

Submission Number 52 
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Notified Planning Map 10Z and 66Z 

Legal Description Lot 3 DP 8872 

Address / Locality 68 Maunu Road Whangarei 

Area 0.0552ha approx 

Operative Zoning Business 3 Environment 

Notified Zoning High-density Residential Zone 

Requested Zoning Business 3 Zone 

Submitter’s Supporting 
Technical Information 
or Reports 

Nil 

Discussion In my opinion the submitter has provided insufficient information to 
support rezoning the subject site.  In my opinion the site is consistent with 
the HDR s32 zoning criteria.  

I note that the site is not precluded from being used as an office.  The 
notified zoning of HDR allows for commercial service activities (office) to 
occur onsite provided that it is ancillary to a residential unit.   

Recommendation Reject 

Aerial Imagery of Affected Site 

 

Recommendation 

 I recommend that the Commissioners reject the submission: 
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a. Retain the planning maps as notified, noting that amendments may have been recommended in 

response to other submissions. 

Submitter Submission# & Point # Accept/Reject Recommendation 
A Lensink 52 Reject a 

 

 

c. PC88F Shopping Centre Zone (SCZ) 

Submission Information 

 P Hill requests the following re-zoning: 

P Hill – Property and Submission Information 

Submission Number 65 

Notified Planning Map 10Z, 67Z and 68Z 

Legal Descriptions Lot 1 DP 173129, Lot 1 DP 152382, Lot 1 DP 158754, Lot 2 DP 153596, 
Lot 3 DP 153596. 

Address / Locality 12 Okara Drive 

Area 15140m² approx 

Operative Zoning Business 2 Environment 

Notified Zoning Shopping Centre Zone 

Requested Zoning Commercial Zone 

Submitter’s Supporting 
Technical Information 
or Reports 

 

Discussion See discussion below 

Recommendation Reject 

Aerial Imagery of Affected Sites 



 
 

29 
 
 
 

 

Discussion – P Hill Submission 

 Zoning criteria for SCZ and COM are contained within SD-P21 and SD-P22 which I have assessed in 

respect to the subject sites below: 

SCZ Criteria Assessment COM Criteria Assessment 

The combined 
existing net retail 
area exceeds 
2,000m². 

Agree – the current 
combined building 
area is in the order of 
7,000m² 

Range of existing 
commercial, business 
and small scale 
industrial activities. 

Agree – there is a range of 
commercial and business 
activities occurring at Okara 
West.  Most of the activities 
are larger on average.  
There are no industrial 
activities. 

The net floor area 
for existing retail 
activities has a 
minimum average 
of 450m². 

Agree – current 
building area is 
approx. 7,000m² over 
8 activities.  Approx 
ave 875m². 

Good transport access 
is available. 

Agree – Okara West has 
access to Okara Road and 
to Commerce Street. 

Three or more 
existing retailers 
are located at a 
single existing 
‘destination’ 
shopping centre. 

Agree – existing uses 
include multiple 
retailers.  The retailers 
tend toward trade 
retailers, but there is 
more than 1 
‘destination’ retailer on 
the site. 

The area is within 1km 
of the City Centre 
Zone. 

Agree – Okara West is 
within 1km of the closest 
CC boundary.  
Approximately 450m.  

Multiple brands 
are present. 

Agree – multiple 
brands are available at 
Okara West. 

There is a low to 
moderate presence of 
active frontages at 
ground floor. 

Agree – Okara West does 
not have activated 
frontages. 
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The shopping 
centre can be 
planned, 
managed and 
developed as a 
single facility. 

Disagree – there are 
currently multiple 
owners of multiple 
sites and at least 1 
body corporate at 
Okara West.  
(Collaboration and co-
operation between site 
owners could resolve 
this in the future). 

There is a low 
presence of residential 
and retail activities. 

Disagree – Okara West 
accommodates Hunting 
and Fishing and Antiques 
and Collectibles.  Hunting 
and Fishing is a significant 
retail presence.  There are 
also several other retail 
activities. 

Shared common 
public facilities 
(such as parking, 
restrooms, rest 
areas, pedestrian 
network) are 
provided. 

Disagree – visitors to 
the site can park within 
a central area, but the 
parking appears to be 
allocated.  Several 
shops/sites have 
active frontages on to 
a shared pathway.  
The area is also 
adjacent to the 
Waiarohia Stream and 
there could be 
opportunities for 
additional facilities 
being made available 
to the public as the 
subject sites are 
developed. 

The criteria for other 
Business Zones are 
not met. 

Agree – Okara West does 
not meet all the SCZ 
criteria. 

The City Centre 
Zone is within 
1km of the 
shopping centre. 

Agree – Okara West is 
approximately 450m 
from the CC. 

  

 With respect to the Okara West Shopping Centre, SCZ meets 5 out of 7 criteria, and COM meets 5 out 

of 6 criteria.  In my view, the zoning of Okara West is finely balanced and it is not appropriate to rely on 

the criteria in the zoning policies alone.  The directives contained within the policies are also important. 

 The directive set out in SD-P21 is to “provide for compatible larger general retail activities by applying 

the Shopping Centre Zone where…” and SD-P22 is to “provide for a mix of commercial, business and 

small-scale industrial activities without materially reducing the economic potential of other Business 

Zones by applying the Commercial Zone in locations where…”.   

 I acknowledge SD-P8 which directs that Council “ensure that there is sufficient residential and business 

development capacity by zoning land”.  SCZ has been applied at only 3 locations to provide for a unique 

form of development.  Land supply for shopping centre development is limited.  Okara West has been 

zoned as SCZ to ensure that there is sufficient land available to accommodate larger general retail 

activities within a shopping centre format over the long term.  I consider that approach to be appropriate. 
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 Mr Foy has provided response to the submission from an economic perspective (Attachment 4 of Part 
1).  Mr Foy states that “while not all of the current characteristics of the notified SCZ are present in the 

Okara West Shopping Centre, in our opinion Okara West is an appropriate location to zone SCZ, and 

an SCZ would help to provide adequate capacity to provide for future growth in LFR demand”.  I agree 

with Mr Foy. 

 The s32 reports have considered the National Policy Statement for Urban Development Capacity (NPS 
UDC), and concluded that the notified Urban and Services Plan Change package has been zoned to 

ensure that Whangarei District has adequate business and residential capacity in accordance with the 

NPSUDC.  There is no change with respect to capacity for larger general retail activities over the long 

term when this re-zoning request is modelled.  This is because the model assigns development to vacant 

land. Okara West is already developed and so any capacity effects would rely on changes of use to the 

existing activities. 

 I acknowledge the existing uses on the subject sites at Okara West, and that the SCZ will constrain 

some activities (eg community activities and office space) more than the COM.  However, existing 

development can rely on existing use rights and consent can be obtained for commercial services, food 

and beverage activities, retail activities and grocery stores as discretionary activities should compliance 

with permitted activity status is not achieved.  Other activities such as trade supplier activities and hire 

premises may also obtain consent as non-complying activities if they pass a s104 RMA gateway. 

 Even though Okara West is already developed, I consider that it could provide additional future capacity 

for shopping centre development. Even though 20-34 Port Road is already developed, I consider that it 

could provide additional future capacity for shopping centre development at a known location, where 

adverse effects can be better anticipated and managed.  In my opinion, having additional land identified 

where larger general retail can be undertaken is appropriate given that Part 1 of the s32 identifies large 

format retail as a potential shortfall sector. 

 I consider that having some land that can be re-developed, over time, not only ensures that Council 

meets obligations under NPS UDC for larger genal retail, it is also consistent with the directives 

contained in SD P-8, SD-P21 and SD-P22.   

 In my opinion, shopping centre development is unique. Larger general retail activities within a shopping 

centre cannot be responsibly placed just anywhere.  Development needs to be provided for at 

appropriate locations and zoned accordingly. Appropriate sites need to be identified to avoid 

continuation of the resource management issues identified in the s32 report. In my opinion, guidance 

about appropriate locations can be found within the overview and objectives for the SCZ. 

 The SCZ overview states that “It is expected that the amenity of shopping centres will improve over time 

to minimise the impact on other zones and to provide a better shopping experience for patrons”.  In my 

view, Okara West is already part of the way towards achieving a shopping centre development format, 

and it has the capacity to shift incrementally towards a development pattern that better aligns with the 

zoning criteria for the SCZ over time.  This is something that all the SCZ shopping centres have in 

common, as all three zoned locations need to shift towards better amenity and towards development 
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patterns which better align with the SCZ provisions over time.  In my opinion development at Okara 

Shopping Centre and Tarewa Shopping Centre is more advanced at this point in time.  Development at 

Okara West is, in my opinion, able to achieve SCZ development over time. 

 In my opinion, examination of the SCZ objectives provides guidance about appropriate locations for 

shopping centres and that the objectives support Okara West as an appropriate location for the following 

reasons: 

SCZ-O1: Larger retail stores are already available on the site.  There is a development pattern where 
existing activities are consolidated (they share a building) and there is room on the site to 
accommodate additional consolidation if and when development occurs.  The site already 
demonstrates the beginnings of a shopping centre. 

SCZ-O2: The site has the beginnings of pedestrian focused shopping.  There is a shared pathway 
along the front of several businesses.  Similar paths are present at Okara and Tarewa Shopping 
Centres.  The site is located next to the Waiarohia stream.  Development has the potential to connect 
pedestrians to Okara Shopping Centre, the Hatea Loop and the Waterfront. 

SCZ-O3: Proximity to the CC and by providing an appropriate location for larger general retail activities 
to establish.  Larger activities within the CC, LC or WZ could compromise those zones.  The proposed 
zoning identified an appropriate location for shopping centre development.  It reflects that shopping 
centre development towards the CC is better for the CC. 

SCZ-O4: Future shopping centre development is provided for at a known location, therefore adverse 
effects can be better anticipated and managed. 

SCZ-O5: Recognising the potential for best practice urban design at the site.  The site, in its existing 
form, is closer to achieving this objective (with respect to shopping centre form) than other sites. 

 Overall, I consider that zoning Okara West is necessary to ensure adequate capacity for larger general 

retail in consolidated shopping centres is available and that capacity is available in appropriate locations.  

In my view, SCZ zoning is more appropriate than COM zoning at Okara West and I recommend retaining 

the SCZ as notified. 

 

 

d. PC88C Waterfront Zone (WZ) 

 Northland Development Corporation (NDC) have requested the addition of a Hotel and Entertainment 

Centre Precinct, which would apply to the site instead of the Waterfront Zone if the objectives, policies 

and rules of the general Waterfront Zone Mixed Use sub-zone cannot be resolved to the satisfaction of 

NDC. 

Northland Development Corporation – Property and Submission Information 

Submission Number 147.10 

Notified Planning Map 10Z and 67Z 

Legal Description Los 1 – 4 DP 40643 

Address / Locality Riverside Drive, Whangarei 
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Area 1.2ha  

Operative Zoning Town Basin Environment – Riverside Drive Sub-Environment 

Notified Zoning Waterfront Zone – Mixed Use Sub-Zone 

Requested Zoning Hotel and Entertainment Centre Precinct (in the event primary 
relief is not accepted) 

Submitter’s Supporting 
Technical Information or Reports 

Preliminary Development Plans 

Discussion I acknowledge NDC’s support for the objectives and policies 
(particularly WZ-O2, WZ-O4 and WZ-P2) and I note that the 
relief sought by NDC (as far as it related to the WZ provisions) 
has been addressed in Part 4 of the s42A report.  I note that 
some amendments have been recommended for the WZ in 
response to some of the relief sought which may satisfy NDC.  
In the event that it doesn’t, I have considered whether the use 
of a precinct is appropriate.  

The National Planning Standards (the Standards) provides 
direction about the use of precincts.  The purpose of a precinct 
is to modify or refine aspects of the policy approach or outcomes 
anticipated the underlying zone(s).  In my opinion, the use of a 
precinct as requested by the submitter does not do this and 
would provide no benefit with regard to either the policy 
approach or outcomes anticipated. 

The policy framework already anticipates the WZ as a hub for 
culture, arts, tourism and recreation.  The WZ zone provides 
strong support for activities and development which support the 
anticipated outcomes for the WZ.  Visitor accommodation, 
entertainment facilities and places of assembly are already 
provided for as permitted activities in the Mixed-use sub-zone, 
and I note that NDC has supported the range of activities 
provided for.  Where a resource consent may be required for 
one of these activities due to non-compliance with a bulk, 
location or amenity rule, strong support is provided within WZ 
policies. 

A precinct, as requested by NDC, might be used to refine the 
rules at the subject sites.  I do not consider that this is 
appropriate.  In my view, this would effectively amount to a spot 
zone. Depending on the additional rules provided, NDC 
development could be enabled and requirements for resource 
consents reduced.  I do not support this approach.  In my 
opinion, the provisions as recommended in the s42A report are 
appropriate for the site.  In my view, the recommended 
provisions are necessary to ensure that potential adverse 
effects that could affect the WZ and wider area are properly 
considered and addressed within a resource consent regime.  I 
do not support the relief sought. 

Recommendation Reject 

Aerial Imagery of Affected Site 
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e. Various 

 Various submitters1 seek the following rezoning: 

Toprock Investments Ltd, Atkins Port Trust, Tony Gordon Properties Ltd, The Tromitch 
Family Trust, BJ and BJ Young Family Trust and BW and H Ritchie Family Trust – Property 
and Submission Information 

Submission Number 230, 231, 232, 233, 234, 235 

Notified Planning Map 10Z, 67Z and 68Z 

Legal Description Lot 1 DP 49607, Lot 2 DP 49607, Lot 3 DP 49607, Lot 4 DP 49607, Lot 5 
DP 49607, Lot 6 DP 49607, Lot 7 DP 49607, Lot 8 DP 49607. 

Address / Locality 20-34 Port Road, Whangarei  

Area 6472m 

Operative Zoning Business 4 Environment 

Notified Zoning Shopping Centre Zone  

Requested Zoning Light Industrial Zone 

Submitter’s Supporting 
Technical Information 
or Reports 

 

Discussion See discussion below 
                                                      
 
1 Toprock Investments Ltd, Atkins Port Trust, Tony Gordon Properties Ltd, The Tromitch Family Trust, BJ and BJ Young 
Family Trust and BW and H Ritchie Family Trust 
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Recommendation Reject 

Aerial Imagery of Affected Site 

 

Discussion – 20-34 Port Road 

 Zoning criteria for SCZ, LI and COM is contained within SD-P21, SD-P24 and SD-P22 which I have 

assessed in respect to the subject sites below: 

SCZ 
Criteria 

SCZ 
Assessment 

LI Criteria LI Assessment COM 
Criteria 

COM 
Assessment 

The 
combined 
existing net 
retail area 
exceeds 
2,000m². 

Agree – the 
current 
combined 
building area is 
in the order of 
4,000m² 

Contain an 
existing 
range of 
industrial and 
large scale 
retail 
activities. 

Disagree – most of 
the sites 
accommodate 
activities which fall 
into the 
‘commercial’ 
activity grouping 
table.  There is no 
retail activity which 
exceed 450m². 

Range of 
existing 
commercial, 
business 
and small 
scale 
industrial 
activities. 

Agree – there is a 
range of 
commercial and 
business activities 
occurring at the 
subject sites.  
Most of the 
activities are 
smaller sizes. 

The net 
floor area 
for existing 
retail 
activities 
has a 
minimum 
average of 
450m². 

Agree – 
current 
building area is 
approx. 
4000m² over 8 
sites.  Approx 
average 500m² 

Are in 
proximity to 
major 
transport 
routes. 

Agree – the 
subject sites are in 
proximity to Port 
Road. 

Good 
transport 
access is 
available. 

Agree – the 
subject sites can 
access Port Road. 
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Three or 
more 
existing 
retailers are 
located at a 
single 
existing 
‘destination’ 
shopping 
centre. 

Agree – 
existing uses 
are mostly 
retail activities 
as listed in the 
activity 
grouping 
tables. 

Enable 
adverse 
effects on 
proximate 
Living and 
Green Space 
Zones to be 
avoided. 

Agree – the 
subject sites are 
not located near 
Living or Green 
Space Zones 

The area is 
within 1km 
of the City 
Centre 
Zone. 

Agree – the 
subject sites are 
within 1km of the 
closest CC 
boundary. 

Multiple 
brands are 
present. 

Agree – 
Multiple motor 
vehicle brands 
and trade retail 
brands are 
present, but 
there are not 
multiple 
general retail 
brands. 

Have minimal 
existing 
active 
frontages at 
ground floor.   

 

Agree – the sites 
do not have 
activated 
frontages. 

There is a 
low to 
moderate 
presence of 
active 
frontages at 
ground 
floor. 

Agree - the subject 
sites do not have 
activated 
frontages. 

The 
shopping 
centre can 
be planned, 
managed 
and 
developed 
as a single 
facility. 

Disagree – 
most of the 
individual sites 
are owned by 
different 
entities.  
(Collaboration 
and co-
operation 
between site 
owners could 
resolve this in 
the future). 

Have a 
supply of 
medium to 
large sized 
sites.   

 

Disagree – the 
subject sites are 
small to medium 
sized. 

There is a 
low 
presence of 
residential 
and retail 
activities. 

Disagree – Most of 
the sites are retail 
activities as listed 
in the activity 
grouping tables, 
but there is no 
residential activity.  

Shared 
common 
public 
facilities 
(such as 
parking, 
restrooms, 
rest areas, 
pedestrian 
network) 
are 
provided. 

Disagree – 
there are no 
public facilities 
available at the 
subject sites. 

Are in 
proximity to 
key 
resources 
and 
infrastructure. 

Agree – the sites 
are in proximity to 
a good transport 
route (Port Road). 

The criteria 
for other 
Business 
Zones are 
not met. 

Agree– the sites at 
best meet 2/3 of LI 
criteria and 5/7 
SCZ criteria. 

The City 
Centre 
Zone is 
within 1km 
of the 

Agree – the 
closest of the 
subject sites 
are about 
700m from the 
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shopping 
centre. 

edge of the 
CC. 

 I do not agree with the submitters that the LI best reflects the established occupation and use of the 

subject sites, compared to SCZ and COM.  Based on a localised zoning criteria assessment alone, it 

seems that COM is the best fit with the subject sites.  SCZ meets 5 out of 7 criteria, LI meets 4 out of 6 

criteria, and COM meets 5 out of 6 criteria.  The SCZ s32 report has considered the subject sites within 

the context of the entire Okara block.  When considered within the context of this wider receiving 

environment the subject sites meet the criteria set out in SD-P21 and the subject sites best fit SCZ in 

my opinion. 

 The subject sites are located between the SCZ and the WZ.  These zones are unique and are intended 

to achieve high amenity over the long term.  In my view spot zoning for a low amenity zone between two 

high amenity special purpose zones would compromise achieving sense of place and avoidance of 

conflict between incompatible development (SD-O4 and SD-O5, which are supported by SD-P2 and 

SD-P4). 

 The directive in SD-P2 is “to manage the establishment and location of new activities to avoid conflicts 

between incompatible land uses”. 

 In my view, applying a LI spot zone to the subject sites is not appropriate because doing so would create 

adverse cross boundary effects, and conflicts between incompatible land uses in the WZ and the SCZ 

could not be avoided. 

 I recognise the existing land uses occurring at the subject sites and acknowledge the existing use rights 

of these activities.  I note that there are currently limited, if any, industrial activities occurring at the 

subject sites.  The LI enables industrial activities.  I do not think that this is appropriate at the subject 

sites due to proximity to the SCZ and WZ.  Establishment of additional industrial activities adjacent to 

zones where industrial activities are non-complying activities does not support SD-P2. 

 I accept that COM could potentially manage cross boundary effects and incompatible land uses adjacent 

to the SCZ if, the COM is amended.  Without amendment, the COM risks adverse cross boundary effects 

and the establishment of incompatible land uses.  For the avoidance of doubt, I consider that 

consequential amendments would be required to COM-P2 and COM-P5, COM-R3-R4, COM-R7-R9, 

COM-R10-R14 and COM-R25.  The changes would need to address the effects of incompatible land 

uses and adverse cross boundary effects between COM and the SCZ and between COM and the WZ2.  

The amendments are substantial and will affect the COM at locations beyond the subject sites, 

effectively changing the nature of the COM.  There are other locations where COM is adjacent to SCZ, 

or where re-zoning requests could result in adjacent SCZ and COM zoning.  Okara West being the most 

notable. In my opinion, amendment of COM to such an extent and in a manner, which will affect other 

locations, is not appropriate. 

                                                      
 
2 Some consequential amendments have been recommended to the WZ in response to submissions 162 and 258.  
Consequential amendments have not been recommended to address the SCZ. 
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 The directive in SD-P4 is “to ensure that the scale and nature of new land use activities are consistent 

with the existing level of amenity and the stated overview for the relevant zone”.  The overview for the 

SCZ states “it is expected that the amenity of shopping centres will improve over time to minimise the 

impact on other zones and to provide a better shopping experience for patrons”.  The overview states 

for the WZ states “the WZ provides important amenity for Whangarei City, being a hub for recreation, 

culture and tourism. A key aspect of the WZ is ensuring that development is physically and visually 

connected to the waterfront, the City Centre and Green Space Zones”.   

 In my opinion, spot zoning the subject sites as either LI or COM does not support SD-P4 because of the 

adverse cross boundary effects and potential for incompatible land uses discussed above, and because 

the expected amenity between the zones (between SCZ and LI, and between WZ and LI) is 

incompatible.  I do not consider that spot zoning for a lower amenity zone between two higher amenity 

zones is appropriate. 

 I acknowledge notified SD-P8 which directs that Council “ensure that there is sufficient residential and 

business development capacity by zoning land”.  SCZ has been applied at only 3 locations to provide 

for a unique form of development.  Land supply for shopping centre development is limited.  In my view, 

removing the subject sites from the SCZ risks creating an undersupply of land for shopping centre 

purposes and this risk is particularly high if the land identified as Okara West is also re-zoned. 

 I note that the s32 reports have considered the NPS UDC, and that the notified Urban and Services Plan 

Change package has zoned land to ensure that Whangarei District has adequate business and 

residential capacity in accordance with the NPSUDC.  There is no change with respect to capacity for 

larger general retail activities over the long term when this re-zoning request is modelled.  This is 

because the model assigns development to vacant land. The subject sites are already developed and 

so any capacity effects would rely on changes of use to the existing activities. 

 Even though 20-34 Port Road is already developed, I consider that it could provide additional future 

capacity for shopping centre development at a known location, where adverse effects can be better 

anticipated and managed.  In my opinion, having additional land identified where larger general retail 

can be undertaken is appropriate given that Part 1 of the s32 identifies large format retail as a potential 

shortfall sector. 

