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UNDER the Resource Management Act 1991 ("RMA") 

IN THE MATTER of a request to Whangarei District Council for 
Private Plan Change 150: Marsden City by 
Marsden City Limited Partnership under clause 
21 of Schedule 1 of the RMA 

 

STATEMENT OF EVIDENCE OF MATT RILEY ON BEHALF OF THE APPLICANT 

URBAN DESIGN 

3 AUGUST 2021 

 

1. SUMMARY OF EVIDENCE  

1.1 Marsden City