 Overall, if the Commissioners are of a mind to rezone the sites, I accept that COM may be appropriate 

to apply if consequential amendments are made to the COM chapter to address potential adverse effects 

to the WZ and SCZ; and if the COM is deemed to be within scope of the submissions3. 

 In my view, there is a legal question about the scope of the submissions and the availability of COM as 

means of relief and I recommend that the Commissioners carefully consider the issue. 

                                                      
 
3 The submitters have specifically requested LI as relief.  COM has not been requested as a means of relief.  COM is 
acknowledged as a viable alternative zone within the submissions and is discussed within this s42A in order to assess 
whether LI zoning is appropriate. 
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 I do not support zoning the subject sites as LI and I prefer SCZ over COM.  I consider that SCZ is the 

most appropriate zone to apply to the subject sites and I recommend that SCZ zoning is retained as 

notified.  

Recommendation 

 I recommend that the Commissioners accept and/or reject the submission points as detailed below: 

a. Retain the SCZ zoning as notified at Okara West. 

b. Retain the SCZ zoning as notified at 20-34 Port Road. 

Submitter Submission# & Point # Accept/Reject Recommendation 
P Hill 65.1 Reject a 

Toprock Investments Ltd 230.1 Reject b 

Atkins Port Trust 231.1 Reject b 

Tony Gordon Properties Ltd 232.1 Reject b 

The Tromitch Family Trust 233.1 Reject b 

BJ and BJ Young Family Trust 234.1 Reject b 

BW and H Ritchie Family Trust 235.1 Reject b 
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B. PC88E – Centres (Local and Neighbourhood Commercial Zones) Author: Evan 
Cook 

 Section B addresses submissions on the Local Commercial and Neighbourhood Commercial Zones. 

Topic headings for the submissions assessed under section B are as follows:  

a. General 

b. Support for Proposed Zoning 

c. Requests for Alternative Zoning 

 

a. General 

Submission Information 

 J Edwards requests to add "are not identified as hazard prone” to Table 2, NC Zoning criteria in the 

PC88E s32 report. 

Discussion 

 J Edwards seeks an amendment to the s32 report. In my view the table accurately reflects the zoning 

policy.  There is no benefit to making this change at this stage in the plan change process and I 

recommend that the submission be rejected. 

Recommendation 

 I recommend that the Commissioners reject the submission points as detailed below: 

Submitter Submission# & Point # Accept/Reject 

J Edwards 193.29 Reject  
 

 

b. Support for Proposed Zoning  

Submission Information 

 Woolworths New Zealand, Z Energy, Commercial Centres Ltd, Foodstuffs North Island Ltd, The General 

Trust Board of the Diocese of Auckland and Parihaka Property Trust all support and seek to retain their 

LC zoning as notified. 

Discussion 

 I acknowledge the submissions seeking to retain LC zoning as notified.  In my opinion LC is the most 

appropriate zone for these properties and I recommend that the LC zoning be retained as notified. 

Recommendation 

 I recommend that the Commissioners accept the submission points as detailed below: 

Submitter Submission# & Point # Accept/Reject 
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Woolworths New Zealand   51.14 Accept 
Z Energy  62.5 Accept 
Commercial Centres Ltd 210.6 Accept 
Foodstuffs Northland Island Limited 225.2 Accept 
The General Trust Board of the Diocese of Auckland 269.2 Accept 
Parihaka Property Trust 310.2 & 3 Accept 

 

 

c. Requests for Alternative Zoning 

 Mill Road L and B Limited requests that Lot 10 DP 26765 be rezoned from MDR to NC. 

Mill Road L and B Limited – Property and Submission Information 

Submission Number 16 

Notified Planning Map 10Z and 63Z 

Legal Description Lot 10 DP 26765 

Address / Locality 61 Mill Road, Whangarei 

Area 814m2 

Operative Zoning Living 1 Environment 

Notified Zoning Medium density Residential Zone 

Requested Zoning Neighbourhood Commercial Zone 

Submitter’s Supporting 
Technical Information 
or Reports 

 

Discussion I agree with the submission from Mill Rd L & B Ltd.  The existing activities 
on the site (dairy) meet the zoning criteria and are consistent with the 
overview for the zone.  In my opinion NC is the most appropriate zoning 
for the site.   

Recommendation Accept 

Aerial Imagery of Affected Site 
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 Kensington Hospital seek to rezone Lot 11 DP 22729, and Lots 9 and 10 DP 40322 to LC instead of 

HDR. 

Kensington Hospital – Property and Submission Information 

Submission Number 27 

Notified Planning Map 10Z, 62Z and 63Z 

Legal Description Lot 11 DP 22729 and Lots 9 and 10 DP 40322 

Address / Locality 12 and 14 Islington Street, Kensington 

Area 1354m2 

Operative Zoning Living 1 Environment 

Notified Zoning High density Residential Zone 

Requested Zoning Neighbourhood Commercial Zone 

Supporting Technical 
Information or Reports 

Nil 

Discussion I agree with the submission from Kensington Hospital.  The properties are 
both owned by the submitter and are adjacent to the notified LC on the 
corner of Kensington Ave and Islington St.  The submitter also owns the 
property at 10 Islington St which is proposed to be zoned LC.  The sites 
are in residential use however the submission states that the properties 
are likely to be developed as a medical facility which would add to the 
healthcare precinct that has developed in the area.   
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I have assessed the proposal against the zoning criteria in SD-P26 and it 
is my opinion that it is appropriate that the sites are zoned LC. 

Recommendation Accept 

Aerial Imagery of Affected Site 

 

 Woolworths New Zealand supports Map 63 in part with respect to the zoning of the majority of their 

Countdown Regent site as LC. Woolworths however also seek that Map 63 be amended by rezoning 

Nos. 2 and 2A Wallace Street as LC. 

Woolworths New Zealand – Property and Submission Information 

Submission Number 51 

Notified Planning Map 10Z and 63Z 

Legal Description Lot 1 DP 26246; Lot 2 DP 26246 

Address / Locality Corner of Manse Street and Kamo Road, 2 Wallace Street, 2A Wallace 
Street, Whangarei 

Area 514m2 and 819m2 

Operative Zoning Living 1 Environment 

Notified Zoning High density Residential Zone 

Requested Zoning Local Commercial Zone 
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Submitter’s Supporting 
Technical Information 
or Reports 

Nil 

Discussion Woolworths New Zealand, seek to retain their LC zoning as notified and 
also seek to rezone 2 and 2A Wallace St to LC.  The properties are owned 
by Woolworths and were previously in residential use. The houses that 
were on the properties have now been removed and the land now forms 
part of the carpark for the Countdown supermarket on the broader site.  In 
my opinion this change is appropriate and meets the LC zoning criteria.   

Recommendation Accept 

Aerial Imagery of Affected Site

 

 BBM Holdings seek to amend proposed planning map 60 by rezoning Lot 2 DP 355619 Local 

Commercial Zone (LCZ) rather than MDRZ. 

BBM Holdings – Property and Submission Information 

Submission Number 151 

Notified Planning Map 10Z, 58Z and 60Z 

Legal Description Lot 2 DP 355619 

Address / Locality Denby Crescent, Whangarei 

Area 8525m2 

Operative Zoning Living 1 Environment 

Notified Zoning Medium-density Residential Zone 
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Requested Zoning Local Commercial Zone 

Submitter’s Supporting 
Technical Information 
or Reports 

Nil 

Discussion The submission site was previously part of the Denby golf course, and is 
flat in topography with no existing development.  It is adjacent to the site 
of the Tikipunga Tavern which is zoned LC as notified.  The Tavern site 
separates the submission site from the existing shopping centre on 
Paramount Parade, which is proposed to be LC under the plan change, 
reflecting the existing uses and current zoning.  Accepting this submission 
would extend the LC zoning to the west creating a total LC area of 
approximately 5ha.  

I have no information to suggest that there is unmet demand for more LC 
zoned land in the area.  I note that the Tavern site has a large empty area 
used for car parking and has the potential to be redeveloped to expand 
the shopping centre alongside the existing Paramount Parade shops  

The submission site is separated from the tavern site by landscaping on 
the golf course boundary which consists of mature native plantings.  

The majority of the submission site is identified in the hazard maps as 
Mine Zone 2, with a small portion of Mine Zone 3 in the north-eastern 
corner of the property.  This does not preclude some form of commercial 
or residential development on the submission site provided that 
appropriate testing and engineering of the site is undertaken. 

In my opinion a commercial development on the submission site would not 
blend with the existing shopping centre due to its distance and separation 
by the Tavern site.  The submission site does not currently have any road 
frontage to create an active frontage however I note that the submitter 
states that Wanaka St could be extended to provide access.  

The property to the south is privately owned as part of the Summerset 
Villages site.  The Summerset site is proposed to be developed as a 
substantial retirement village (consent has been lodged) which would 
create additional demand for services and facilities nearby. The 
development of the retirement village would include an extension of 
Wanaka St which would provide access and a street frontage to the site. 
The extension of Wanaka St is consistent with the concept plans lodged 
with Council by Summerset. Summerset have submitted that the 
Summerset site should be HDR and Mr Burgoyne has recommended that 
this submission be accepted in part.   

Based on existing landuse my opinion is that the submission site does not 
currently meet the criteria for LC.  If however, the Summerset application 
is approved (or HDR type development proceeds based on rezoning) it 
would introduce a substantial number of new residents to the area and 
create demand for new, and probably different types of services to that 
which is currently provided for at Paramount Parade.  
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Based on current zoning I cannot agree with the submitter that the LC 
represents the most effective and efficient use of the land relative to other 
zones in the vicinity, however, given that the Summerset land is 
recommended to be zoned HDR, and the substantial effort that has gone 
into preparing the resource consent application currently being processed, 
my opinion is that the land is highly likely to be developed and would be 
complemented by additional LC zoning in the area.  I recommend that the 
LC be approved on the site. 

Recommendation Accept 

Aerial Imagery of Affected Site 

 

 Southpark Corporation Limited - requests to change zoning for the Ruakaka town centre to NCZ and 

decrease the extent of this zoning to the existing footprint of the Ruakaka town centre. 

Southpark Corporation Limited – Property and Submission Information 

Submission Number 154 

Notified Planning Map 17Z and 44Z 

Legal Description Various 

Address / Locality Ruakaka Town Centre 

Area Approximately 7ha 

Operative Zoning Business 3 Enviornment 

Notified Zoning Local Commercial Zone 
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Requested Zoning Neighbourhood Commercial Zone 

Submitter’s Supporting 
Technical Information 
or Reports 

Nil 

Discussion I consider that the existing activities at the Ruakaka town centre are more 
consistent with the LC than the NC zone and a much better fit with the 
criteria in SD-P26 (LC) than SD-P27(NC), particularly in relation to the 
range of services available.  

In my opinion the Local Centre zoning and zone boundaries are 
consistent with what could be expected based on the Marsden Point 
Ruakaka Structure Plan which identifies this area as ‘Local Centre’.  

The submission also requests that the NC zoning is reduced so that it only 
applies to the existing shops at Ruakaka.  I do not agree with this 
submission point at this time, as currently, it is the only commercial area 
servicing the Ruakaka/One Tree Point Area. 

However the LC in this area does take in a portion of the Ruakaka 
Recreation Grounds which is owned and managed by WDC Parks dpt.  if 
the panel was of a mind to reduce the LC area it may be appropriate to 
make an adjustment to the boundaries of the LC and the Open Space 
zone to more accurately reflect the playing fields at the Ruakaka 
recreation centre.  

Given that the submitter is looking to develop a commercial centre in 
competition with, and approximately 1km from the existing Ruakaka town 
centre, the hearing panel may wish to consider whether Clause 6(4) of the 
first schedule of the Act applies. 

Recommendation Reject 

Aerial Imagery of Affected Site 
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 Commercial Centres Ltd requests to change the zoning of Southdale property identified in the 

submission as 5 from LI to LC.  

Commercial Centres Ltd – Property and Submission Information 

Submission Number 210 

Notified Planning Map 10Z, 13Z and 72Z 

Legal Description Lot 1 DP 114004 

Address / Locality 129 Tauroa Street 

Area 1.0565 ha 

Operative Zoning Business 3 Environment 

Notified Zoning Light Industrial Zone 

Requested Zoning Local Commercial Zone 

Submitter’s Supporting 
Technical Information 
or Reports 

Nil 

Discussion In terms of zoning criteria I consider that property 5 is more closely 
aligned with the LI policy, SD-P24 than LC (SD- P26).  In particular, the LI 
criteria relating to proximity to major transport routes, existing large scale 
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retail activities (Bunnings) minimal active frontages and a supply of 
medium to large sizes sites, feature much more strongly than the 
pedestrian orientated and fine grain character of commercial and 
community activities expected in the LC. 

I do not agree with the submitter that Tauroa St is the most logical 
boundary for the LC.  Property 5 is separated from the LC land also 
owned by Commercial Centres (property 3) by a tributary to Limeburners 
Creek.  In my opinion that stream provides a more logical zone boundary. 
It is my opinion that properties on the south side of the stream are more 
closely connected with the LI Zoning across Tauroa St than with the LC on 
the north side of the stream. 

No information has been provided in the submission on the future 
development plans for Property 5 that indicates that LC is more 
appropriate to the current and future uses than the LI. 

In terms of capacity, the Market Economics report concludes that the 
relatively large amount of land zoned LC on Property 3 will mean that the 
functions of an LC will be able to be adequately fulfilled on Property 3 
alone, making additional LC capacity on Property 5 superfluous to fulfil the 
community’s LC needs. 

In terms of the most appropriate zoning for the site, Mrs McGrath has 
assessed the Bunnings site and considers it appropriate that Property 5 
be considered in the same way as the Bunnings site.  Mrs McGrath has 
assessed options for the sties in accordance with s32AA and concluded 
that the COM zone with precinct overlay is the most efficient and effective 
use of land in this area.  I agree with that assessment. 

Recommendation Reject 

Aerial Imagery of Affected Site 
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 Commercial Centres Ltd requests to retain LC zoning for the Southdale property identified in the 

submission as Property 3, but to extend the southern boundary of LC into Property 4 (notified as HDR) 

to align with the current extent of the Business 3 Environment in the Operative District Plan. 

Commercial Centres Ltd – Property and Submission Information 

Submission Number 210 

Notified Planning Map 10Z and 72Z 

Legal Description Section 51 Block XVI Purua SD 

Address / Locality Fairburn Street, Whangarei 

Area 2.451 ha 

Operative Zoning Business 3 Environment 

Notified Zoning High Density Residential Zone 

Requested Zoning Split zoning of Local Commercial Zone and High-Density Residential Zone 

Submitter’s Supporting 
Technical Information 
or Reports 

Nil 

Discussion Property 4 is currently split zoned with Living 1 to the south, and a smaller 
area of Business 3 on the northern boundary.  It is unclear what either the 
operative zone boundaries or the parcel boundaries are based on.   
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There is a small stream to the north of Property 4 that would appear to be 
a logical zone/parcel boundary.  A flood susceptible area applies around 
this stream.  A commercial development on the northern site (Property 3, 
zoned LC) that extended over the boundary into that portion of Property 4 
sought to be rezoned LC would likely require building over the overland 
flow path of what is a substantial catchment.  

Accepting the submission would maintain the status quo in terms of the 
extent of zoning for residential vs business development. The zoning of 
the properties as notified however allows the stream to form a natural and 
potentially attractive boundary between the zones. 

Market Economics have assessed the submission and concludes that the 
area of the LC notified at Southdale (Property 3) is around 6ha, which 
could easily accommodate 25,000m2 GFA of retail and services activities.  
This would make it a very large LC in the Whangarei context. From that 
perspective, Market Economics conclude that the small amount of 
Business 3 zone on Property 4 (notified plan to become HDR) is not 
required to provide capacity for the LC.  I agree with this assessment. 

In general terms, I consider that split zoned properties should be avoided 
where possible and it is my opinion that continuing to split zone Property 4 
is not an optimal outcome for this land.  I recommend that Property 4 be 
zoned HDR in its entirety as notified.  

Recommendation Reject 

Aerial Imagery of Affected Site 

 

 Homeworld requests to amend proposed Planning Map 66 by rezoning the subject land as LC rather 

than HDR as indicated in the plan attached at Attachment 2 of the submission. 
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Homeworld – Property and Submission Information 

Submission Number 244 

Notified Planning Map 10Z and 66Z 

Legal Description Section 28 Blk XII Purua SD; Pt Lot 8 DP 1827; Pt Kirikiri 4; Lot 5 DP 
178081 

Address / Locality 401 Western Hills Drive/9 Kauika Rd   

Area Approximately 1.4ha 

Operative Zoning Living 1 Environment 

Notified Zoning High-density Residential Zone 

Requested Zoning Local Commercial Zone 

Submitter’s Supporting 
Technical Information 
or Reports 

Nil 

Discussion The site is currently zoned Living 1 in the WDP and is proposed to be 
zoned HDR.   Existing activities on the site include the Homeworld offices 
and show homes, and the Casa Blanca Motel. 

In terms of site constraints, the site fronts State Highway 1.  In the Tonkin 
and Taylor Ltd land instability maps on the Council GIS system the site is 
mainly within the low hazard area (the lowest risk category), however 
there are areas to the west of the site that are in the medium hazard area.   

There is an area of flood susceptible area identified along the Kirikiri 
stream at the southern boundary however the more recent flood maps 
produced by the NRC do not identify the property as within a flood hazard 
zone.  I also note that there is a Heritage (Notable) Tree (tree #516) on 
the property.  

 In my opinion while the proposed land is near the LC which runs along 
Maunu Road, it is not contiguous with it.  It is separated from the LC by a 
number of properties that are zoned HDR and Open Space, as well as 
being physically separated by the Kirikiri Stream.   

The notified LC Maunu Road whereas the Homeworld site fronts State 
Highway 1 (with panhandle access to Kauika Road at the rear).  Zoning 
this area LC would in effect create a new LC, separate from the existing 
commercial area on Maunu Road.  The site topography in my opinion 
does not lend itself to creating an area of active street frontages, and the 
main site frontage along SH1 does not contain a footpath to contribute to 
a strong pedestrian network (there is a footpath opposite, on the western 
side of SH1). 

The submitter has not provided an assessment of traffic effects on SH1 of 
rezoning the land.  Without good pedestrian links, it could be expected 
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that a commercial development on the site could generate a high level of 
traffic movements.  

Having regard to the zoning policies SD-P26 and SD-P31 it is my opinion 
that the site fits more appropriately with the HDR than the LC criteria. I 
recommend that the notified HDR zoning is retained. 

Recommendation Reject 

Aerial Imagery of Affected Site 

 

 Kamo Veterinary Holdings Ltd requests to amend Lot 2 DP 157391 and Lot 1 DP 157391 to NCZ, as 

opposed to HDRZ. 

Kamo Veterinary Holdings Ltd – Property and Submission Information 

Submission Number 261 

Notified Planning Map 10Z, 58Z and 59Z 

Legal Description Lot 2 DP 157391; Lot 1 DP 157391 

Address / Locality 366 Kamo Road, 2 Carlton Crescent 

Area 1,002m2 

Operative Zoning Kamo Walkability Environment 

Notified Zoning High-density Residential Zone 

Requested Zoning Neighbourhood Commercial Zone 
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Submitter’s Supporting 
Technical Information 
or Reports 

Nil 

Discussion  The site contains a Vet clinic that has been established on the site for a 
number of years.  In my view the existing uses of the property and more in 
keeping with the overviews to the zone and zoning criteria for the NC than 
the HDR. I recommend that the site be rezoned NC. 

Recommendation Accept 

Aerial Imagery of Affected Site 

 

 Housing New Zealand Corporation requests to apply the LC to the Otangarei centre and extend the 

spatial extent of the new LC. 

Housing New Zealand Corporation – Property and Submission Information 

Submission Number 268 

Notified Planning Map 10Z, 62Z and 63Z 

Legal Description Various - Otangarei Centre 

Address / Locality Matai Street,/William Jones Drive, Otangarei 

Area Approximately 2 ha 

Operative Zoning Living 1 Environment 

Notified Zoning Medium-density Residential Zone, Neighbourhood Commercial Zone 
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Requested Zoning Local Commercial Zone 

Submitter’s Supporting 
Technical Information 
or Reports 

Nil 

Discussion Housing NZ has identified an area of Otangarei and proposed that it be 
zoned LC.   The Housing NZ map identifies approximately 2ha of land for 
LC.  This includes the existing strip of shops zoned Business 3 
Environment in the WDP, the marae complex, three larger properties with 
multiple residential or emergency housing units and 18 Living 1 
Environment properties containing standalone dwellings on sites in the 
range of 700-1000m2. Most of the identified properties are owned by 
Housing NZ.   

Generally, the LC has been applied to existing local commercial centres 
that are zoned Business 3, and seeks to provide for commercial and 
community activities on the ground floor, with residential development on 
upper levels (to a maximum height of 11m).  The minimum lot size for 
subdivision in the LC is 100m2 and the LC as notified does not control the 
number of residential units that could be built on a site. 

Applying the LC to an area that is currently zoned L1 and used for 
residential activities is a somewhat unique situation.  Because the LC has 
mainly been applied to existing commercial developments there are few 
controls on the construction of residential units, provided they are above 
the ground floor.  As a result, it could be anticipated that the zone will 
provide for commercial redevelopment with commercial activities on the 
ground floor and residential units on upper storeys (up to three storeys).   

In my opinion if the area identified by Housing NZ were to be rezoned LC 
it would create a high level of uncertainty as to what could occur there.  I 
consider that there is a real risk that the lack of control on residential 
development in the LC would, on this site, result in high density residential 
development.  I note that the matters of discretion in Rule LC-R14 
(Residential Units) are quite limited, that written approvals are not required 
and that the notification of affected parties is precluded unless Council 
decides that special circumstances exist, limiting the consideration of local 
residents.   

In my opinion the NC and MDR appropriately reflect the existing 
development in these areas.  The part of the site proposed to be MDR fits 
the all zoning criteria for that zone, and in my view do not fit comfortably 
with the criteria in the zoning policy for the LC. 

The criteria in the zoning policies for LC and NC are very similar.  The 
main difference is the scale with NC occupying a maximum area of 1ha vs 
6ha in the LC.  The site that is proposed to be zoned NC contains small 
scale commercial and community activities that support the surrounding 
residential community that are at a scale more in keeping with the NC.  
Activities permitted by the LC are in my opinion of a much larger scale, 
bulk and location than the existing retail activities on the site.   
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No evidence has been produced that suggests that there is an identified 
demand for business service and community activities in this area. In my 
view there is insufficient s32 justification provided in the submission to 
support rezoning the identified area into LC and I recommend that this site 
remain NC and MDR as notified. 

Recommendation Reject 

Aerial Imagery of Affected Site 

 

 J Edwards requests to re-zone Newberry's Funeral Home LC rather than NC. 

J Edwards – Property and Submission Information 

Submission Number 193 

Notified Planning Map 10Z and 62Z 

Legal Description Part Lot 26 DP 13432 

Address / Locality Corner Kamo Road and Moody Avenue, Whau Valley 

Area Approximately 0.5ha 

Operative Zoning Business 3 Environment 

Notified Zoning Neighbourhood Commercial Zone 

Requested Zoning Local Commercial Zone 
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Submitter’s Supporting 
Technical Information 
or Reports 

Nil 

Discussion The subject property is owned by a single entity and has been managed 
as a funeral home for many years. In my opinion an agglomeration of 
pedestrian based retail activity with associated residential activity is 
unlikely to develop on the site within the life of the plan and I consider that 
NC is the most appropriate zone.  I recommend that the notified zoning be 
retained.  

Recommendation Reject 

Aerial Imagery of Affected Site 

 

 J Edwards requests to delete NC for BP Riverside and replace with LC. 

J Edwards – Property and Submission Information 

Submission Number 193 

Notified Planning Map 10Z and 67Z 

Legal Description Part Lot 26 DP 13432 

Address / Locality 121 Riverside Drive, Parahaki 

Area 0.526ha 
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Operative Zoning Business 3 Environment 

Notified Zoning Neighbourhood Commercial Zone 

Requested Zoning Local Commercial Zone 

Submitter’s Supporting 
Technical Information 
or Reports 

Nil 

Discussion Most of the submission site is utilised by the BP station although there are 
two small food outlets and a bait and tackle shop.  In terms of zoning 
criteria, I do not consider that the site has an active street frontage or 
strong pedestrian networks.  The site is more likely to be accessed 
predominantly by car based customers. I do not consider that pedestrian 
based retail activity with associated residential activity is likely to develop 
on the site within the life of the plan and I consider that NC is the most 
appropriate zone.  I recommend that the notified zoning be retained. 

Recommendation Reject 

Aerial Imagery of Affected Site 

 

 Stand Children's Services requests to rezone Pt Section 11 Blk XII Purua SD and Lot 1 DP 48812 as 

MDR rather than LC. 

Stand Children’s Services – Property and Submission Information 

Submission Number 145 



 
 

59 
 
 
 

Notified Planning Map 10Z, 66Z and 72Z 

Legal Description Pt Section 11 Blk XII Purua SD; Lot 1 DP 48812 

Address / Locality 436 Maunu Road, 426 Maunu Road 

Area 2.8202ha 

Operative Zoning Living 1 Environment 

Notified Zoning Local Commercial Zone 

Requested Zoning Medium Density Residential Zone 

Submitter’s Supporting 
Technical Information 
or Reports 

S32 analysis 

Discussion The site contains the Maunu Children’s Health camp which has operated 
on the site for many years.  The submission requests MDR rather than the 
proposed LC.  I accept that soning the land MDR is more in keeping with 
the current Living 1 zoning of the land in the WDP.  The submission 
provides a s32 analysis of the costs, benefits efficiency and effectiveness 
against 3 alternative zones: the existing zoning (Living 1), the notified 
zoning (LC) and MDR.  I agree with the submission that MDR would be 
the most efficient and effective use of the land, and that the land is more 
suited to a MDR zoning based on the zoning criteria than the LC.   

 I note that the submission only mentions two properties owned by Stand 
Children's Services.  There is a small parcel of land (SEC 6 Block XII 
Purua SD) which is also owned by the submitter, that runs along Maunu 
Road. If the panel considers that there is scope, I also recommend that 
the rezoning include SEC 6 Block XII Purua SD to avoid creating a 
impractical spot of commercial land on the property.  

Recommendation Accept 

Aerial Imagery of Affected Site 
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 J Edwards requests to rezone the shops at Tui Crescent to NC and rezone the associated standalone 

house behind the chemist as MDR zone. 

J Edwards – Property and Submission Information 

Submission Number 193 

Notified Planning Map 10Z, 66Z and 72Z 

Legal Description Lot 1 DP 49283, Lot 2 DP 49283, Lot 2 DP 339034; Lot 1 DP 339034, Lot 
1 DP88300, Lot 2 DP 88300, Lot 12 DP53903 

Address / Locality 1 Tui Crescent, 3 Tui Crescent, 7 Tui Crescent, 9 Tui Crescent, 425, and 
425A Maunu Rd, and 2 Le Ruez Place. 

Area 0.36 ha 

Operative Zoning Business 3 Environment 

Notified Zoning Local Commercial Zone 

Requested Zoning Neighbourhood Commercial Zone, Medium Density Residential Zone (Lot 
1 DP 339034) 

Submitter’s Supporting 
Technical Information 
or Reports 

Nil 

Discussion I agree with the submission that the residential building behind the 
chemist is more appropriately zoned as MDR than NC to recognise its 
existing use. 

Given my recommendations above to remove the Maunu Children’s 
Health Camp from the LC, approving the submission will result in an area 
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of LC that is slightly smaller than most local centres (approx 0.45ha) 
across the road from the NC.  This would be an unusual outcome in the 
context of the USPC.   I have considered whether the both sides of the 
road would be most appropriate as LC or NC however I note that there is 
no submission before the panel to change the notified LC zoning of the 
commercial land on the opposite side of Maunu Rd to NC. 

Based on the separation of the two areas due to SH14, I consider that it is 
appropriate to consider the two sets of shops on each side of Maunu 
Road separately. In my opinion the south side of SH14 is has a strong 
residential character, based both on the surrounding land uses and 
because the businesses between Tui Cres and Le Ruez Pl are based on 
converted residential dwellings and blend into the existing Living 1 
Environment.   

In contrast the north side of SH14 has more of a commercial character 
based on existing uses.  I note that consent has been granted for a 
commercial development on the site that will, in my opinion, be 
appropriate to the LC zoning. 

I also note that there is a submission to rezone land as LC for a Maunu 
Town Centre Precinct further west near Austin road.  This 4ha property 
will provide ample LC land to service Maunu and the wider area and I 
consider that removing the land on the south side of SH14 from the LC will 
not lead to a shortfall in LC land in the area.   

Based on the existing uses my view is that the shops on the south side of 
Maunu Rd (Tui Crecent/Le Ruez Place) are more in keeping with the 
criteria for the NC, and the amenity values of the neighbourhood on the 
southern side of SH14.  I recommend that this areas be rezoned to NC.   

Recommendation Accept 
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Aerial Imagery of Affected Site 

 Goal Holdings seek to establish a New LC with a ‘Maunu Town Centre Precinct’ overlay.   

Goal Holdings Ltd – Property and Submission Information 

Submission Number 208 

Notified Planning Map 10Z and 71Z 

Legal Description Lot 2 DP 513190 

Address / Locality Corner SH14 and Austin Rd, Maunu 

Area 3.9485ha 

Operative Zoning Living 3 Environment 

Notified Zoning Residential Zone 

Requested Zoning Local Commercial Zone (with Maunu Town Centre Precinct overlay) 

Submitter’s Supporting 
Technical Information 
or Reports 

Submitter provided report including AEE, Planning Assessment and S32 
evaluation; 

Spatial Constraints Analysis; 

MTCP Provisions;  

Urban Economics Report; 
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Traffic Planning Group Report. 

Discussion The submission seeks a precinct based on the LC to provide for the 
development of a Maunu Town Centre.   

The MTCP site is centrally located within an existing hub of community 
related activities including the primary and secondary schools, Barge 
Park, and the Museum and Heritage Park. The establishment of the 
MTCP in the vicinity of these activities will in my opinion reinforce 
community identity and sense of place.  I consider that providing for 
additional commercial land in a central location beyond the 10-year 
planning horizon is a sensible and sustainable outcome in Maunu. I agree 
with the submitter that the incremental establishment of existing 
commercial activities in Maunu has resulted in a fragmented and 
incoherent urban form, with no clear commercial centre, however there 
are a number of existing commercial activities that would be affected if the 
proposal went ahead.   

Mr Foy has provided comments from an economic perspective in relation 
to this submission [Part 1, Attachment 4].  Mr Foy disagrees with the 
Urban Economics report and considers that the zoning for the MTCP will 
inevitably result in a loss of sales in the notified LC area in Maunu, and 
that loss may or may not be significant.  He notes that the Urban 
Economics report does not assess the magnitude of economic losses on 
these businesses, and that it is difficult to assess whether the proposed 
centre is the most appropriate use of the MTCP site based on the 
information provided.  This is a direct (trade competition) effect on those 
businesses. 

The AEE supplied sets out how adverse effects can be managed and 
significant positive effects could be achieved. The economic modelling 
suggests that the proposal would have significant benefits, in particular in 
terms of providing a social hub for Maunu and reducing the time and cost 
associated with the need for Maunu residents to travel to other local 
centres, and providing facilities such as school drop off zones and a hub 
for public transport.  

The submission identifies that the land proposed for LC at the Maunu 
Childrens Health Camp is unlikely to be developed for commercial 
activities.  I have recommended that this site revert to residential zoning 
(MDR).   

I agree with the submission that zoning the MTCP site to LC will make up 
the shortfall of LC in the Maunu area, which will no longer be addressed 
by the Maunu Children’s Health Camp Land. 

Having reviewed the comprehensive submission and supporting 
information it is my opinion that the MCTP represents the most efficient 
and effective use of the site.  I recommend that the following amendments 
are made to the MTCP provisions for consistency with the LC and other 
chapters of the plan: 



 
 

64 
 
 
 

MTCP-R3 – provide a 600mm setback for verandahs from the kerbline to 
provide egress for larger and emergency buildings. 

Delete MTCP-R8 Health Care Facility – there is no longer a defined term 
for Health Care Facility in the plan. 

Amend the maximum permitted GFA from 500m2-450m2 for consistency 
with the LC. 

  

Recommendation Accept in part 

Aerial Imagery of Affected Site 

 

 Ruakaka Economic Development Group (REDG) seek to amend proposed planning maps 14, 41, 42 

and 44 by rezoning the Marsden Point Area in accordance with the plan attached to the submission 

including to LC.  

REDG– Property and Submission Information 

Submission Number 180 

Notified Planning Map 14Z and 42Z 

Legal Description Lot 5 DP 517284 
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Address / Locality One Tree Point Road 

Area 8.5474 ha 

Operative Zoning Rural Production Environment 

Notified Zoning Rural Production Zone 

Requested Zoning Local Commercial Zone  

Submitter’s Supporting 
Technical Information 
or Reports 

s32 Evaluation 

Discussion REDG requests that an area of LC be rezoned to complement their 
proposals for residential expansion in One Tree Pont.  Mr Burgoyne has 
assessed the submission with respect to residential rezoning and 
concludes that there are significant infrastructure constraints which raise 
concerns regarding the appropriateness of rezoning additional residential 
land, and the additional capacity that is required.  He has recommended 
that if the land is rezoned it should be a much smaller area to what has 
been requested by the submitter.  I agree with his analysis.   

The site is located on flat rural land between the Ruakaka and One Tree 
Point residential areas.  The land is currently in pasture, and is being used 
for rural production activities.  It is identified as a flood susceptible area on 
the WDC hazard maps.   

The site is approximately 400m north of the Marsden Primary Centre 
which also provides opportunities for commercial type activities.   That 
land has been zoned for this purpose for some time but is yet to be 
developed.  There is also an undeveloped area of land (approximately 
2.5ha) zoned Business 3 in the residential area of One Tree Point that has 
been vacant for some time.  The lack of commercial development on the 
two sites in my opinion indicates a lack of demand for commercial 
services in this area, which is currently being met by the existing Ruakaka 
Town Centre located approximately 1km from the site.  There is no 
residential zoned land in close proximity to the subject property. 

In my opinion, apart from being more than 500m from the City Centre, the 
property does not meet any of the zoning criteria for LC in SD-P26. Given 
Mr Burgoyne’s recommendation to reject the REDG submission with 
regard to residential expansion, my opinion is that a new LC on One Tree 
Point road that would service that proposed new residential area is 
unnecessary.  I recommend that the zoning remain as notified.   

Recommendation Reject 

Aerial Imagery of Affected Site 
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 D Roughan requests that the zoning of Lots 1 and 3 DP 182742 (whether or not the zoning of Lot 2 DP 

182742 becomes HDR or LC zoned) be a unique blend of the controlled activities allowed in the Kamo 

Walkability precinct currently and proposed for this property under the LC and HDR. 

D Roughan – Property and Submission Information 

Submission Number 302 

Notified Planning Map 10Z, 58Z and 59Z 

Legal Description Lots 1, 2 and 3 DP 182742 

Address / Locality 450 Kamo Road, Kamo 

Area 1.5ha approx 

Operative Zoning Kamo Walkability Environment (Kamo Activity Precinct) 

Notified Zoning Local Commercial Zone 

Requested Zoning Kamo Walkability/Local Commercial/High Density Residential 
Zone 

Supporting Technical 
Information or Reports 

 

Discussion The submission seeks a ‘unique blend’ of the Kamo Walkability 
Environment, the Local Commercial Zone and the High-density 
Residential Zone but does not identify any specific relief.  This 
could be achieved by a precinct overlay, however in my opinion 
the notified LC zoning already provides appropriately for a mix of 
these activities.   
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As the s32 report describes, the subject sites were previously 
zoned as Business 3 Environment before they became part of the 
Kamo Activity Precinct (KAP) under PC120.  The rules for the KAP 
were based on, and provided for, similar activities as the Business 
3, but with a stronger focus on enhancing pedestrian activity 
through controls relating to urban design at street level, for 
example minimum floor to ceiling heights, active street frontages 
and clear glazing requirements.  Non statutory urban design 
guidelines were also developed under PC120.   

The LC is proposed to replace the KAP and is in my opinion a 
refinement of the KAP.  The LC has also been applied to the B3 in 
other parts of the District as part of PC88E.  The LC incorporates 
the necessary amendments prescribed by the National Planning 
Standards.    

The provisions of the HDR are similar to the LC in terms of bulk 
and location requirements (eg height limits and height in relation to 
boundaries).  The main difference between the zones is the 
provision for commercial activities in the LC. Like the HDR, the LC 
also provides for (or at least does not limit) high density housing, 
except for at ground level which is reserved for commercial space. 

It is my opinion that the LC is the most appropriate zone for this 
area.  I have not seen any compelling reasons to create a precinct 
combining provisions from a number of zones for this site, or any 
unique characteristics that separate the sites from the rest of the 
(existing) KAP.  I recommend that the notified zoning be retained.   

Recommendation Reject 

Aerial Imagery of Affected Site 
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 Parihaka Property Trust would like to engage with the WDC planners to discuss the proposed re-zoning 

of PIDs 19013, 19014, 19111 and 19112. 

Parihaka Property Trust – Property and Submission Information 

Submission Number 310.3 

Notified Planning Map 10Z and 63Z 

Legal Description Lot 18 DEEDS W 18; Lot 19 DEEDS W 18; Lot 29 DEEDS W 74 
and Lot 30 DEEDS W 74 

Address / Locality Wolfe Street and Donald Street, Whangarei 

Area 1820m2 approximately 

Operative Zoning Living 2 Environment 

Notified Zoning High-density Residential Zone 

Requested Zoning Unknow 

Supporting Technical 
Information or Reports 

Nil 

Discussion The submitter has not specified an alternative zone.  I have 
insufficient information to make a further assessment of the 
submission or provide a recommendation. 

Recommendation Reject 
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Aerial Imagery of Affected Site

 

 J Edwards request that Council check all of the existing local commercial business and community 

facilities to decide on appropriate type of use for land use category as described in submission. 

Discussion 

 In my opinion the local commercial business and community facilities have been appropriately zoned in 

accordance with the s32, noting that specific submissions have been received and responded to.  In my 

opinion no further check is necessary.   

Recommendation 

 I recommend that the Commissioners accept and/or reject the submission points as detailed below: 

Submitter Submission# & Point # Accept/Reject 

Mill Road L and B Limit 16.1 Accept 
Stand Children's Services 145.1 Accept 
BBM Holdings 151.1 Accept 
Southpark Corporation Limited - John Sax 154.1 Reject 
J Edwards 193.5 Accept 
Commercial Centres Ltd 210.1 Reject 
Commercial Centres Ltd 210.4 Reject 
Homeworld 244.1 Reject 
Kamo Veterinary Holdings Ltd 261.1 Accept  
Housing New Zealand Corporation  268.183 Reject 
J Edwards 283.16 Reject 
J Edwards 283.18 Reject 
J Edwards 283.19 Accept  
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Goal Holdings Ltd 208.1 Accept in Part 
Ruakaka Economic Development Group 180.1 Reject 
D Roughan 302.1 Reject 
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C. PC88G and PC88H Industry (Author: Melissa McGrath) 

 Section C addresses submissions on the zoning of the proposed Industrial Zones. Topic headings for 

the submissions assessed under section C are as follows:  

a. PC88G Light Industry 

b. Ruakaka Zoning (LI and HI Zones PC88G and PC88H) 

c. Southern Whangarei Zoning (LI and HI Zones PC88G and PC88H) 

d. PC88 Heavy Industry 

 

a. PC88G Light Industry 

Submission Information and Discussion 

 Totara Trust and D and G Donald support the following proposed zoning:  

Totara Trust Property and D and G Donald Submission Information 

Submission Number 176.1 and 284.1 

Notified Planning Map 13Z and 72Z 

Legal Description Lots 1 to 3 DP 411808 

Address / Locality 11, 12 – 15 and 17 Dyer Street, Whangarei 

Area 1.6ha 

Operative Zoning Business 4 Environment 

Notified Zoning Light Industrial Zone 

Requested Zoning Light Industrial Zone 

Submitter’s Supporting 
Technical Information 
or Reports 

Nil 

Discussion I acknowledge the support for LI zoning.  

Recommendation Accept 

Aerial Imagery of Affected Site 
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 Z Energy seeks to retain the following zoning:  

Z Energy Property and Submission Information 

Submission Number 62.13 

Notified Planning Map 13Z and 72Z 

Legal Description Lot 1 DP 65086 (located within part of) 

Address / Locality 34 Kioreroa Road, Whangarei  

Area 4.6ha (part of) 

Operative Zoning Business 4 Environment 

Notified Zoning Light Industrial Zone 

Requested Zoning Light Industrial Zone 

Submitter’s Supporting 
Technical Information 
or Reports 

Nil 

Discussion I acknowledge the support of the notified LI zoning. 

Recommendation Accept 

Aerial Imagery of Affected Site 
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 Tall Kauri Ltd seeks either (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.  

Tall Kauri Property and Submission Information 

Submission Number 158.1 

Notified Planning Map 13Z and 72Z 

Legal Description Lot 1 DP 77306 and Lot 1 DP 116480 

Address / Locality 19 Dyer Street 

Area 3.9ha 

Operative Zoning Business 4 Environment 

Notified Zoning Light Industrial Zone 

Requested Zoning Removal from LI or alternative relief 

Submitter’s Supporting 
Technical Information 
or Reports 

Nil 

Discussion Refer to Part 5 topic j. 

Recommendation Accept in Part (text amendments rather than rezoning) 
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Aerial Imagery of Affected Site 

 

 R Dyer seeks to change the zoning of Te Waiti Place properties to Heavy Industrial. 

R Dyer Property and Submission Information 

Submission Number 281.1 

Notified Planning Map 13Z and 72Z 

Legal Description Unknown 

Address / Locality Te Waiti Place, Whangarei 

Area Unknown 

Operative Zoning Business 4 Environment 

Notified Zoning Light Industrial Zone 

Requested Zoning Heavy Industrial Zone 

Submitter’s Supporting 
Technical Information 
or Reports 

Nil 

Discussion The submitter has not identified a specific area to be rezoned HI, stating 
only that the mix of activities at Te Waiti Place fit a HI zoning.  I disagree 
with the submitter, in my opinion the existing activities are consistent with 
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those anticipated and provided for in the proposed LI.  In my opinion Te 
Waiti Place fits more comfortably with the LI zoning criteria. 

The submitter has not provided sufficient evidence in my opinion to 
support rezoning Te Waiti Place to HI, or sufficient clarity with regard to 
the spatial extent of the rezoning sought.  

Recommendation Reject 

Aerial Imagery of Affected Location 

 

 G Burling requests that the following amendments to zoning:   

G Burling Property and Submission Information 

Submission Number 23.1 

Notified Planning Map 13Z and 74Z 

Legal Description Lot 7 DP 351125 

Address / Locality 8 Waterside Close, Onerahi 

Area 656m2 

Operative Zoning Business 3 Environment 

Notified Zoning Residential Zone 

Requested Zoning Light Industrial Zone 



 
 

76 
 
 
 

Submitter’s Supporting 
Technical Information 
or Reports 

Nil 

Discussion I do not support the rezoning.  Access to the subject site is achieved via 
an access leg from Waterside Close, Onerahi.  The subject site is located 
to the rear of a residential enclave with access extending between 
residential units and is adjoined by existing residential activities to the 
south west and north east.   

No information has been provided within the submission to demonstrate 
that the level of development enabled by LI zoning will be appropriate 
onsite and will not create adverse effects on the surrounding residential 
activities or exacerbate potential reverse sensitivity effects.   

I note the site contains an existing large shed from which the landowner 
operates an industrial activity. This activity can continue to operate under 
existing use rights. 

Rezoning the site in my opinion is not consistent with the LI zoning criteria 
as set out in the s32 Report4 and the zoning criteria policy SD-P24.  

Recommendation Reject 

Aerial Imagery of Affected Site 

 

                                                      
 
4 Pages 8 – 10.  
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 J Gregory opposes the proposed change of rural to industrial in the Toe toe Road area. The submitter 

would like the area to remain rural as making it industrial would have a great impact on the environment 

(especially the bird life and the creek).  

 The submitter also states that this land is also significant to Maori as it is associated with a pa sight with 

the Marae on the hill, two grave sites and a creek that runs along the land, where it indicates the paper 

road which Maori used significantly. Other concerns are raised by Mr Gregory about the implications of 

increased traffic, trucks and other oversized vehicles and parking problems within existing small 

residential scale streets. 

J Gregory Property and Submission Information 

Submission Number 30.1 

Notified Planning Map 13Z and 72Z 

Legal Description Part Te Waiiti Block, Lot 1 DP 67576, Section 24 Block XVI 
Purua SD, Lot 1 DP 197532 and Part Lot 1 DP 317483 

Address / Locality Toetoe Road 

Area 24.3ha  

Operative Zoning Rural Production Environment 

Notified Zoning Light Industrial Zone 

Requested Zoning Rural  

Submitter’s Supporting Technical 
Information or Reports 

Nil 

Discussion I agree with the concerns of the submitter, noting that the 
general location is a complex environment.  The location is: 

• Bounded to the north by Te Waiti Stream which is 
identified as an esplanade priority area in the WDP due 
to high ecological values.  

• Bounded to the south by the Rural (Urban Expansion) 
Environment which is intended to provide for 
residential development within average allotments of 
1ha.   

• Identified in the Otaika Structure Plan (Adopted 
February 2009) as suitable to rezone Business 2 
Environment. 

Archaeological sites5 are identified in the general locality 
however no Archaeological sites are mapped in the WDP.  No 
Sites of Significance to Maori are registered in the WDP.   

No infrastructure servicing constraints have been identified. 

In my opinion there is potential risk in relation to biodiversity 
and cultural effects, if developed.  While the site identified by 

                                                      
 
5 New Zealand Archaeological Association  
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Ballance contains an existing industrial land use and displays 
industrial characteristics, the wider location is mostly vacant 
with grass and vegetation.  In my opinion only the area 
identified by Ballance meets the zoning criteria for LI, whereas 
the remaining area of this location meets the zoning criteria for 
RPZ.   

Recommendation Accept in Part 

Aerial Imagery of Affected Site 

 
 

Further Submission A further submission6 has been received from Ballance opposing this primary 
submission, on the grounds that: 

1. The subject site has an established industrial activity legitimately operating 
from it, and the site displays few rural characteristics. 

2. The LI represents the most effective and efficient use of the land relative to 
the RPE and is the most suitable zone to apply to this property. 

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

4. The LI best achieves sustainable management under Part 2 of the RMA. 

The site that Ballance has a particular interest in is identified below: 

 

                                                      
 
6 Further Submission 362 Balance Agri-Nutrients  
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Figure 1 Extract from further submission.  

 AML Limited request that the Council move the proposed Heavy Industrial/Light Industrial zone 

boundary from Fertilizer Rd to Dawson Street, Port Whangarei. This is so that all current concrete plants 

remain in HI. 

 Industrial Estates Limited request the rezoning of 132-134 Port Road (Lot 10 DP 384814) to HI.   

AML Limited and Industrial Estates Limited Property and Submission Information 

Submission Number 84.1 and 163.1 

Notified Planning Map 10Z and 73Z 

Legal Description Multiple 

Address / Locality Fertilizer Rd to Dawson Street, Port Whangarei  and 132-134 Port Road, 
Whangarei 

Area Unknown 

Operative Zoning Business 4 Environment 

Notified Zoning Light Industrial Zone 

Requested Zoning Heavy Industrial Zone 

Submitter’s Supporting 
Technical Information 
or Reports 

Nil 

Discussion I concur with AML that many of the existing activities located immediately south 
of Fertiliser Road could be categorised as noxious/large scale industrial 
activities.   
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I note that PNJV have also made a submission seeking to retain LI with a 
Precinct over an area to the south of the AML site (within the notified Port Nikau 
Precinct, discussed below).   

In my opinion with respect to the AML and Industrial Estates submissions the 
area identified with a red outline below is suitable to be rezoned HI because it 
will meet the zoning criteria detailed in the s32 report7 and will achieve the HI 
zoning criteria in policy SD-P25.   

In my opinion the remaining area of land between Fertiliser Road and Logyard 
Road does not satisfactorily meet the HI zoning criteria, as it does not contain a 
presence of large-scale industrial activities and the existing site sizes are 
generally smaller.    

 

Recommendation Accept in Part 

Aerial Imagery of Affected Site 

                                                      
 
7 HI Section 32 Evaluation Report – Page 5 



 
 

81 
 
 
 

 

 WDC Infrastructure Group seek to rezone Section 13 Block XV Purua SD. 

WDC Infrastructure Group - Property and Submission Information 

Submission Number 242.54 

Notified Planning Maps 10Z and 71Z 

Legal Description Section 13 Block XV Purua SD 

Address / Locality Cemetery Road, Maunu 

Area 3.17ha approx 

Operative Zoning Open Space Environment 

Notified Zoning Sport and Active Recreation Zone 

Requested Zoning Light Industrial Zone 

Submitter’s Supporting Technical 
Information or Reports 

Nil 
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Discussion I do not support the requested rezoning. The site is zoned Open 
Space Environment with a designation (DW 126).  The submitter has 
provided no justification to support rezoning the site LI. In my opinion 
it is more appropriate and consistent with zoning criteria to retain the 
proposed Sport and Active Recreation zoning. 

Recommendation Reject 

Aerial Imagery of Affected Site 

 

 Amko Trustees Ltd request that the spilt zoning of PTS Lot 2 DP 26448 is continued unchanged.  This 

will mean that Business 3 will transition to a suitable zone such as LI so that current activities can carry 

on unhindered now an in the future. 

Amko Trustees Ltd - Property and Submission Information 

Submission Number 120 

Notified Planning Maps 13Z and 74Z 

Legal Description Part Lot 2 DP 26448 

Address / Locality Whangarei Heads Road 

Area 1.282ha approx 



 
 

83 
 
 
 

Operative Zoning Living and Business 3 

Notified Zoning Residential 

Requested Zoning Light Industry 

Submitter’s Supporting Technical 
Information or Reports 

Nil 

Discussion I do not support the rezoning.  Access to the subject site is achieved 
via an entrance from Whangarei Heads Road and an access leg 
from Waterside Close, Onerahi.  The subject site is located in close 
proximity to a residential enclave and is not in proximity to any other 
industrial activities.   

No information has been provided within the submission to 
demonstrate that the level of development enabled by LI zoning will 
be appropriate onsite and will not create adverse effects on the 
surrounding residential activities or exacerbate potential reverse 
sensitivity effects.   

I note the site contains an existing large shed from which an existing 
industrial activity operates. This activity can continue to operate 
under existing use rights. 

Rezoning the site in my opinion is not consistent with the LI zoning 
criteria as set out in the s32 Report8 and the zoning criteria policy 
SD-P24. 

Recommendation Reject 

Aerial Imagery of Affected Site 

                                                      
 
8 Pages 8 – 10.  
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Recommendation 

 I recommend that the Commissioners accept and/or reject the submission points as detailed below and: 

a. Retain the zoning as notified other than the recommended amendments listed in b and c below. 

b. Amend the LI zoning located at Toe Toe Road as detailed in Attachment 1.   

c. Amend the HI zoning located at Fertilizer Road, Port Whangarei as detailed in Attachment 1.  

 
Submitter Submission# & Point # Accept/Reject Recommendation 
Totara Trust 176.1 Accept a 
R Dyer 281.1 Reject a 
G Burling 23.1 Reject a 
J Gregory 30.1 Accept in Part b 
Z Energy 62.13 Accept a 
AML Limited 84.1 Accept in Part c 
Industrial Estates Limited 163.1 Accept in Part c 
PNTJV 142.1 Reject  a 
Tall Kauri 158.1 Reject in Part a 
WDC Infrastructure Group 242.54 Reject a 
Amko Trustees Ltd 120.1 Reject a 

 

 

b. Ruakaka Zoning (LI and HI Zones PC88G and PC88H) 

Submission Information  

 JB & RM Keith Trustees Ltd seek to rezone the land identified in Appendix B to the submission as LI.  R 

Hislop and C Meyer supports the JB & RM Keith Trustees Ltd submission. 
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 Ruakaka Motorcross Park and Bream Bay Toy Library request that the land between Innovate Road 

and Lakeside Park Road be zoned LI. 

 F Shirley-Thomson, K Hansen, Point Timber Ltd, J Keith and Lakeside Business Park, NPP Limited, L 

Witteem and C Yearbury request to zone land between Lakeside Park Rd and the fuel line (land owned 

by JB RM Keith Trustees and Marsden Point Investments) as LI. 

 R Mosley requests that the land owned by JB & RM Keith Trustees and Marsden Point Investments to 

be zoned LI. 

 P Hope requests for the notified HI zoning extending southwards towards Sime Road and bounded by 

LI alongside Marsden Point Road to be altered to zone the area bounded by Lakeside Park Road & the 

fuel line LI. 

Thomson and Hansen, Point Timber Ltd, J Keith and Lakeside Business Park, NPP Limited, 
Witteem, Yearbury, Bream Bay Toy Library, Mosley, Bennet, Hope, Ruakaka Motorcross and 
JB & RM Keith Trustees - Property and Submission Information 

Submission Number 271.1, 272.1, 287.1, 289.1, 292.1, 295.1, 305.1, 306.1, 297.1, 293.1, 
312.1, 288.1, 124.2 and 43.1 

Notified Planning Map 17Z, 44Z and 45Z 

Legal Description Multiple 

Address / Locality Marsden Point Road, Innovate and Lakeside Park Road, Ruakaka 

Area Unknown 

Operative Zoning Business 2 and 4 Environments and Schedule 27. 

Notified Zoning Light Industrial and Heavy Industrial Zones 

Requested Zoning Light Industrial Zone 

Submitter’s Supporting 
Technical Information 
or Reports 

Nil 

Discussion See discussion below. 

Recommendation Accept 

Aerial Imagery of Affected Site 
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 GEK requests that the part of Lot 5 DP 430702 notified as LI be re-zoned HI so that all of 18 Lakeside 

Park Road (legally described as Lots 5 and 6 DP 430702) are zoned HI.    

 North Sawn Lumber Limited requests that the parts of Lot 5 DP 430702 and Lot 1 DP 350513 that are 

notified as LI be re-zoned HI so that all of Lot 5 DP 403702 and Lot 1 DP 350513 are zoned HI. 

 Volume Two Limited requests that the part of Lot 1 DP 350513 notified as LI be re-zoned HI so that all 

of Lot 1 DP 350513 is zoned HI. 

GEK, North Sawn, Volume Two – Property and Submission Information 

Submission Number 219.1 & 2, 249.1 and 2, and 250.1 and 2 

Notified Planning Map 17Z, 44Z and 45Z 

Legal Description Lots 5 and 6 DP 430702 and Lot 1 DP 350513 

Address / Locality Lakeside Park Road, Ruakaka 

Area 11.39ha 

Operative Zoning Business 2 and 4 Environments and Schedule 27 

Notified Zoning Light Industrial and Heavy Industrial Zones  

Requested Zoning Heavy Industrial Zone 
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Submitter’s Supporting 
Technical Information 
or Reports 

Nil 

Discussion See discussion below 

Recommendation Accept 

Aerial Imagery of Affected Site 

 

 EPG seeks to rezone land legally described as Part Section 39 Block VII Ruakaka Survey District and 

Section 28-29 SO 322547 (Highway Property), and Section 2 SO 311980 and Section 30-32, 37 SO 

322547 (Marsden Point Road Property) as HI. 

EPG – Property and Submission Information 

Submission Number 126.3 

Notified Planning Map 17Z, 44Z and 45Z 

Legal Description Part Section 39 Block VII Ruakaka Survey District and Section 28-29 SO 
322547 (Highway Property). Section 2 SO 311980 and Section 30-32, 37 
SO 322547 (Marsden Point Road Property) 

Address / Locality Marsden Point Road, Ruakaka 

Area 35.53 

Operative Zoning Business 2 and Business 4 Environments 
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Notified Zoning Light Industrial Zone  

Requested Zoning Heavy Industrial Zone 

Submitter’s Supporting 
Technical Information 
or Reports 

Nil 

Discussion See discussion below 

Recommendation Reject 

Aerial Imagery of Affected Site 

 

 Ruakaka Parish Residents and Ratepayers Association Inc request that the areas encompassed by the 

HI and LI in Ruakaka be not compromised or reduced. 

Discussion 

 There are a number of overlapping submissions relating to the rezoning of land around Lakeside Park, 

Innovate and Sime Roads in Ruakaka.  The submissions while worded differently are generally 

consistent with their requested decisions.   

 The WDP applies operative B2 and B4 as a split zoning across many of the titles, and this split zoning 

has been continued into the notified LI and HI.  I can find no logical reason for this split zoning in the 
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s32 evaluation.  I do however support the s32 evaluation with respect to the deletion of Scheduled 

Activity 279. 

 The LI and HI split zoning is consistent with the Marsden Point – Ruakaka Structure Plan (November 

2009).  With respect to the zoning of Lot 5 DP 430702, the boundary between HI and LI has been 

established along a straight line which does not follow the legal boundary of Lot 5 DP 430702.  In my 

opinion this split zoning is not effective or efficient, creating unnecessary confusion for the landowner.  

In my opinion it is appropriate to zone the entire site HI.  

 With respect to the remainder of the submission area, I note that 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.  The land identified by submitters could comfortably fit with either 

the LI or the HI zone criteria.  On balance I consider that the land could be used for a wider range of 

activities under LI more consistent with the intent of the landowners.  In my opinion the land should be 

retained as LI as notified.   

 EPG have opposed the notified LI zoning of their sites on the basis that it will result in reverse sensitivity 

concerns in relation to any future development of the land.  I do not support this statement and prefer to 

rely upon the s32 evaluation.   

Recommendation 

 I recommend that the Commissioners accept and/or reject the submission points as detailed below and: 

a. Amend the HI of the land between Innovate Road and Lakeside Park Road to LI as detailed in 

Attachment 1. 

b. Amend the HI zoning of Lots 5 and 6 DP 430702 and Lot 1 DP 350513 as detailed in 

Attachment 1.   

 
Submitter Submission# & Point # Accept/Reject Recommendation 
JB & RM Keith Trustees Ltd 43.1 Accept a and b 
R Hislop 287.1 
C Meyer 289.1 
Bennet 312.1 
Ruakaka Motorcross Park 124.2 
F Shirley-Thomson and K Hansen 271.1 
Point Timber Ltd 272.1 
J Keith and Lakeside Business 
Part 

292.1 

NPP Limited 295.1 
L Witteem 305.1 
C Yearbury 306.1 
Breambay Toy Library 279.1 
R Mosley 293.1 
P Hope 288.1 
GEK 219.2 Accept in Part b 
North Sawn 249.1 and 2 
Volume Two 250.1 and 2 Reject a 

                                                      
 
9 S32 evaluation report Part 1 page 80. 
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EPG 126.3 
Ruakaka Parish Residents and 
Ratepayers Association Inc 

314.8 Accept in Part a and b 

 

Submission Information and Discussion  

 REDG seek to amend proposed planning maps 14, 41, 42 and 44 by rezoning the Marsden Point Area 

in accordance with the plan attached to the submission, including to LI.  

REDG  - Property and Submission Information  

Submission Number 180.1 

Notified Planning Map 17Z, 44Z and 45Z 

Legal Descriptions Part Lot 1 DP 36288, Lot 1 DP 406479, Part Section 11 Block VII 
Ruakaka SD 

Address / Locality One Tree Point Road (Marsden Point) 

Area 18.99ha 

Operative Zoning Rural Production Environment 

Notified Zoning Rural Production Environment 

Requested Zoning Light Industrial Zone  

Note: Submitter also requested MDR, LC and OS rezoning. These have 
been assessed under their respective sections of this s42A report. 

Submitter’s Supporting 
Technical Information 
or Reports 

Nil 

Discussion REDG have requested that a large area of land be rezoned from RPE to 
LI.  The area of land is adjacent to land zoned for industrial uses under the 
operative WDP and proposed to be zoned HI and LI.  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 submitters could comfortably fit with 
either the LI or HI zone criteria. 

REDG have not supplied technical assessments in support (as noted by 
the opposing further submitter10). No significant infrastructure constrains 
have been identified by WDC Infrastructure Engineers with respect to 
water, waste water and stormwater management.  In my opinion the 
nature of industrial development and the larger allotment size provides 

                                                      
 
10 Southpark (x359) 
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sufficient opportunity to provide for onsite attenuation and infrastructure.  
In my opinion the district wide Hazards, TRA and TWM provisions would 
provide sufficient opportunity to avoid, remedy or mitigate any potential 
adverse effects at time of site development. 

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 capacity11, 
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.   

I have recommended three changes to LI zoning as a result of 
submissions (see previous 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 REDG be rezoned LI. 

Recommendation Accept  

Aerial Imagery of Affected Sites 

 

Recommendation  

 I recommend that the Commissioners accept the submission point as detailed below and: 

                                                      
 
11 Section 32 Part 1, Attachment 1  
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a. Amend the LI zoning as detailed in Attachment 1. 

 
Submitter Submission# & Point # Accept/Reject Recommendation 
REDG  180.1 Reject a 

 

Submission Information and Discussion  

 Advance Development Limited see the following rezoning: 

Advance Developments Limited Property and Submission Information  

Submission Number 251.1 

Notified Planning Map 17Z, 44Z and 45Z 

Legal Descriptions 
Section 13 SO322547, Lot 2 DP 348043, Lot 1 DP 386730, Lot 1 DP 
348043, and Lot 2 DP 325771 

Address / Locality Corner of McCathie Road and State Highway 15 Ruakaka 

Area 41ha 

Operative Zoning Rural Production Environment 

Notified Zoning Rural Production Environment 

Requested Zoning Light Industrial Zone with a Marsden Technology Park Precinct 

Submitter’s Supporting 
Technical Information 
or Reports 

Draft Precinct Provisions 

Section 32 Evaluation 

RS Engineering Site Suitability Report 

Urban Economics Report 

Simon Cocker Landscape Architecture Report 

Marshall Day Noise Report 

Engineering Outcomes Traffic Report. 

Discussion See Part 5 Section m 

Recommendation Accept 

Aerial Imagery of Affected Sites 
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Recommendation  

 I recommend that the Commissioners accept the submission point as detailed below and: 

a. Amend the LI zoning and insert a new Precinct as detailed in Attachment 1 subject to 

acceptance of recommendations in response to submission points listed in Part 5. 

 
Submitter Submission# & Point # Accept/Reject Recommendation 
Advance Developments Ltd  251 Accept a 

 

 

c. Southern Whangarei Zoning (LI and HI Zones PC88G and PC88H) 

Submission Information 

 124 Tauroa Street Limited (Tauora) seeks to delete the notified LI from the land at 124 Tauroa Road 

(Lot 2 DP 209868) and replace it with the COM. 

Tauroa Property and Submission Information  

Submission Number 160.1 

Notified Planning Map 10Z and 72Z 

Legal Description Lot 2 DP 209868 

Address / Locality 124 Tauroa Road Raumanga 
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Area 3.2ha 

Operative Zoning Business 3 Environment 

Notified Zoning Light Industrial Zone 

Requested Zoning Commercial Zone 

Submitter’s Supporting 
Technical Information 
or Reports 

Nil 

Discussion See below 

Recommendation Accept in Part 

Aerial Imagery of Affected Site 

 

 Bunnings seeks to retain the LI zoning of the Whangarei Bunnings site, and LI provisions, as notified. 

Bunnings Property and Submission Information 

Submission Number 60.2 

Notified Planning Map 10Z and 72Z 

Legal Description Lot 2 DP 209868 

Address / Locality 124 Tauroa Street, Raumanga 
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Area 3.2ha 

Operative Zoning Business 3 Environment 

Notified Zoning Light Industrial Zone 

Requested Zoning Light Industrial Zone 

Submitter’s Supporting 
Technical Information 
or Reports 

Nil 

Discussion See below 

Recommendation Accept in Part 

Aerial Imagery of Affected Site 

 

 Commercial Centres seeks to retain LI zoning (as notified) for site 6 as identified in submission:  

Commercial Centres 

Submission Number 210.3 

Notified Planning Map 10Z and 72Z 

Legal Description Lot 1 DP 209868 

Address / Locality 130 Tauroa Street, Raumanga 
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Area 3,965m2 

Operative Zoning Business 3 Environment 

Notified Zoning Light Industry Zone 

Requested Zoning Light Industrial Zone 

Submitter’s Supporting 
Technical Information 
or Reports 

Nil 

Discussion See below 

Recommendation Accept in Part 

Aerial Imagery of Affected Site 

 

 Harvey Norman Properties Limited requests that the properties identified on the map included as part 

of the submission are rezoned to a "Special Purpose - Gateway Large Format Retail Zone".  The 

Gateway Large Format Retail Zone would adopt the same provisions as the underlying LI, with the 

exception that retail activities over 600m2 GFA (per tenancy) are provided for as permitted activities, 

and any consequential changes as needed to give effect to the above. 

Harvey Norman Property and Submission Information 

Submission Number 99.1 and 2 

Notified Planning Map 10Z and 72Z 



 
 

97 
 
 
 

Legal Description Lots 1, 3, 9, 10, 11, 14 and 15 DP 205819, Lots 1 and 2 DP 209868, Lot 
1 DP 330926 and Lots 1 – 3 DP 525449 

 

Address / Locality Gumdigger Place, Raumaunga 

Area 6.44ha 

Operative Zoning Business 2 Environment 

Notified Zoning Light Industrial Zone 

Requested Zoning Special Purpose - Gateway Large Format Retail Zone  

Submitter’s Supporting 
Technical Information 
or Reports 

Nil 

Discussion See discussion below 

Recommendation Accept in Part 

Aerial Imagery of Affected Site 

 

Discussion 

 In my opinion the submitters have raised valid concerns with respect to the nature of existing activities 

in this area south of Whangarei and the fit with the notified LI zoning.  I note that Mr Derek Foy12 has 

reviewed the submissions from an economic effects perspective and I rely upon his expert opinion. 

 Frajon Properties Ltd has made a further submission supporting the Harvey Norman request to establish 

a Special Purpose – Gateway Large Format Retail Zone, however seeks an alternative permitted activity 

                                                      
 
12 Mr Foy, Economic Written Comments – Part 1 Attachment 4 
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threshold of 500m2 GFA (per tenancy) within a single building, provided that no tenancy within that 

building is less than 300m2 GFA. 

 I have completed a s32AA evaluation considering the zoning options for this area (Attachment 3).  I do 

not support the request to rezone the area COM, as in my opinion it does not fit comfortably with the 

zoning criteria for COM nor does it achieve the COM objectives.   

 I do not support the introduction of a ‘Special Purpose Zone’ as requested by some submitters because 

in my opinion it does not comply with the Standards.  The Standards, Zone Framework Standard, 

Mandatory Direction 3 specifies when a Special Purpose Zone may be used: 

An additional special purpose zone must only be created when the proposed land use activities or 

anticipated outcomes of the additional zone meet all of the following criteria:  

a. Are significant to the district, region or country,  

b. Are impractical to be managed through another zone, 

c. Are impractical to be managed through a combination of spatial layers. [Emphasis added] 

 In my opinion the area does not meet all of the requirements for a special purpose zone because: 

a. The area does not contain activities that are significant to the district, noting that such activities 

could locate in other zones. 

b. The area fits with the zone criteria for LI, however the LI provisions are not as enabling of 

general retail activities as requested by submitters.   

c. It is practical to manage the proposed activities (as requested by the submitters) by way of a 

consistent underlying zone of LI and a precinct providing appropriate exemptions for general 

retail and food and beverage activities. 

 In my opinion, based on my s32AA assessment of 6 options, Option 6 (Recommended option of 

underlying LI and a precinct) is the most appropriate method. I consider that Option 6 will achieve the 

expectations for the Business zones and achieve the proposed objectives. 

Recommendation 

 I recommend that the Commissioners accept and/or reject the submission points as detailed below: 

a. Retain the LI zoning of as notified. 

b. Insert a new precinct to the LI chapter as detailed in Attachment 1. 

 
Submitter Submission# & Point # Accept/Reject Recommendation 
Bunnings 60.2 Accept in Part a and b 
Tauroa 160.1 
Commercial Centres 210.3 
Harvey Norman  99.1 & 2 
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d. PC88H Heavy Industry 

Submission Information 

 Heron Construction Holdings Limited (Heron) seeks to retain the HI to 279-289 Port Road Whangarei 

(Lot 4 DP 381630 and Lot 5 DP 381630) as notified. 

Heron Property and Submission Information 

Submission Number 161.1 

Notified Planning Map 10Z and 73Z 

Legal Description Lot 4 and 5 DP 381630 

Address / Locality 279 – 289 Port Road, Whangarei 

Area 4.84ha 

Operative Zoning Business 4 Environment 

Notified Zoning Heavy Industrial Zone 

Requested Zoning Heavy Industrial Zone 

Submitter’s Supporting 
Technical Information 
or Reports 

Nil 

Discussion I acknowledge the support of the notified HI zoning. 

Recommendation Accept 

Aerial Imagery of Affected Site 
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 Carter Holt Harvey Building Products Ltd accept the zoning notified by the Plan Change for the sites 

owned or leased by Carter Holt Harvey Building Products Ltd, as described in the submission. 

Carter Holt Harvey Building Products Ltd Property and Submission Information 

Submission Number 213.1 

Notified Planning Map 10Z and 73Z 

Legal Description The Base Mill, Lot 2 DP 208563  

Address / Locality 43 Kioreroa Road 

Area 53ha (approx.) 

Operative Zoning Business 4 Environment/Rural Production 

Notified Zoning Heavy Industrial Zone/Rural Production 

Requested Zoning Heavy Industrial Zone/Rural Production 

Submitter’s Supporting 
Technical Information 
or Reports 

Nil 

Discussion I acknowledge the support of the notified HI zoning. 

Recommendation Accept 
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Aerial Imagery of Affected Site 

 

 Downer New Zealand Ltd (Downer) seeks to retain zoning of 116 - 118 and 120 -122 Port Road as HI 

and zoning in Zone Map 73Z. 

Downer Property and Submission Information 

Submission Number 217.21 and 22 

Notified Planning Map 10Z and 73Z 

Legal Description Lot 1 DP 43210, Lot 1 DP 39728 and Lot 2 DP 62160 

Address / Locality 116-118 Port Road, 120-122 Port Road 

Area 2.92ha (approx.) 

Operative Zoning Business 4 Environment 

Notified Zoning Heavy Industrial Zone 

Requested Zoning Heavy Industrial Zone 

Submitter’s Supporting 
Technical Information 
or Reports 

Nil 

Discussion I acknowledge the support of the notified HI zoning. 
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Recommendation Accept in Part (noting zone changes recommended to Map 73Z) 

Aerial Imagery of Affected Site 

 

 Circa Marine and Industrial Limited request, as an alternative to submission point 2, to amend Planning 

Map 73Z so that the subject land is located in the HI rather than the LI as shown on the submission plan. 

Circa Marine and Industrial Limited (Circa) – Property and Submission Information 

Submission Number 256 

Notified Planning Map 10Z and 73Z 

Legal Description Lot 29 DP 57216, Lot 30 DP 567216, Lot 14 DP 53274 and Lot 15 DP 
53274 

Address / Locality 8 and 10 Hewlett Street, and 245 and 247 Port Road,  

Area 1.3ha approx. 

Operative Zoning Business 4 Environment 

Notified Zoning Light Industry Zone 

Requested Zoning LI (as an alternative relief if the 7000m2 limit applying to activities listed 
under LI-R7 to LI-R11 is removed. 

Submitter’s Supporting 
Technical Information 
or Reports 

Nil 
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Discussion I note that the primary relief sought by Circa has been addressed in Part 5 
and I have recommended that the limit for activities be removed.  The 
primary relief has been accepted and no rezoning is necessary. 

However should my recommendation with respect to the primary relief not 
be accepted, I do not support the rezoning the subject sites because in my 
opinion it is more not consistent with the HI zoning criteria as set out in the 
s32 Report13 and the zoning criteria policy SD-P25. 

Recommendation Reject 

Aerial Imagery of Affected Site 

 

Recommendation 

 I recommend that the Commissioners accept submission points as detailed below: 

a. Retain the HI zoning as notified. 

 
Submitter Submission# & Point # Accept/Reject Recommendation 
Heron 161.1 Accept  a  
Carter Holt Harvey Building 
Products Ltd 

213.1 

Downer 217.21 and 22 

 
  

                                                      
 
13 Pages 8 – 10.  
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D. PC88I – Living Zones (Author: Robert Burgoyne) 

 Section D addresses submissions on the zoning of the proposed Living Zones as well as the operative 

Rural (Urban Expansion) and Rural Living Zones. Topic headings for the submissions assessed under 

section D are as follows:  

a. General Support 

b. General Opposition 

c. Housing New Zealand Corporation Rezoning 

d. Rezoning to High-density Residential Zone 

e. Rezoning to Medium-density Residential Zone 

f. Rezoning to Residential Zone 

g. Ruakaka Rezoning 

h. Rural Rezoning 

 

a. General Support 

Submission Information 

 12 submissions14 were received in support of the proposed mapping of the Living Zones in relation to 

specific sites or areas.  

Discussion 

 I acknowledge the support of the proposed zoning and do not recommend any amendments in response. 

Recommendation 

 I recommend that the Commissioners accept the submission points as detailed below and: 

a. Retain the zoning as notified in relation to these sites.  
 

Submitter Submission# & Point # Accept/Reject Recommendation 
H and J Norman 14.1 Accept a 
R Lakdivdas 32.1 Accept a 
I Begbie 41.1 Accept a 
St Just 137.1 Accept a 
R James 198.1 Accept a 
Commercial Centres 210.2 Accept a 
GEK 218.1 – 3  Accept a 
GTB 269.1 Accept a 
G Bonetti and R Rankin 275.1 Accept a 
S Osbaldiston and R Dyer 298.1 Accept a 

 

                                                      
 
14 Howard and Jane Norman, Ravisva Lakdivdas, Ian Begbie, St Just Enterprises Limited (St Just), Russell James, 
Commercial Centres, GEK, GTB, Gaynor Bonetti and Richard Rankin and Susanne Osbaldiston and Russell Dyer.  
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b. General Opposition 

Submission Information 

 Eight submitters15 oppose the proposed rezoning of Living 1 Environment (L1) to Medium-density 

Residential Zone (MDR) in specific locations. 

 Karen and Roderick Blank request that the Urban Transition Environment (UTE) remains the same until 

services and transport infrastructure can be upgraded to support the zoning change. 

 Bruce and Isabel Thom request that the zoning of Lot 3 DP 198574 (174 Dip Road) retain the status 

quo as much as possible. 

 Chris Poynter opposes rezoning from Kamo Medium Density Living Precinct (KMP) to HDR on Puriri 

Street. 

 Katy and Glen Davidson oppose rezoning from L1 to High-density Residential Zone (HDR) in the Regent 

area.  

 Edward and Elizabeth Gledhill oppose rezoning from L1 to HDR in Tikipunga.  

 Gregory Jones opposes rezoning from L1 to HDR along Mill Road.  

 George Lyddiard opposes rezoning from L1 to HDR along Maunu Road. 

 Four submissions16 oppose the proposed HDR zoning on Wallace Street and request that a special 

heritage zone be applied to the area. 

 Nga Hapu o Whangarei requests that the area along Clapham Rd and at the end of Awa Glade Lane 

and Takahe Rd in Tikipunga/Whareora is remapped to exclude areas with existing tree cover. 

 Margaret Hicks opposes the rezoning of Section 18 Block XI Ruakaka SD and Lot 1 DP 350126 from 

RPZ to MDR. M Hicks also requests that MDR zoning avoid the following in Ruakaka and Marsden 

Point: low lying land susceptible to flooding, areas in proximity to ecologically sensitive areas and the 

water, and low-lying land that is presently engaged in farming activities. 

Discussion 

 As discussed in the s32 Report17, various issues have been identified within the operative L1, Living 2 

Environment (L2) and Living 3 Environment (L3) chapters. In my opinion it is appropriate to review these 

zones and replace them with zones that are consistent with the National Planning Standards (the 
Standards) and which seek to address the identified resource management issues. Similarly, it is 

appropriate to review the KMP and UTE alongside the Living Environments in my opinion to ensure 

consistency between the chapters and with the Standards.  

                                                      
 
15 Michael Williams, Rodney Arthur and Nola Hart, Terry and Lynda Ireland, Basil and Carol Kidd, Beverly van Zyl, Murray 
Webby, Margaret Hicks and Graham Chave.  
16 Margaret Gurney, Deborah and Geoff Seerup, Craig and Lee Westgate and Bronwyn Upton. 
17 Pages 6 – 8.  
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 In response to the eight submitters opposing the proposed MDR zoning, K and R Blank, B and I Thom 

and C Poynter, the notified zoning seeks to retain the status quo as much as possible by rezoning the 

sites to their most equivalent new zone. In my opinion these proposed zonings are appropriate, and I 

do not recommend any amendments in response to these submissions.  

 With regard to the opposition to the proposed rezoning of L1 to HDR in the Regent and Tikipunga areas 

and along Mill Road and Maunu Road, these areas were identified as being appropriate for the HDR 

based on the criteria set out in the s32 Report18 and the zoning criteria policy SD-P31. I acknowledge 

the concern of submitters that increasing density could result in adverse effects on character and 

amenity. However, I note that the proposed HDR contains significantly more provisions than either L1 

or L2 to manage urban design and non-residential activities to protect amenity and character. While 

increased densities may be enabled in these areas there are provisions proposed to manage adverse 

effects on adjacent properties. In my opinion the proposed HDR provisions appropriately manage 

adverse effects and these areas are suitable for slightly increased development densities to provide 

more housing variety and consolidate development around commercial centres.  

 For similar reasons as above, Wallace Street is appropriate for HDR zoning in my opinion and will enable 

more efficient and effective use of land in proximity to LC zoning and public amenities. In my opinion 

Wallace Street does not represent a significantly unique character or built form to justify the 

implementation of a precinct. Scheduled heritage trees and public trees are protected under the district 

wide provisions of the WDP. Car parking would still be required under the proposed Transport Chapter, 

and the scale and nature of non-residential activities would be managed by the proposed HDR 

provisions (more effectively than the operative L1 provisions in my opinion).  

 It is unclear what exact relief is sought by Nga Hapu o Whangarei and what exact area the submission 

applies to. The extent of the proposed L1 and L3 zonings in the Clapham Road area are proposed to 

remain the same and be replaced by the proposed MDR and Residential Zone (RES) to retain the status 

quo zoning pattern. The proposed RES has vegetation clearance rules to protect existing indigenous 

vegetation. I do not support any amendments in response to the submission due to the lack of clarity 

with respect to the relief sought.   

 I acknowledge the concerns raised by M Hicks in relation to areas that may not be appropriate for MDR 

zoning. However, I note that the main areas within Ruakaka and Marsden Point which have been 

proposed for rezoning are currently zoned as Future Living in the WDP and have approved subdivision 

consents or approved comprehensive development plans to enable future subdivision. In my opinion 

the proposed residential zoning within Ruakaka and Marsden Point is appropriate and is consistent with 

the level of development anticipated within these sites through previous zoning, consents and 

comprehensive development plans. I note that constraints such as flood susceptibility, ecological values 

and reverse sensitivity with rural production activities have been considered when identifying proposed 

MDR areas as set out in the s32 Report19 and the zoning criteria policy SD-P31.  
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Recommendation 

 I recommend that the Commissioners reject the submission points as detailed below and: 

a. Retain the zoning as notified, noting that amendments are recommended in response to other 
submission points.   
 

Submitter Submission# & Point # Accept/Reject Recommendation 
M Williams 8.1 Reject a 
R Arthur and N Hart 11.1 Reject a 
K and G Davidson 26.1 Reject a 
T and L Ireland 35.1 Reject a 
E and E Gledhill 40.1 Reject a 
G Jones 53.1 Reject a 
B and C Kidd 56.1 Reject a 
B van Zyl 57.1 Reject a 
M Webby 61.1 Reject a 
K and R Blank 71.1 Reject a 
G Lyddiard 78.1 Reject a 
M Gurney 89.1 Reject a 
M Hicks 90.1 – 2  Reject a 
B and I Thom 94.1 Reject a 
G Chave 130.1 Reject a 
D and G Seerup 140.1 – 2  Reject a 
C and L Westgate 192.1 Reject a 
B Upton 200.1 – 2  Reject a 
Nga Hapu o Whangarei 215.6 Reject a 
C Poynter 297.1 Reject a 

 

c. Housing New Zealand Corporation Rezoning 

Submission Information 

 Housing NZ seeks to “amend the spatial extents of a ‘three storey’ residential zone (consistent with the 

‘Medium Density Residential’ zone set out in the National Planning Standards), as well as a ‘two storey’ 

residential zone (consistent with the ‘Residential’ zone set out in the National Planning Standards), as 

shown on the maps attached” to the submission20.  

 The mapping included within the submission affects approximately 11,100 sites throughout Whangarei 

city, the surrounding suburbs, and Ruakaka/Marsden Point. The mapping requests rezoning of notified 

MDR and RES sites to HDR, as well as notified RES sites to MDR. Housing NZ considers that the 

requested rezoning would better optimise development opportunities and outcomes, achieve 

consistency with the Whangarei District Growth Strategy, Sustainable Futures 30/50 (30/50) and enable 

delivery of the key outcomes of the draft District Growth Strategy.  

Discussion 

 The Housing NZ submission does not clearly state what criteria the requested rezoning has been based 

on. My inference based on the reasons stated in the submission is that the requested rezoning is based 
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on proximity to the LC and NC, and to public transport corridors, which Housing NZ considers to be 

400m and 800m catchments.  

 After reviewing the Housing NZ submission and requested zone maps it is unclear how these areas 

were identified. The 400m and 800m walkable catchments appear to be applied inconsistently, as some 

sites which are within 800m of LC or NC zoning have not been identified for rezoning, while other sites 

which are further than 800m from any commercial zoning have been identified for rezoning. It is also 

unclear what data have been used to identify the public transport corridors. Additionally, the submission 

does not state if any other criteria have been used, such as proximity to public open space, land 

instability and flooding hazards, existing vegetation, reticulated infrastructure capacities, existing 

development patterns, etc. 

 The Housing NZ submission does not prioritise any specific sites or areas and rather appears to be 

requesting a wholesale change to the zoning approach and criteria for the MDR and HDR. However, 

limited information has been provided to explain or justify the rationale of the requested changes.  

 In my opinion the requested re-mapping of the MDR and HDR is not appropriate due to insufficient 

information and justification. The notified mapping is more consistent with 30/50 than Housing NZ’s 

requested rezoning in my opinion. The draft District Growth Strategy is still in early draft stages and 

should not be relied upon in my opinion. Additionally, as discussed in the Urban Plan Changes Technical 

Introduction s32 Report21, the notified mapping has been assessed as providing sufficient housing 

capacity to meet demand as set out by the NPS on Urban Development Capacity (NPS-UDC).  

 While I recognise the benefit of providing higher density housing in proximity to services and amenities, 

in my opinion the 400m and 800m catchments have been inconsistently applied by Housing NZ and 

either require more clarity or greater refinement in terms of how the catchments have bene identified. 

There are also a range of additional criteria that I consider important to address, which appear to have 

been disregarded.  

 For the reasons above, I do not recommend any amendments to the spatial extent of the RES, MDR 

and HDR in response to the Housing NZ submission. Other submitters have made site or area specific 

rezoning requests which have been assessed on a site by site basis according to their merits. Some of 

these sites overlap with Housing NZ’s requested remapping and have been discussed in more detail in 

the following sections.  

Recommendation 

 I recommend that the Commissioners reject the submission point as detailed below and: 

a. Retain the zoning as notified, noting that amendments are recommended in response to other 
submission points.   

Submitter Submission# & Point # Accept/Reject Recommendation 
Housing NZ 268.182 Reject a 
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d. Rezoning to High-density Residential Zone 

Submission Information and Discussion 

 Kensington Club Inc requests the following rezoning: 

Kensington Club Inc Property and Submission Information  

Submission Number 91 

Notified Planning Map 63Z 

Legal Descriptions Lots 2 and 3 DP 16110, Lot 2 DP 31402 and Part Allot 2 PSH OF 
Whangarei 

Address / Locality Huapai Street (Kensington) 

Area Approximately 5,392m2 

Operative Zoning Living 1  

Notified Zoning Medium-density Residential 

Requested Zoning High-density Residential 

Submitter’s Supporting 
Technical Information 
or Reports 

N/A 

Discussion In my opinion the area is appropriate for HDR zoning as it meets the 
criteria identified in the s32 Report22 and achieves the zoning criteria 
policy SD-P31. These sites are in proximity to LC zoning and are not 
discernibly unique from other adjacent sites which have been proposed as 
HDR. 

Recommendation Accept 
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Aerial Imagery of Affected Sites 

 

 Whangarei Boys High School (Boys High) requests the following rezoning: 

Boys High Property and Submission Information  

Submission Number 148 

Notified Planning Map 62Z 

Legal Description Pt Allot 1 Parish (northern portion) 

Address / Locality 10 Kent Road (Kensington) 

Area Approximately 1.45ha 

Operative Zoning Living 1  

Notified Zoning Medium-density Residential 

Requested Zoning High-density Residential 

Submitter’s Supporting 
Technical Information 
or Reports 

s32 Evaluation 

Discussion In my opinion the site is appropriate for HDR zoning as it meets the 
criteria identified in the s32 Report23 and achieves the zoning criteria 
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policy SD-P31. The site is in proximity to LC zoning and is not discernibly 
unique from other adjacent sites which have been proposed as HDR. The 
site contains areas of high land instability. I recommend that this area of 
the site be excluded from rezoning as shown in Attachment 1 to avoid 
higher density development on land with an identified hazard. 

KiwiRail has opposed the rezoning due to potential reverse sensitivity 
effects with the railway corridor24. However, the railway corridor is located 
more than 225m from the area requested for rezoning. In my opinion the 
rezoning will not result in materially increased reverse sensitivity effects.  

Recommendation Accept in part 
Aerial Imagery of Affected Site 

 

 Summerset Villages (Whangarei) Limited (Summerset) requests the following rezoning:  

Summerset Property and Submission Information  

Submission Number 205 

Notified Planning Map 58Z and 60Z 

Legal Descriptions Lot 3 DP 143700, Lot 1 DP 485355 and Section 1 SO 446509 

Address / Locality End of Wanaka Street (Tikipunga) 

Area Approximately 11.02ha 

Operative Zoning Living 1  
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Notified Zoning Medium-density Residential 

Requested Zoning High-density Residential 

Submitter’s Supporting 
Technical Information 
or Reports 

N/A 

Discussion In my opinion the site is appropriate for HDR zoning as it meets the 
criteria identified in the s32 Report25 and achieves the zoning criteria 
policy SD-P31. The site is in proximity to LC zoning and is not discernibly 
unique from other adjacent sites which have been proposed as HDR. 
Section 1 SO 446509 contains areas of high land instability. I recommend 
that this area of the site be excluded from rezoning as shown in 
Attachment 1 to avoid higher density development on land with an 
identified hazard. 

Recommendation Accept in part 
Aerial Imagery of Affected Sites 

 

 Andrew Hiskens requests the following rezoning: 

A Hiskens Property and Submission Information  

Submission Number 95 
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Notified Planning Map 72Z and 73Z 

Legal Descriptions Lots 1 and 3 DP 366931 and Lots 9-12 DP 388270 

Address / Locality 17, 19, 21, 23 Madison Place and adjacent greenfield sites (Morningside) 

Area Approximately 14.92ha 

Operative Zoning Living 1  

Notified Zoning Medium-density Residential 

Requested Zoning High-density Residential 

Submitter’s Supporting 
Technical Information 
or Reports 

N/A 

Discussion I do not support the requested rezoning. These sites are all identified as 
high land instability and no information has been provided within the 
submission to demonstrate that the level of development enabled by HDR 
zoning will not create or exacerbate hazards on this land or any other 
land. Additionally, the sites are not within walking distance of LC zoning 
and are not consistent with the zoning criteria set out in the s32 Report26 
or the zoning criteria policy SD-P31 in my opinion.  

Recommendation Reject 
Aerial Imagery of Affected Sites 

 
 

 Classic Developments requests the following rezoning:  
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Classic Developments Property and Submission Information  

Submission Number 149 

Notified Planning Map 60Z 

Legal Description Lot 2 DP 525506 

Address / Locality Sands Road (Tikipunga) 

Area Approximately 6.2ha 

Operative Zoning Living 1 with Living Overlay Area 

Notified Zoning Medium-density Residential 

Requested Zoning High-density Residential 

Submitter’s Supporting 
Technical Information 
or Reports 

s32 Evaluation 

Master plan 

Discussion I do not support the requested rezoning. The site was recently rezoned as 
L1 under Plan Change 86B which was made operative in March 2019. As 
discussed in the submission, a master plan has been prepared for the site 
which proposes development of approximately 90 residential allotments 
ranging in sizes from 283m2 to 557m2. In my opinion it is more appropriate 
to retain the proposed MDR zoning and assess the development 
proposed under the master plan through the resource consent process 
rather than to amend the zoning again and enable more intensive 
development than what is envisaged by the master plan. In my opinion the 
site is more consistent with the MDR zoning criteria set out in the s32 
Report27 and the MDR zoning criteria policy SD-P31 than with the HDR 
zoning criteria. 

Recommendation Reject 
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Aerial Imagery of Affected Site 

 

 Workman Properties Limited (Workman) requests the following rezoning: 

Workman Property and Submission Information  

Submission Number 150 

Notified Planning Map 66Z 

Legal Descriptions Lot 2 DP 434437 (partial) and Lot 1 DP 434437 

Address / Locality End of Fourth Avenue (Woodhill) 

Area Approximately 3.67ha 

Operative Zoning Living 1 

Notified Zoning Medium-density Residential 

Requested Zoning High-density Residential 

Submitter’s Supporting 
Technical Information 
or Reports 

s32 Evaluation 

Discussion I do not support the requested rezoning. As discussed in the submission 
the site has an approved land use consent for the construction of a 
retirement village. While the density of the retirement village would be 
more consistent with HDR this does not justify rezoning in my opinion. The 
site is not in proximity to any proposed Business Zones and is not 
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contiguous with any proposed HDR zoning. In my opinion HDR zoning 
would result in a spot zoning and would not be consistent with the intent of 
consolidating higher density development around commercial centres. In 
my opinion MDR zoning will not interfere with the approved land use 
consent. In my opinion the sites are more consistent with the MDR zoning 
criteria set out in the s32 Report28 and the MDR zoning criteria policy SD-
P31 than with the HDR zoning criteria. 

Recommendation Reject 
Aerial Imagery of Affected Sites 

 
 

 EB Developments requests the following rezoning: 

EB Development Property and Submission Information  

Submission Number 179 

Notified Planning Map 74Z 

Legal Description Lot 1 DP 98997 (eastern portion) 

Address / Locality End of St Mary’s Place (Onerahi) 

Area Approximately 8,422m2 

Operative Zoning Living 1 

Notified Zoning Medium-density Residential 

Requested Zoning High-density Residential 
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Submitter’s Supporting 
Technical Information 
or Reports 

s32 Evaluation 

Discussion I do not support the requested rezoning. The site is identified as high land 
instability. No information has been provided within the submission to 
demonstrate that the level of development enabled by HDR zoning will not 
create or exacerbate hazards on this land or any other land. In my opinion 
it is not appropriate to enable increased densities within this site. 
Additionally, the site is not in proximity to the other proposed HDR zoning 
within Onerahi and would result in a spot zoning. In my opinion the site is 
more consistent with the MDR zoning criteria set out in the s32 Report29 
and the MDR zoning criteria policy SD-P31 than with the HDR zoning 
criteria. 

Recommendation Reject 
Aerial Imagery of Affected Site 

 
Recommendation 

 I recommend that the Commissioners accept and/or reject the submission points as detailed below and: 

a. Amend Planning Map 63Z as set out in Attachment 1. 

b. Amend Planning Map 62Z as set out in Attachment 1. 

c. Amend Planning Maps 58Z and 60Z as set out in Attachment 1. 

d. Retain the zoning of Lots 1 and 3 DP 366931 and Lots 9-12 DP 388270 as notified. 

e. Retain the zoning of Lot 2 DP 525506 as notified. 
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f. Retain the zoning of Lots 1 and 2 DP 434437 as notified.  

g. Retain the zoning of Lot 1 DP 98997 as notified.  
 

Submitter Submission# & Point # Accept/Reject Recommendation 
Kensington Club 91.1 Accept a 
A Hiskens 95.1 Reject d 
Boys High  148.1 Accept in part b 
Classic Developments 149.1 Reject e 
Workman 150.1 Reject f 
EB Developments 179.1 Reject g 
Summerset 205.1 Accept in part c 

 

e. Rezoning to Medium-density Residential Zone 

Submission Information and Discussion 

 Legend Investors Ltd requests the following rezoning: 

Legend Investors Ltd Property and Submission Information  

Submission Number 131 

Notified Planning Map 66Z 

Legal Description Lot 2 DP 456678 

Address / Locality 45 Hospital Road (Maunu) 

Area Approximately 7,331m2 

Operative Zoning Living 1 

Notified Zoning Hospital Zone  

Requested Zoning High-density Residential or Medium-density Residential 

Submitter’s Supporting 
Technical Information 
or Reports 

N/A 

Discussion I support the rezoning for the reasons outlined in Legend Investor’s 
submission30. In my opinion the site is more appropriately zoned as MDR 
than HDR to be consistent with the surrounding MDR zoning, rather than 
spot zoning it as HDR. The site is not within walking distance of LC zoning 
and is adjacent to the proposed Hospital Zone. In my opinion the site is 
not appropriate for increased development density which could generate 
increased reverse sensitivity effects.  

Recommendation Accept MDR zoning 

                                                      
 
30 Paragraphs 15 – 17 of submission 131  



 
 

119 
 
 
 

Aerial Imagery of Affected Site 

 

 SS Developments Limited requests the following rezoning: 

SS Developments Limited Property and Submission Information  

Submission Number 263 

Notified Planning Map 72Z 

Legal Description Lot 1 DP 96485 (north-eastern portion) 

Address / Locality End of Manuka Place (Morningside) 

Area Approximately 6,303m2 

Operative Zoning Business 2 

Notified Zoning Light Industrial  

Requested Zoning Medium-density Residential 

Submitter’s Supporting 
Technical Information 
or Reports 

N/A 

Discussion I support the rezoning for the reasons set out in the SS Developments 
Limited submission31. The rezoning covers a small area and results in a 
minor realignment of the notified MDR and LI zone boundaries which will 
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enable the more efficient use of land and better separation between 
potentially incompatible activities. 

I note that recent works undertaken within the site have caused a 
landslide event. However, subdivision and land use consents have 
recently been granted which are consistent with the zoning sought. Land 
instability hazards could cause adverse effects under either LI or MDR 
zoning and in my opinion should not preclude the site from MDR zoning 
as the existing consent enables residential development regardless of the 
recommended zoning.  

Recommendation Accept 
Aerial Imagery of Affected Site 

 
 

 Society of Mary requests the following rezoning: 

Society of Mary Property and Submission Information  

Submission Number 146 

Notified Planning Map 71Z and 72Z 

Legal Description Lot 1 DP 52416 

Address / Locality Pompallier Estate Drive (Maunu) 

Area Approximately 2.73ha 

Operative Zoning Living 3 

Notified Zoning Residential Zone 

Requested Zoning Medium-density Residential 
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Submitter’s Supporting 
Technical Information 
or Reports 

s32 Evaluation 

Discussion In my opinion the site is appropriate for MDR zoning as it meets the 
criteria identified in the s32 Report32 and achieves the zoning criteria 
policy SD-P31. The site is not discernibly unique from other adjacent sites 
which have been proposed as MDR. 

Recommendation Accept 
Aerial Imagery of Affected Site 

 

 Derek, Patricia and Janette Robinson request the following rezoning: 

D, P and J Robinson Property and Submission Information  

Submission Number 135 

Notified Planning Map 56Z and 60Z 

Legal Descriptions Lots 1, 3, 5 and 6 DP 172959 and Lots 1 – 4 DP 190758 

Address / Locality Vinegar Hill Road (Tikipunga) 

Area Approximately 21.61ha 
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Operative Zoning Living 3 

Notified Zoning Residential Zone 

Requested Zoning Medium-density Residential 

Submitter’s Supporting 
Technical Information 
or Reports 

N/A 

Discussion I do not support the rezoning requested by D, P and J Robinson. I have 
consulted with the WDC Infrastructure Planning and Capital Works 
Department and they have identified that there is currently insufficient 
capacity within the reticulated wastewater network to service development 
that would be enabled by the rezoning. WDC infrastructure managers 
have advised that substantial additional upgrades would be required to 
support the rezoning. This work is not planned by WDC within the next 10 
years and no information has been provided within the submission to 
demonstrate how these works could be achieved and paid for. In my 
opinion the sites are more consistent with the RES zoning criteria set out 
in the s32 Report33 and the RES zoning criteria policy SD-P31 than the 
MDR zoning criteria.  

Recommendation Reject 
Aerial Imagery of Affected Sites 
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 Colleen and Arthur Rushton request the following rezoning: 

C and A Rushton Property and Submission Information  

Submission Number 270 

Notified Planning Map 67Z 

Legal Description Lot 1 DP 310956 

Address / Locality 11 Patiki Street (Riverside) 

Area Approximately 1.83ha 

Operative Zoning Living 3 

Notified Zoning Residential 

Requested Zoning Medium-density Residential 

Submitter’s Supporting 
Technical Information 
or Reports 

N/A 

Discussion I do not support the rezoning of 11 Patiki Street because the majority of 
the site is identified as high land instability hazard and no information has 
been provided within the submission to demonstrate that the level of 
development enabled by MDR zoning will not create or exacerbate 
hazards on this land or any other land. Additionally, there is a significant 
amount of indigenous vegetation within the site and there are no 
indigenous vegetation clearance rules within the proposed MDR. This 
vegetation would be better protected under the proposed RES provisions 
in my opinion. In my opinion the site is more consistent with the RES 
zoning criteria set out in the s32 Report34 and the RES zoning criteria 
policy SD-P31 than the MDR zoning criteria. 

Recommendation Reject 
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Aerial Imagery of Affected Site 

 

 Raewyn and Warwick Dawson request the following rezoning:  

R and W Dawson Property and Submission Information  

Submission Number 280 

Notified Planning Map 66Z 

Legal Descriptions Lot 1 DP 158601, Lots 1 and 2 DP 320749, Lot 1 DP 38982, Lot 45 DP 
391301, Lots 1 and 2 DP 73632, Lots 1 – 3 DP 36951 and Lot 2 DP 
42601 

Address / Locality 308 – 340 Maunu Road (Maunu) 

Area Approximately 10.24ha 

Operative Zoning Living 3 

Notified Zoning Residential 

Requested Zoning Medium-density Residential 

Submitter’s Supporting 
Technical Information 
or Reports 

N/A 

Discussion While I acknowledge that there are sites within 308 to 340 Maunu Road 
that are generally smaller than what is anticipated within the RES, I note 
that the average site size is over 9,000m2. Even if the larger site (312 
Maunu Road) is removed from consideration the average lot size is 
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approximately 2,500m2. Additionally, there are areas of indigenous 
vegetation and flooding hazards identified within the sites. In my opinion 
these sites are not appropriate for increased development densities. In 
my opinion the sites are more consistent with the RES zoning criteria set 
out in the s32 Report35 and the RES zoning criteria policy SD-P31 than 
the MDR zoning criteria. 

Recommendation Reject 
Aerial Imagery of Affected Sites 

 

 

Recommendation 

 I recommend that the Commissioners accept and/or reject the submission points as detailed below and: 

a. Amend Planning Map 66Z as set out in Attachment 1. 

b. Amend Planning Map 72Z as set out in Attachment 1. 

c. Amend Planning Maps 71Z and 72Z as set out in Attachment 1. 

d. Retain the zoning of Lots 1, 3, 5 and 6 DP 172959 and Lots 1 – 4 DP 190758 as notified.  

e. Retain the zoning of 11 Patiki Street as notified.  

f. Retain the zoning of Lot 2 DP 36951 as notified. 
 

Submitter Submission# & Point # Accept/Reject Recommendation 
Legend Investors Ltd 131.1 Accept a 
D, P and J Robinson 135.1 Reject d 
Society of Mary 146.1 Accept c 
SS Developments Limited 263.1 Accept b 
C and A Rushton 270.1 Reject e 
R and W Dawson 280.1 Reject f 
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f. Rezoning to Residential Zone 

Submission Information and Discussion 

 Andrew Norman, Barry Povey and Suzanne McQuade request the following rezoning:  

A Norman, B Povey and S McQuade Property and Submission Information  

Submission Numbers 7; 308 

Notified Planning Map 72Z 

Legal Description Lot 52 DP 187898  

Address / Locality Acacia Drive (Raumanga)  

Area Approximately 1.37ha 

Operative Zoning Living 1 and Living 3 

Notified Zoning Rural Production 

Requested Zoning Residential and Medium-density Residential 

Submitters’ 
Supporting Technical 
Information or Reports 

N/A 

Discussion Lot 52 DP 187898 comprises the private road Acacia Drive. The private 
road is currently split zoned as L1 and L3 where it is adjacent to those 
respective zones.  

The notified mapping identified the private road as Rural Production Zone 
(RPZ). As a private road, it does not adopt the zoning of adjacent sites to 
the centreline as a public road would under the WDP definitions.  

In my opinion it is appropriate to rezone the right of way to be consistent 
with the current zoning as there is no identifiable reason to amend the 
zoning from its current state. This rezoning will result in relatively 
immaterial effects but will achieve a consistent zoning pattern and better 
reflect the status quo in my opinion. 

Recommendation Accept 
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Aerial Imagery of Affected Site 

 

 Quality Development Ltd requests the following rezoning: 

Quality Development Ltd Property and Submission Information  

Submission Number 157 

Notified Planning Map 72Z 

Legal Descriptions Part Lot 4 DP 19724 (partial) and Lot 2 DP 46220 

Address / Locality End of O’Shea Road (Raumanga)  

Area Approximately 45.75ha 

Operative Zoning Living 1, Living 3 and Business 3 

Notified Zoning Rural Production 

Requested Zoning Residential 

Submitter’s 
Supporting Technical 
Information or Reports 

N/A 

Discussion The notified plan changes proposed that these sites be rezoned as RPZ 
because the sites contain numerous constraints such as: high instability 
hazards, flood susceptible land, numerous archaeological sites, 
Northpower Critical Overhead Lines, National Grid Lines and Towers, and 
portions of the designation for the Kotutu Dam.  



 
 

128 
 
 
 

I acknowledge that the operative zoning provides for a higher level of 
development than what is enabled by the RPZ; however, I note that these 
sites were: 

• First identified as Deferred Residential Zone under 1983 District 
Scheme. 

• Partially rezoned as Residential Landscape Protection Zone 
under the 1991 District Scheme. 

• Rezoned as their current mixture of L1, L3 and B3 under the 2007 
District Plan.  

Over this time limited progress has been made towards giving effect to the 
zoning. In my opinion it is appropriate to now reconsider the appropriate 
zoning.  

Due to the existing constraints within the sites, and the existing rural 
character and environment of O’Shea Road which would provide access 
to the sites, the sites are more appropriately zoned RPZ than RES in my 
opinion. On balance, I consider the sites to be more consistent with the 
RPZ zoning criteria in SD-P35 than the RES zoning criteria in SD-P31.3.  

Recommendation Reject 
Aerial Imagery of Affected Sites 
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 Jan Irving requests the following rezoning:  

J Irving Property and Submission Information  

Submission Number 211 

Notified Planning Map 67Z 

Legal Descriptions Lots 1 – 4 DP 187249, Lot 28 – 30, 35 and 36 DP 18256, Lots 1 – 3 
494506, Lot 1 DP 427962, Lots 1 – 2 and 4 DP 483167, Lot 6 DP 27781, 
Lots 1 – 2 DP 522942, Lots 1 – 2 DP 430494 and Lot 1 DP 336938 

Address / Locality Konini Street (Riverside)   

Area Approximately 15.43ha 

Operative Zoning Urban Transition Environment 

Notified Zoning Low Density Residential 

Requested Zoning Residential 

Submitter’s Supporting 
Technical Information 
or Reports 

N/A 

Discussion After reviewing the submission, it appears that the main reason for the 
requested rezoning is generally to protect rural character. The properties to 
the east of Waioneone Road and the west of Konini Street are currently 
zoned as UTE and notified as Low-density Residential Zone (LDR). In my 
opinion the LDR is more appropriate and more effective than the RES in 
achieving a rural character and protecting rural amenity and outlook due to 
the larger lot sizes in the LDR and more restrictive landuse and subdivision 
provisions. I note that changes have been proposed to the UTE provisions 
as part of PC88I which aim to strengthen the provisions and further protect 
rural character and outlook. I do not recommend any changes in response 
to the submission and consider that the notified zoning is more effective in 
addressing the submitter’s concerns. 

Recommendation Reject 
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Aerial Imagery of Affected Sites 

 

 

Recommendation 

 I recommend that the Commissioners accept and/or reject the submission points as detailed below and: 

a. Amend Planning Map 72Z as set out in Attachment 1. 

b. Retain the zoning of Lot 2 DP 46220 and Part Lot 4 DP 19724 as notified. 

c. Retain the zoning of the properties to the east of Waioneone Road and the west of Konini Street 
as notified. 
 

Submitter Submission# & Point # Accept/Reject Recommendation 
A Norman 7.1 Accept a 
Quality Development Ltd 157.1 Reject b 
J Irving 211.2 Reject c 
B Povey and S McQuade 308.1 Accept a 

 

g. Ruakaka Rezoning 

Submission Information 

 Lynda and Ross O’Riley request the following rezoning: 
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L and R O’Riley Property and Submission Information  

Submission Number 38 

Notified Planning Map 46Z 

Legal Description Lot 1 DP 210980 

Address / Locality 98 Peter Snell Road (Ruakaka)   

Area Approximately 5.64ha 

Operative Zoning Rural Production 

Notified Zoning Rural Production 

Requested Zoning Medium-density Residential 

Submitter’s Supporting 
Technical Information 
or Reports 

N/A 

Discussion See section below 

Recommendation Reject 
Aerial Imagery of Affected Site 
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 JB & RM Keith Trustees Ltd and John Keith and Lakeside Business Park request the following rezoning:  

JB & RM Keith Trustees Ltd and John Keith and Lakeside Business Park Property and 
Submission Information  

Submission Numbers 59; 292 

Notified Planning Map 46Z 

Legal Description Lot 2 DP 350126 

Address / Locality Tamure Place (Ruakaka)   

Area Approximately 4.87ha 

Operative Zoning Rural Production with Future Living Environment Overlay 

Notified Zoning Rural Production  

Requested Zoning Medium-density Residential 

Submitters’ Supporting 
Technical Information 
or Reports 

N/A 

Discussion See section below 

Recommendation Reject 
Aerial Imagery of Affected Site 
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 C & K Pyle request the following rezoning: 

C & K Pyle Property and Submission Information  

Submission Number 194 

Notified Planning Map 41Z and 42Z 

Legal Descriptions Lot 1 DP 132876 (partial), Part Allot NW71 PSH OF Ruakaka (partial), Lot 
1 DP 103084, Section 1 Block III Ruakaka SD, Part Allot NW72 PSH OF 
Ruakaka, Section 25 Block VII Ruakaka SD and Lot 1 DP 52850 

Address / Locality One Tree Point Road (Marsden Point) 

Area Approximately 58.64ha 

Operative Zoning Rural Production with Future Living Environment Overlay (partial) 

Notified Zoning Rural Production  

Requested Zoning Medium-density Residential with Expansion Precinct that enables 
development only when it is serviced by on-site communal wastewater 
systems that can be retrofitted when public reticulated infrastructure is 
available.  

Submitter’s Supporting 
Technical Information 
or Reports 

N/A 

Discussion See section below 

Recommendation Reject 
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Aerial Imagery of Affected Sites 

 
 

 The Ruakaka Economic Development Group (REDG) requests the following rezoning: 

REDG Property and Submission Information  

Submission Number 180 

Notified Planning Map 41Z and 42Z 

Legal Descriptions Lot 1 DP 103084, Lot 1 DP 52850, Section 25 Block VII Ruakaka SD, 
Part Allot NW72 PSH OF Ruakaka, Lot 1 DP 132876 (partial), Section 
1 Block III Ruakaka SD, Part Allot NW71 PSH OF Ruakaka (partial), 
Lots 1 – 10 DP 149874, Lot 1 DP 205070, Lots 2 – 3 DP 520249, Lots 
1 – 2 DP 392683, Lot 2 DP 363594 and Lots 2, 4 and 5 of DP 345932 
  

Address / Locality One Tree Point Road (Marsden Point) 

Area Approximately 134.54ha 

Operative Zoning Rural Production with Future Living Environment Overlay (partial) 

Notified Zoning Rural Production  

Requested Zoning Medium-density Residential with Expansion Precinct that enables 
development only when it is serviced by on-site communal wastewater 
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systems that can be retrofitted when public reticulated infrastructure is 
available.  

Note: Submitter also requested areas of LI, LC and OS rezoning. These 
have been assessed under their respective sections of this s42A report. 

Submitter’s Supporting 
Technical Information 
or Reports 

N/A 

Discussion See section below 

Recommendation Reject 
Aerial Imagery of Affected Sites 

 

 Craig Johnston and David and Robin Ford request the following rezoning: 

C Johnston and D and R Ford Property and Submission Information  

Submission Number 164 

Notified Planning Map 42Z and 43Z 

Legal Descriptions Lot 1 DP 195601, Lots 1 – 2 DP 209813, Lots 1 – 2 DP 128491, Lot 1 
DP 189506, Lot 1 DP 197939, Lot 1 DP 92672, Section 30 Block VII 
Ruakaka SD and Section 29 Block VII Ruakaka SD 

 

Address / Locality One Tree Point Road (Marsden Point) 

Area Approximately 80.36ha 
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Operative Zoning Rural Production with Future Living Environment Overlay (partial) 

Notified Zoning Rural Production  

Requested Zoning Medium-density Residential with Open Space Zone buffer to the east 
between requested MDR and notified Light Industrial Zoning.  

Submitter’s Supporting 
Technical Information or 
Reports 

N/A 

Discussion See section below 

Recommendation Reject 
Aerial Imagery of Affected Sites 

 

 Northport Ltd (Northport) and Marsden Maritime Holdings Limited (MMH) request that additional 

residential land be included in the Ruakaka/Marsden Point/One Tree Point area. No specific mapping 

or descriptions were provided within the submissions. Northport requests that a precinct be created for 

the Ruakaka/Marsden Point area that enables development only when it is serviced by on-site 

communal wastewater systems that can be retrofitted when public reticulated infrastructure is available. 

 The Ruakaka Parish Residents and Ratepayers Association Inc (RPRRA) requests the following: 

• All the land bounded by Pyle Road East, McEwan and One Tree Point Roads be rezoned to MDR. 

• Higher level ground on the northern side of Salle Road be zoned MDR with the low-lying ground 

at the eastern being retained as open space.  Part of this new zone to be set aside for educational 

use. 
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• Rezone a moderate area of land to the south of the Paradise Shores Subdivision at Ruakaka 

South Beach to MDR. 

Discussion 

 I do not support the submissions requesting a precinct to enable development only when it is serviced 

by on-site communal wastewater systems that can be retrofitted when public reticulated infrastructure 

is available. I note that the further submission from C and K Pyle36 provides a draft chapter for the 

precinct. However, in my opinion it is unclear within the submissions and further submissions how 

exactly this precinct would work and how it would translate into district plan provisions. My inference is 

that the precinct would operate either: 

• As a future urban zoning, which would enable subdivision down to a certain lot size prior to 

reticulated services being available and then would enable further subdivision once reticulation 

was available (similar to the operative RUEZ); or 

• As a final form zoning, which would enable subdivision down to a residential lot size consistent 

with the MDR provided that sufficient land was set aside for communal servicing of wastewater, 

stormwater and drinking water. I envisage that development would require a comprehensive 

development plan type approach.  

 Either scenario is inappropriate in my opinion and raises several issues such as: 

• The establishment, management and operation of the communal assets on an on-going basis 

given that there are numerous landowners within the rezoning submission area. Achieving a 

comprehensive development under the existing landownership pattern would be challenging in 

my opinion.  

• The impacts on the potential future development capacity of the area would be significantly 

constrained by areas that had been established for on-site servicing. This would not result in 

efficient use of land over the long term in my opinion. 

• Requiring connection to reticulated services for sites that are already serviced by on-site or 

communal infrastructure is often difficult and costly and likely to experience reluctance from 

landowners. This would result in inefficient use of infrastructure if landowners did not connect to 

reticulated services in my opinion.   

 I do not support the non-specific submission points by Northport, MMH and RPRRA because it is unclear 

what sites are being requested for rezoning. The specific zoning requests are discussed in more detail 

below. 

 The specific zoning submissions from L and R O’Riley, JB & RM Keith Trustees Ltd and John Keith and 

Lakeside Business Park, C & K Pyle, REDG, and C Johnston and D and R Ford comprise a total area 

                                                      
 
36 Further submission number x373 
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of approximately 225ha, which could provide for approximately 3,000 additional residential allotments37. 

The areas are all currently zoned as RPZ and are generally in pasture. The identified constraints within 

the sites are discussed below.  

 The Northland Regional Council (NRC) natural hazard maps38 have identified flood susceptibility areas 

and a small portion of coastal hazard areas which are shown in Figure 2 below. 

 
Figure 2: NRC flood susceptible and coastal hazard areas within Ruakaka/Marsden Point area 

 There are also archaeological sites within Part Allot NW71 PSH OF Ruakaka and Lot 1 DP 132876 as 

shown in purple in Figure 3 below. 

 
Figure 3: Archaeological sites within Part Allot NW71 PSH OF Ruakaka and Lot 1 DP 132876 

                                                      
 
37 Based on assuming 75% of the land proposed for rezoning is available for development and applying a 550m2 lot size. 
38 https://www.nrc.govt.nz/floodmaps/  
 

https://www.nrc.govt.nz/floodmaps/
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 The New Zealand Land Resource Inventory39 has identified a majority of the area as class 3 Land Use 

Capability soils as shown in blue in Figure 4 below. 

 
Figure 4: New Zealand Land Resource Inventory Class 3 Land Use Capability Soils shown in blue 

 There is minimal vegetation within the sites, except within Lot 2 DP 350126 of which a significant portion 

is identified by the Department of Conservation40 as protected natural area as shown in brown in Figure 

5 below. 

 
Figure 5: Protected natural areas within Lot 2 DP 350126 shown in brown 

                                                      
 
39 https://www.arcgis.com/home/item.html?id=a1411d04eea2439487c98bdc1024bbdf  
40 https://www.doc.govt.nz/about-us/science-publications/conservation-publications/land-and-freshwater/land/northland-
conservancy-ecological-districts-survey-reports/natural-areas-of-whangarei-ecological-district/  

https://www.arcgis.com/home/item.html?id=a1411d04eea2439487c98bdc1024bbdf
https://www.doc.govt.nz/about-us/science-publications/conservation-publications/land-and-freshwater/land/northland-conservancy-ecological-districts-survey-reports/natural-areas-of-whangarei-ecological-district/
https://www.doc.govt.nz/about-us/science-publications/conservation-publications/land-and-freshwater/land/northland-conservancy-ecological-districts-survey-reports/natural-areas-of-whangarei-ecological-district/


 
 

140 
 
 
 

 Lot 1 DP 21098, Lot 2 DP 350126 and a portion of Lot 1 DP 132876 are within the Coastal Area under 

the WDP Resource Area Maps.   

 With regard to infrastructure constraints, WDC Infrastructure Engineers have identified the following 

concerns: 

Water 

• The current reticulated water network is not able to provide for the standard level of service 

pressure levels to service the increased residential allotments. Development of these areas may 

result in pressures not being able to meet firefighting requirements for industrial activities within 

Ruakaka/Marsden Point which would then require on-site storage for those activities. 

• Water storage estimates from the Wilsons Dam need to be updated due to changing rainfall 

patterns to determine the impacts on capacity. High level modelling shows water levels would be 

acceptable depending on the speed of development. 

• No upgrades are planned within the 10-year Long Term Plan period to address water capacity or 

pressure issues.   

Wastewater 

• Current wastewater treatment infrastructure would be able to meet the capacity generated from 

the increased residential zoning.   

• There are concerns however regarding the capacity of the Wastewater Treatment Plant as any 

zoning additional to the current L1 would impact on the consent conditions of the treatment plant 

to be able to discharge to land.  

• The Ruakaka outfall project will seek to address the wastewater capacity issues but is not planned 

until approximately 2038.  

Stormwater 

• Due to the low-lying landscape, on-site attenuation would need to be factored into the system as 

well as impacts at the discharge points.  

Roading 

• Lot 2 DP 350126 appears to be landlocked with no information provided in submissions regarding 

access to the site.  

 In 2017 an assessment of the Marsden Bay Pump Station Capacity was undertaken – see Attachment 
4. The report investigated the latent capacity of the existing Marsden Bay Pumping Station (MBPS) and 

Rising Main and assessed the wastewater network’s ability to accommodate planned growth in the area. 

The planned growth that was assessed within the report equalled a 167% population increase for the 

area and comprises the area that has been proposed to be rezoned as MDR and HDR under the notified 

plan changes. The report concluded: 
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“The model indicated that MBPS could cope with the 167% population increase predicted if the system 

remained as it is. There would be extreme stress on the pumps however as the pumps would be working 

continuously for over six hours.  

Results indicated that 561m3 of flooding is predicted from the network when the 167% population increase 

is simulated with the reduction in pump rate to 13l/s. Flooding increases to 997m3 when the same scenario 

is simulated during peak season (New Years Day).” 

 At the time of the report the areas assessed for planned growth were assessed as L1 and L2 with 

minimum lot sizes of 500m2 and 350m2, respectively. The notified plan changes have retained the extent 

of these areas but have proposed to decrease the minimum lot sizes to 450m2 and 300m2, respectively, 

which would enable additional development.  

 Given the above, in my opinion there are existing infrastructure constraints which raise concerns 

regarding the appropriateness of rezoning additional residential land. 

 With regard to residential capacity and demand, it is estimated that by 2028 there is demand for 6,440 

additional residential lots across the entire Whangarei District, which includes the 15% margin required 

under the NPS-UDC41. The report estimated that approximately 20% of the District’s future demand for 

housing would be in Ruakaka/Marsden Point, which would equate to approximately 1,288 additional lots 

by 2028.      

 There is approximately 155ha of existing greenfield land that has been notified to be rezoned as MDR 

and HDR within the Ruakaka/Marsden Point Area. This could provide for approximately 2,000 additional 

residential lots within the area. This does not include latent capacity within the Marsden Primary Centre 

and Ruakaka Equine Zone which provide approximately 100ha of additional land for residential 

development, some of which enables higher density typologies such as apartments.  

 The following four further submissions oppose the requested rezoning: 

• NZTA (x331) – Oppose the RPRRA submission due to potential effects on the transport system. 

• Patuharakeke (x342) – Oppose the RPRRA submission due to it being contrary to the Hapū 

Environmental Management Plan. 

• Refining NZ (x352) – Oppose the REDG and C&K Pyle submissions based on general opposition 

to additional residential zoning in the vicinity of industrial zones and the associated reverse 

sensitivity effects. 

• Southpark (x359) – Oppose the REDG and C&K Pyle submissions because no technical 

assessments to support or assess the implications have been provided.  

 Consideration of these rezoning requests is a finely balanced issue in my opinion. The areas are on the 

fringe of proposed residential zoning and have previously been identified for potential future residential 

                                                      
 
41 See Attachment 1 of the PC88 s32 Report – Urban Plan Changes: Technical Introduction. 
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development through the 2008 Ruakaka Structure Plan and the operative Future Living Environment. 

However, on balance I do not support the requested rezoning.  

 In my opinion, the information supplied by WDC Infrastructure Engineers indicates that there is potential 

risk in relation to infrastructure, especially considering the notified greenfield Industrial and Port Zone 

sites that would also impact on servicing and capacity if developed. In my opinion the benefits of 

additional residential land do not outweigh the potential risks and associated adverse effects given that 

there is a large amount of latent residential capacity within the area and no identified need for additional 

residential zoning. Other factors which do not support rezoning include identified constraints in certain 

areas such as flooding, archaeological sites and highly versatile soils and concerns raised through 

various further submissions.  

 I acknowledge the points raised by submitters that with business growth in Ruakaka/Marsden Point 

there may be increased demand for residential allotments along with inherent benefits of providing 

accommodation in proximity to employment opportunities. However in my opinion, given the estimated 

district wide demand and the existing latent capacity within Ruakaka/Marsden Point, there is not an 

identified need to provide additional residential zoning at this time. No persuasive information has been 

provided to indicate otherwise.  

 My primary recommendation is therefore to retain the notified zoning. If however the Commissioners 

are of a mind to rezone additional residential land in the Ruakaka/Marsden Point area, my secondary 

recommendation is as follows: 

• That the portion of Lot 1 DP 132876 adjacent to the coast be excluded from rezoning due to 

identified flood and coastal erosion hazards. 

• That Lot 2 DP 350126 be excluded from rezoning due to a large portion of identified natural 

protected area within the site and no identified access to the site. 

• That any rezoning of the area of the REDG, C&K Pyle and C Johnston and D and R Ford 

submissions be limited to the portions of the sites which are currently identified as Future Living 

Environment as shown in black hatching in Figure 6 below. 
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Figure 6: Future Living Environment shown in black hatching 

Recommendation 

 My primary recommendation is that the Commissioners reject the submission points as detailed below 

and: 

a. Retain the zoning as notified, noting that amendments are recommended in response to other 
submission points.   
 

Submitter Submission# & Point # Accept/Reject Recommendation 
L and R O’Riley 38.1 Reject a 
JB & RM Keith Trustees Ltd 59.1 Reject a 
Northport 132.13 Reject a 
C Johnston and D and R Ford 164.1 Reject a 
REDG 180.1 Reject a 
REDG 180.2 Reject a 
C & K Pyle 194.1 Reject a 
C & K Pyle 194.2 Reject a 
MMH 259.8 Reject a 
J Keith & Lakeside Business Park 292.2 Reject a 
RPRRA 314.1 Reject a 
RPRRA 314.2 Reject a 
RPRRA 314.3 Reject a 
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h. Rural Rezoning 

Submission Information 

 Jeremy and Natasha Logie request the following rezoning:  

J and N Logie Property and Submission Information  

Submission Number 33 

Notified Planning Map 58Z 

Legal Description Lot 3 DP 99045 

Address / Locality 189 Three Mile Bush Road (Kamo) 

Area Approximately 8.99ha 

Operative Zoning Rural Production 

Notified Zoning Rural Production 

Requested Zoning Rural (Urban Expansion)  

Submitter’s 
Supporting Technical 
Information or Reports 

N/A 

Discussion See section below 

Recommendation Reject 
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Aerial Imagery of Affected Site 

 

 Roger McInnes requests the following rezoning: 

R McInnes Property and Submission Information  

Submission Number 105 

Notified Planning Map 57Z 

Legal Descriptions Hurupaki 1A1 Block, Lots 1 – 2 DP 114616, Lot 1 DP 116290, Lot 1 DP 
132211, Lot 1 DP 160900, Lots 1 – 2 DP 176774, Lots 1 – 2 DP 
187798, Lot 1 DP 193679, Lot 1 DP 200926, Lots 1 – 4 DP 202224, 
Lots 1 – 2 DP 204670, Lot 1 DP 208988, Lots 1 – 2 DP 314102, Lots 1 
– 3 DP 315443, Lots 1 – 2 DP 318145, Lots 1 – 2  DP 358544, Lots 1 – 
2 DP 359437, Lot 1 DP 39126, Lots 1 – 2 DP 444293, Lot 1 DP 77266, 
Lot 1 DP 98697, Lot 3 DP 98411, Lots 4 – 7 DP 201772, Part Lot 2 DP 
91800 and Part Ngararatunua 2B3 Block 

 

Address / Locality Three Mile Bush Road between Cowshed Lane and Palm Grove (Kamo) 

Area Approximately 156.19ha 

Operative Zoning Rural Production 

Notified Zoning Rural Production 

Requested Zoning Rural Living or Low-density Residential 

Submitter’s 
Supporting Technical 
Information or Reports 

N/A 
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Discussion See section below 

Recommendation Reject 
Aerial Imagery of Affected Sites 

 

 Craig Robertson requests the following rezoning: 

C Robertson Property and Submission Information  

Submission Number 115 

Notified Planning Map 65Z 

Legal Descriptions Lot 1 DP 192806, Lots 1 – 2 DP 207402, Lots 1 – 2 DP 415121, Lots 1 
– 2 DP 448698, Lot 2 DP 199068, Lot 2 DP 200203, Lot 2 DP 208231, 
Lot 4 DP 159878, Part Lot 1 DP 1093, Part Lot 3 DP 200203, Section 10 
SO 325567, Section 2 SO 325567 and Section 3 SO 325567 

 

Address / Locality North of Millington Road (Maunu) 

Area Approximately 18.78ha 

Operative Zoning Rural Production 

Notified Zoning Rural Production 

Requested Zoning Low-density Residential  

Submitter’s 
Supporting Technical 
Information or Reports 

N/A 

Discussion See section below 
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Recommendation Reject 
Aerial Imagery of Affected Sites 

 

 Sharla Cochran and Quinton Tangney request the following rezoning: 

S Cochran and Q Tangney Property and Submission Information  

Submission Number 58 

Notified Planning Map 53Z and 55Z  

Legal Description Lot 3 DP 57047 

Address / Locality 463 Vinegar Hill Road (Kauri) 

Area Approximately 4.04ha 

Operative Zoning Rural Production 

Notified Zoning Rural Production 

Requested Zoning Residential or Low-density Residential  

Submitter’s Supporting 
Technical Information 
or Reports 

N/A 

Discussion See section below 

Recommendation Reject 
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Aerial Imagery of Affected Site 

 

 Bruce Erceg requests that the zoning of Waipu be changed to keep it beautiful and historic and that 119 

St Marys Road and the neighbouring property be rezoned to enable development. It is unclear what the 

exact extent of the zoning requested is and what zone is requested.  

 Sally and Ercoli Angelo request that Lot 2 DP 198574 (172 Dip Road) be rezoned as LDR and that the 

properties along Dip Road from the bridge at the south end to the Pipiwai Road roundabout at the north 

end be rezoned as LDR as well. It is unclear what the exact extent of the zoning requested is.  

Discussion 

 I do not support the requested rezonings of these sites as they are out of scope in my opinion. 

 The Rural Living Zone (RLZ), Rural (Urban Expansion) Zone (RUEZ) and Waipu zoning were recently 

reviewed under the Rural Plan changes and the zoning was made operative in March 2019. In my 

opinion it is not appropriate to amend the extent of these zone boundaries as these sites were recently 

assessed as being appropriate for the RPZ and their zoning was not notified as part of the plan change.  

 As stated in the s32 report42 and in the Notification of the Proposed Urban and Services Plan Changes, 

the proposed plan changes do not include any amendments to the zoning of the LDR. Instead the LDR 

was strictly applied to land that is currently zoned as operative UTE under the WDP. In my opinion it is 

not appropriate to amend the spatial extent of the UTE as it was made operative in June 2013 and 

expansion of the zoning was not notified as part of the plan change.  

                                                      
 
42 Page 3. 
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 463 Vinegar Hill Road is currently zoned as RPZ and is in proximity to RUEZ and LDR zoning. I do not 

consider it appropriate to spot zone the site as RES. The zoning of the site as RPZ has only recently 

become operative and the zoning was not notified as part of this plan change. 

 If the submissions were considered to be in scope, I do not support any of the requested rezoning as 

the sites are more consistent with the RPZ zoning criteria in SD-P35 than the other requested zoning 

criteria, and could result in adverse effects on the productive potential of the RPZ and increased reverse 

sensitivity effects. Furthermore, some of the sites would result in spot zoning if they were rezoned as 

requested.  

Recommendation 

 I recommend that the Commissioners reject the submission points as detailed below and: 

a. Retain the zoning as notified in relation to these sites.  
 

Submitter Submission# & Point # Accept/Reject Recommendation 
J and N Logie 33.1 Reject a 
S Cochran and Q Tangney 58.1 Reject a 
R McInnes 105.1 Reject a 
S and E Angelo 113.1 Reject a 
C Robertson 115.1 Reject a 
B Erceg 317.1 Reject a 
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E. PC115 – Open Space (Author: Sarah Horton) 

Site/Area Specific Submissions – Submission Information and Discussion 

 S.M. and H.M. Wilkes request that Allot 324 PSH OF OWHIWA be rezoned and the open spaces revision 

proceed. 

S.M. and H.M Wilkes  - Property and Submission Information 

Submission Number 4 

Notified Planning Map 11Z 

Legal Description Allot 324 PSH OF OWHIWA 

Address / Locality Owhiwa Road, Onerahi 

Area 0.72ha 

Operative Zoning Open Space 

Notified Zoning Rural Production 

Requested Zoning Rural Production 

Submitter’s Supporting 
Technical Information 
or Reports 

N/A 

Discussion I acknowledge the support of the proposed zoning and do not 
recommend any amendments.  

Recommendation Accept 

Aerial Imagery of Affected Site 
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 WLH supports rezoning both properties as Rural Production Environment. 

Westpoint Landholdings Limited - Property and Submission Information 

Submission Number 47 

Notified Planning Map 10Z and 73Z 

Legal Description Lot 2 DP 447745; Lot 3 DP 447745 

Address / Locality Kioreroa Road 

Area 53.88ha 

Operative Zoning Open Space 

Notified Zoning Rural Production 

Requested Zoning Rural Production 

Submitter’s Supporting 
Technical Information 
or Reports 

N/A 

Discussion I acknowledge the support of the proposed zoning and do not 
recommend any amendments.  

Recommendation Accept 

Aerial Imagery of Affected Site 
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 Waipu Centennial Trust Board requests: 

• The Waipu Museum Building - 36 The Centre be rezoned from Open Space Zone to Rural Village 

Centre Sub-Zone. 

• The Waipu Museum Building Rear Yard - 40 The Centre be rezoned from Rural Production Zone 

to Rural Village Centre Sub-Zone. 

• The Waipu Museum Heritage Precinct - 42 The Centre be rezoned from Rural Village Residential 

Sub-Zone to Rural Village Centre Sub-Zone, or possibly Sport and Recreation Zone although this 

is not wholly consistent with its use. 

Waipu Centennial Trust Board - Property and Submission Information 

Submission Number 55 

Notified Planning Map 20Z and 48Z 

Legal Description Lot 9 DP 17815, Lot 1 DP 42345 and Lot 1 DP 402272 

Address / Locality 36, 40 and 42 The Centre, Waipu 

Area 0.82ha 

Operative Zoning Rural Village Residential-Sub Zone, Rural Village Centre Sub-Zone and 
Open Space 

Notified Zoning Rural Production, Open Space Zone and Rural Village Residential-Sub 
Zone 

Requested Zoning Rural Village Centre Sub-Zone (or alternatively for Lot 1 DP 402272, 
Sport and Active Recreation Zone) 

Submitter’s Supporting 
Technical Information 
or Reports 

N/A 

Discussion The sites in question (The Waipu Museum Heritage Precinct sites) are 
owned by WDC and operated with a single lease to the Waipu Centennial 
Trust Board (the Centennial Trust).  

The Centennial Trust consider that the sites are more appropriate for the 
Rural Village Centre Sub-Zone (RVCZ) which provide for the commercial 
and community centres found in the larger rural villages and are often the 
focal point for local communities and community facilities.  

Rural Production and Open Space Zones do not reflect the community 
use of the sites as Museum facilities. The sites are central community 
features for Waipu and afford appropriate protection which would be 
suited and provided within a RVCZ. In my opinion RVCZ is more 
compatible and enabling with the activities and built form currently on site. 
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However, the zoning of Lot 1 DP402272 is not in scope in my opinion as 
it has operative zoning of Rural Village Residential Sub-Zone which was 
not notified as being subject to amendment.  

Recommendation Accept in part – rezone Lot 9 DP17815 and Lot 1 DP 42345 to RVCE. 

Aerial Imagery of Affected Site 

 
 

 S Jones, S Hurman, S Porter, G Dow, K Grundy, S and H Gray, D Doar, F Aiken, P Hunt, F Moore, P 

Peakins; C Marriner, P Batelaan, C Haines, M Warburton Taylor, J Wilson, J Percy, S Percy, P Ford, E 

Teesdale, R and J Capper, T Reader, M and T Sanders, M Singleton, A Lawrie, J Lawrie, M and T 

Sanders, H Ogle, J Edwards, B Haufe, D Barnston, A Fraser, N Webb, D Redfearn, C Morgan, Puriri 

Park and Maunu Residents Society Inc request to keep Puriri Park in Maunu (67 - 87 Puriri Park Road) 

zoned for Open Space. J Edwards requests that the steep bush clad streamside area in Puriri Park Rd, 

in particular two marginal strips shown on Title Plan SO 475907, are rezoned as well.  
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S Hurman, S Porter, G Dow, K Grundy, S and H Gray, D Doar, F Aiken, P Hunt, F Moore, P 
Peakins; C Marriner, P Batelaan, C Haines, M Warburton Taylor, J Wilson, J Percy, S Percy, 
P Ford, E Teesdale, R and J Capper, T Reader, M and T Sanders, M Singleton, A Lawrie, J 
Lawrie, M and T Sanders, H Ogle, J Edwards, B Haufe, D Barnston, A Fraser, N Webb, D 
Redfearn, C Morgan, Puriri Park and Maunu Residents Society Inc  - Property and 
Submission Information 

Submission Number 54; 64; 69; 70; 73; 74; 75; 87; 88; 92; 93; 96; 100; 106; 112; 122; 133; 
134; 141; 152; 153; 159; 181; 182; 183; 184; 188; 191; 197; 222; 223; 
228; 273; 290; 301;  

Notified Planning Map 10Z, 66Z and 72Z 

Legal Description Sec 1 and Sec 2 SO 475907 

Address / Locality 67-87 Puriri Park Road 

Area 2.5151ha approx 

Operative Zoning Living 1 Zone 

Notified Zoning Medium-density Residential 

Requested Zoning Open Space 

Submitters’ Supporting 
Technical Information 
or Reports 

N/A 

Discussion I acknowledge that the area has informally been used as a 
neighbourhood park. However, Council does not have any future plans to 
purchase the site, and the owners have not proposed to operate the site 
as public open space and are intending on using the site for residential 
housing. Therefore, the site does not meet the zoning criteria SD-P34 to 
be an Open Space Zone as set out below: 

• ‘To establish a network of quality open spaces providing for 
informal recreation by applying the Open Space Zone in locations 
primarily publicly owned and operated, and:  

The land is not publicly owned. 

• Categorised as the following New Zealand Reserve Association 
Park Categories: neighbourhood green space, managed 
recreation and ecological linkages, and managed natural park 
areas.  

Whilst the are as undeveloped could be given a neighbourhood 
green space label at present, the property owner is currently 
moving forwards with a residential development, therefore the 
site will contain a significant amount of residential built form and 
not be consistent with any of the park categories. 
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• Primarily used for outdoor informal recreation and community 
use. Used predominately by local residents.  

Whilst residents have indicated they enjoy high level of informal 
use at the site, the site is privately owned and this use of the site 
may not be formally arranged with the official property owners. 

• Where levels of development, facilities and management range 
from low to medium. Featuring limited buildings and structures 
that support the use of the public space, such as barbeques and 
picnic facilities, playgrounds, skate parks, informal hard courts, 
shelters, toilet and changing facilities, and small-scale community 
buildings.  

At present the site is limited with built form, but as is public the 
property owners are moving towards a form of residential 
development at the site. 

• Where expected social interaction within the area is medium 
levels.’ 

Whilst residents have indicated they enjoy high level of informal 
use at the site, the site is privately owned and this use of the site 
may not be formally arranged with the official property owners. 

Overall, the subject site does not comfortably fit within the guidance 
provided by SP-P34 for identifying land to zone OS. Primarily due to the 
private ownership possibly use of the land for residential development. 

Recommendation Reject 

Aerial Imagery of Affected Site 
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 The National Institute of Water and Atmospheric Research Limited (NIWA) requests that the zoning 

should be removed from Station and Ruakanohi Roads, and to the extent that there is any remaining 

open space in the area (such as between the two roads), this should be rezoned OS rather than SAR. 

NIWA - Property and Submission Information 

Submission Number 77 

Notified Planning Map 17Z and 46Z 

Legal Description Lot 2 DP 478281 

Address / Locality Station and Ruakanohi Roads, Ruakaka  

Area 4.8ha approx 

Operative Zoning Open Space 

Notified Zoning Sport and Active Recreation  

Requested Zoning Open Space (and remove zoning from roads) 

Submitter’s Supporting 
Technical Information 
or Reports 

N/A 

Discussion The roads referenced in the submission are private roads and therefore 
should be zoned in my opinion as private roads do not take on the 
adjoining zoning to the centreline as a public road would under the WDP 
definitions.   

I support rezoning the area from SAR to OS to better reflect the nature of 
the site.  

Recommendation Accept in part 

Aerial Imagery of Affected Site 
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 The Lang Cove Conservation Trust request to keep the operative zone of Open Space for the reserve 

or create a new zone for 'Open Space - Council owned' and 'Open Space - Private ownership'. 

Lang Cove Conservation Trust Property and Submission Information 

Submission Number 86 

Notified Planning Map 20Z and 51Z 

Legal Description Lot 1 DP 188816 

Address / Locality Hector Lang Drive, Waipu 

Area 1.158ha approx 

Operative Zoning Open Space 

Notified Zoning Rural Production 

Requested Zoning Open Space 

Submitter’s Supporting 
Technical Information 
or Reports 

N/A 

Discussion Referring the zone criteria for the Open Space Zone, the subject area of 
land is currently used as a reserve with the Lang Cove Conservation 
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Trust being involved in the site. The site appears to be consistent with the 
criteria for Open Space Zone. 

Recommendation Accept 

Aerial Imagery of Affected Site 

 
 

 Waipu Cove Reserve Board requests to zone Part Allotment 503 PSH of Waipu, Lot 1 DP 40483, Lot 

16 DP40483, Allot 528 PSH OF Waipu, and Lot 3 DP 25340 as SAR. 

Waipu Cove Reserve Board Property and Submission Information 

Submission Number 125 

Notified Planning Map 20Z and 50Z 

Legal Description Part Allotment 503 PSH of Waipu, Lot 1 DP 40483, Lot 16 DP40483, Allot 
528 PSH OF Waipu, and Lot 3 DP 25340 

Address / Locality Cove Road, Waipu 

Area 12.7ha 

Operative Zoning Open Space 

Notified Zoning Open Space Zone, Conservation Zone and Sport and Active Recreation 
Zone 

Requested Zoning Sport and Active Recreation 
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Submitter’s Supporting 
Technical Information 
or Reports 

Nil 

Discussion As notified the sites are proposed to be zoned all three Open Space and 
Recreation Zones (CON, OS and SAR).  

The area of the Waipu Cove campground is managed by a Reserve 
Management Plan, which is updated every 5 years. 

Referring to the SAR zoning criteria, the campground sites appear to be 
consistent with the Sport and Recreation Zone as the sites contain many 
buildings and active with community activities. The sites are primarily 
managed by the Reserve Management Plan, and it would simplify 
potential assessment of future activities on the sites if all sites were 
contained within one zone. 

However, I do not support rezoning Part Allotment 503 PSH of Waipu to 
SAR. The site is proposed to be zoned CON as notified, and is owned by 
the Department of Conservation and identified as a wildlife refuge. In my 
opinion the notified mapping is appropriate for that site. 

Recommendation Accept in part 

Aerial Imagery of Affected Site 
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 C Collins requests no changes to the zone for Pohe Island and William Fraser Memorial Park. 

C Collins Property and Submission Information 

Submission Number 189 

Notified Planning Map 10Z and 67Z 

Legal Description Section 4 SO 477156; Section 5 SO 477156; Section 6 SO 477156; 
Section 7 SO 477156; Section 8 SO 477156; Lot 1 DP 50410 

Address / Locality Riverside Drive, Whangarei 

Area 51.65 

Operative Zoning Open Space 

Notified Zoning Open Space, Sports and Active Recreation 

Requested Zoning Open Space 

Submitter’s Supporting 
Technical Information 
or Reports 

N/A 

Discussion 
The submitter has opposed the SAR for the site. Comparing the zoning 
criteria for SAR and OS. The area is now used primarily for organised 
activities/outdoor organised sports. Whereas the OS is largely for informal 
recreation and community use. Whilst I am sympathetic to the submitter’s 
concerns. The area has become an important area for sport and recreation 
activities for the wider community. Overall, I support the notified provisions 
for the subject sites. 

Recommendation Accept 

Aerial Imagery of Affected Site 
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Non-Site Specific Submissions – Submission Information 

 J Jansen requests work with relevant stakeholders and include plan provisions to optimise the eel 

habitat.  This may be to include the eel habitat as CON (rather than road reserve as I think the "ditch" is 

a present) or even include it in or link it with the Whangarei Harbour Marine Reserve (Waikaraka Area). 

 Patuharakeke Te Iwi Trust Board state that it is their position that in the interim the zoning should remain 

RPE on map 42/44. 

 Nga Hapu o Whangarei request that the indicative access road opposite Balmoral Rd off Vinegar Hill 

Rd and the piece of land between the Waitaua and the indicative road is designated for open space 

reserve conservation and that this conservation space continues up to Dunstan Ave area. 

 Nga Hapu o Whangarei request that a conservation area is designated on the North bank of the 

Waiataua Stream within the residential area. 

 Nga Hapu o Whangarei request that a conservation green space is designated from Springs Flat in 

Kamo following the Waitaua Stream. 

 C Messenger would like the OS to remain as it is now on the land to the south east of Karawai Street 

toward the foredunes. 

 Ruakaka Parish Residents and Ratepayers Association Inc requests to have Open Space areas created 

near the northern end of Pyle Road East, or the southern side of Pyle Road West, or by expanding the 

area adjacent to the Takahiwai league Grounds. 
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 Ruakaka Parish Residents and Ratepayers Association Inc requests that the small area on the south 

western side of the junction of McCathie and Marsden Point Roads be declared a public open space. 

 Ruakaka Economic Development Group seek to amend proposed planning maps 14, 41, 42 and 44 by 

rezoning the Marsden Point Area in accordance with the plan attached as part of the submission, 

including OS. 

 WDC Infrastructure Group seek to rezone various sites OS, CON and SAR as per mapping provided in 

Attachment 2 in the submission. 

Non-Site Specific Submissions – Discussion 

 I acknowledge the submission points above. Without a specific area of land identified or mapped it is 

difficult to make a specific assessment or reference the land in question to make a zoning 

recommendation. In the absence of further details I recommend to retain the zoning as notified in relation 

to these sites.  

WDC Infrastructure Group – Submission Information 

 WDC Infrastructure Group seek to rezone various sites OS, CON and SAR as per mapping provided in 

Attachment 2 in the submission. 

WDC Infrastructure Group – Discussion 

 I support the mapping amendments requested by WDC Infrastructure to better reflect the characteristics 

of each site. However, I do not support the following requested rezonings: 

• Section 13 Block XV Purua SD (cemetery site on Cemetery Road) – The notified zoning of SAR 

better reflects the use of the site than the requested OS zoning in my opinion. PC115 has 

generally applied SAR to cemetery sites across the District. 

• Lot 1 DP 42345 (40 The Centre, Waipu – museum site) – I have recommended above that the 

site be rezoned as RVCE as requested by the Centennial Trust rather than OS as requested by 

WDC Infrastructure. In my opinion RVCE is more compatible and enabling with the activities and 

built form currently on site.  

• Lot 1 DP 396871 (Peter Snell Road – Ruakaka sports fields) – In my opinion the notified split 

zoning of SAR and LC is appropriate. 

• Section 1 SO 50446 (Raumanga Valley Road – Hospital site) – I note that Mr Badham has 

recommended that this site be rezoned as Hospital Zone within Part 7 of the s42A Report43. I 

concur with Mr Badham’s recommendation and consider Hospital Zone more appropriate than 

the CON requested by WDC Infrastructure.  

                                                      
 
43 Section C(a). 



 
 

163 
 
 
 

Recommendation 

 I recommend that the Commissioners accept and/or reject the submission points as detailed below and: 

a. Retain the zoning as notified in relation to those sites where I recommend that submissions are 
rejected. 

b. Amend the planning maps as set out in Attachment 1 where I recommend that submissions are 
accepted or accepted in part.  
 

Submitter Submission# & Point # Accept/Reject Recommendation 

S.M. and H.M. Wilkes 4.1 Reject a 
West point Landholdings Ltd 47.1 Reject a 
Waipu Centennial Trust Board 55.1 Accept b 
Waipu Centennial Trust Board 55.2 Accept b 
Waipu Centennial Trust Board 55.3 Reject a 
S Jones 54.1 Reject a 
S Hurman 64.6 Reject a 
S Porter  69.2 Reject a 
G Dow 70.15 Reject a 
K Grundy 73.21 Reject a 
S and H Gray 74.6 Reject a 
D Doar 75.4 Reject a 
NIWA 77.14 Accept in part b 
The Lang Cove Conservation Trust 86.1 Accept b 
F Aiken 87.6 Reject a 
P Hunt 88.6 Reject a 
F Moore 92.6 Reject a 
P Peakins 93.6 Reject a 
C Marriner 96.6 Reject a 
P Batelan  100.6 Reject a 
C Haines  106.8 Reject a 
M Warburton Taylor 112.6 Reject a 
J Jansen 121.2 Reject a 
J Wilson 122.6 Reject a 
Waipu Cove Reserve Board 125.1 Accept in part b 
J Percy 133.5 Reject a 
S Percy 134.6 Reject a 
P Ford 141.6 Reject a 
E Teesdale 152.6 Reject a 
R and J Capper 153.6 Reject a 
T Reader 159.6 Reject a 
Patuharakeke Te Iwi Trust Board 173.8 Reject a 
M and T Sanders 181.6 Reject a 
M Singleton 182.6 Reject a 
A Lawrie 183.6 Reject a 
J Lawrie 184.6 Reject a 
M and T Sanders 188.6 Reject a 
C Collins 189.1 Reject a 
H Ogle 191.6 Reject a 
J Edwards 193.13 Reject a 
B Haufe 197.6 Reject a 
Nga Hapu o Whangarei 215.7 Reject a 
Nga Hapu o Whangarei 215.8 Reject a 
Nga Hapu o Whangarei 215.9 Reject a 
D Barnston 222.6 Reject a 
A Fraser 223.6 Reject a 
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N Webb 228.6 Reject a 
WDC Infrastructure 242.54 Accept in part  a, b  
D Redfearn 273.6 Reject a 
C Morgan 290.12 Reject a 
Puriri Park Society 301.19 Reject a 
The Lang Cove Conservation Trust 307.1 Accept b 
C Messenger 313.1 Reject a 
RPRRA 314.4 Reject a 
RPRRA 314.6 Reject a 
RPRRA 314.7 Reject a 
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F. Various (Author: Melissa McGrath) 

 The Ministry of Education (MoE) requests that the approach to zoning of designated sites be retained 

as notified.  

 Ruakaka Economic Development Group (REDG) seek to create a new "Education Zone" to enable 

tertiary education facilities to be established within the Whangarei District with suitable criteria. 

 124 Tauroa Street Limited (Tauroa) request to retain Resource Areas Map 72R as notified. 

 Heron Construction Holdings Limited (Heron) request to retain Resource Areas Map 73R as notified. 

 Jennifer Edwards seeks to retain the esplanade priority area notation for the unnamed stream beside 

Waitotara Land, for the unnamed stream downstream of the Kotuku Flood Detention Dam, and to 

expand the notation upstream as detailed in the submission and to include Te Hihi Stream as a priority 

area. 

 WDC Planning and Development Department (WDC Planning) seek to amend the notified district plan 

maps to reflect the Standards colour and symbology as detailed in Mandatory directions 13 Mapping 

Standard. 

 NZ Transport Agency (NZTA) opposes rezoning until a transport assessment has been undertaken to 

determine if network changes or improvements are required to accommodate the growth (especially 

given there are no currently funded projects for improvements to State Highway 1 in the vicinity). 

 Chris Jenkins requests that map 63Z show a larger area of flood risk to more closely resemble the WDC 

GIS site, and also that the instability risk shown on map 63Z and the plan should state that before a 

house is built in the residential zone with stability risks that a geotechnical assessment is required.  

 Electric Power Generation Ltd seeks to remove designation DW 19 from Zoning Maps 43Z – Marsden 

Bay and 45Z – Marsden. 

 Donald Hedges requests that the rear of 17, 19 and 21 Limeburners St Donald Hedges be re-zoned to 

Business 3. 

D Hedges Property and Submission Information 

Submission Number 10 

Notified Planning Maps 10Z and 67Z 

Legal Description Lot 2 DP 33762; Lot 2 DP 62712 

Address / Locality 17, 19 and 21 Limeburners Street  

Area 0.45ha approx 
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Operative Zoning Living 1 and Business 3 

Notified Zoning Medium Density Residential 

Requested Zoning Business 3 

Submitter’s Supporting Technical 
Information or Reports 

Nil 

Discussion 
The sites are currently split zoned Living 1 Environment and 
Business 3 Environments.  I do not consider it appropriate to 
re-zone the sites as Business 3 because this zone does not 
exist within the framework for PC148 and PC88.  In view, the 
appropriate zones to consider within new zoning framework 
(instead of Business 3 are LI and COM). 
Criteria for zoning LI and COM are contained in notified SD-
P24 and SD-P22 which I have assessed as follows: 
 
Light Industry 
To provide for small scale industrial activities and larger 
scale trade retail activities by providing for the Light 
Industrial Zone in locations that:  
Contain an existing range of industrial and large scale 
retail activities. 
Disagree – The sites currently accommodate residential 
activities.  There are no commercial or industrial activities 
present on the subject sites. 
Are in proximity to major transport routes.  
Disagree.  The properties are not in proximity to any major 
road (vehicular access is via Limeburner Street and 
Morningside Road).  The properties do not have direct access 
to the rail network. 
Enable adverse effects on proximate Living and Green 
Space Zones to be avoided. 
Disagree.  There is potential for incompatible activities to 
compromise the proposed Sport and Active Recreation zone 
on Okara Drive. 
Have minimal existing active frontages at ground floor. 
Agree – Active frontages are not present on the subject sites. 
Have a supply of medium to large sized sites. 
Disagree – the sites are small to medium in size (the largest 
being 0.4 Ha) 
Are in proximity to key resources and infrastructure. 
Disagree – the sites are not in proximity to key resources and 
infrastructure. 
 
Commercial Zone 
To provide for a mix of commercial, business and small 
scale industrial activities without materially reducing the 
economic potential of other Business Zones by applying 
the Commercial Zone in locations where:  
There is a range of existing commercial, business and 
small scale industrial activities. 
Disagree – the sites currently accommodate residential 
activities.  There are no commercial or industrial activities 
present on the subject sites. 
Good transport access is available. 
Disagree - The properties are not in proximity to any major 
road (vehicular access is via Limeburner Street and 
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Morningside Road).  The properties do not have direct access 
to the rail network. 
The area is within 1km of the City Centre Zone. 
Disagree – the subject sites are approx. 1.2-1.3 km from the 
nearest CC boundary 
There is a low to moderate presence of active frontages at 
ground floor. 
Agree - Active frontages are not present on the subject sites. 
There is a low presence of residential and retail activities. 
Disagree – residential activities are occurring at the subject 
sites. 
The criteria for other Business Zones are not met. 
Agree – The subject site only meet one of the criteria for the 
LI. 

Recommendation Reject 

Aerial Imagery of Affected Sites 

 

 Northland Christian Camps Trust Board and Steward's Trust of NZ Inc request that a precinct be 

introduced to facilitate the existing and future use of the site as per the current Schedule 9 or any other 

relief with similar effect. 

Northland Christian Camps Trust Board and Steward's Trust of NZ Inc Property and Submission 
Information 

Submission Number 294.1 

Notified Planning Maps 13Z and 41Z 

Legal Description Lot 7 DP 42741 and Lot 1 DP 375132 
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Address / Locality One Tree Point Road 

Area 3.66ha approx 

Operative Zoning Rural Production with Future Living 1 Environment 
(Scheduled Activity 9) 

Notified Zoning Medium Density Residential Zone 

Requested Zoning Precinct to facilitate the existing and future use of the site. 

Submitter’s Supporting Technical 
Information or Reports 

Nil 

Discussion 
I do not support the requested precinct.  In my opinion the 
subject site and requested provisions are not suitable to be a 
precinct in accordance with the Standards.  I concur with the 
s32 (Part 1, Appendix A) with respect to suitability of the 
existing scheduled activity.  I note that the activity would have 
existing use rights to continue to operate and could apply for 
consent under the recommended RES provisions. In my 
opinion the sites are consistent with the RES zoning criteria 
set out in the s32 Report44 and the RES zoning criteria policy 
SD-P31. 

Recommendation Reject 

Aerial Imagery of Affected Sites 

 

                                                      
 
44 Pages 8 – 10.  
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Discussion 

 The support from MoE is acknowledged.  I do not support REDG’s request for the creation of a new 

Education Zone. In my opinion the proposed zoning provides sufficient opportunities for ‘educational 

facilities’ and, as supported by the MoE, large scale development of tertiary educational facilities should 

be managed via designations. 

 The Urban and Services plan changes have not sought to amend Resource Area maps other than to 

update the road hierarchy.  Amendments sought to the esplanade priority, flood risk and designation 

mapping is outside the scope of the Urban and Services plan changes in my opinion.  

 I support the amendment of the notified district plan maps to reflect the Standards colour and symbology 

as detailed in Mandatory directions 13 Mapping Standard. Attachment 3 of Part 1 of the s42A Report 

provides a demonstration of the Planning Map Legend in accordance with the Standards. To avoid 

confusion the recommended Planning Maps attached to this part retain the notified mapping colours 

and symbology.  

 I acknowledge the concern raised by NZTA regarding effects on the transport network. In my opinion 

the recommended provisions in the Transport Chapter, particularly the requirement to undertake an 

Integrated Transport Assessment for medium to large scale developments (TRA-R15 – R16), will 

appropriately manage adverse transport effects. No information has been provided by the submitter to 

justify amending the notified zoning. Until further information is provided, I consider the notified zoning 

appropriate. 

Recommendation 

 I recommend that the Commissioners accept and/or reject the submission points as detailed below: 

a. Retain the zoning of designated sites as notified. 

b. Retain the Resource Area Maps as notified except for recommendations in other parts of the s42A 
Report. 

c. Retain zoning as notified, noting that amendments have been recommended in response to other 
submissions.  

d. Amend the planning maps in accordance with the demonstration legend included as Attachment 3 
to Part 1 of the s42A Report.  

 
Submitter Submission# & Point # Accept/Reject Recommendation 
MOE 267.19 Accept a 
REDG 180.1 Reject a 
Tauroa 160.2 Accept b 
Heron  161.2 Accept b 
WDC Planning  236.73 Accept d 
NZTA 240.83 Reject c 
J Edwards  193.2-4 Reject b 
C Jenkins 1.1 & 3 Reject b 
Electric Power Generation Ltd 126.4 Reject a and b 
REDG 180.3 Reject a and b 
Northland Christian Camps Trust  294.1 Reject c 
D Hedges 10.1 Reject a 
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Conclusion 
After carefully considering the submissions and further submissions received in relation to each topic, 

we recommend that PC88A, PC88B, PC88C, PC88D, PC88E, PC88F, PC88G, PC88H, PC88I, PC88J 

and PC115 be amended to the extent detailed in the preceding sections of this report and as illustrated 

in Attachment 1. 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 rejected. 

The revised mapping [Attachment 1] has 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 s42A. Overall, it is considered that the revised provisions represent the most efficient and 

effective means of achieving the RMA and the plan changes.  
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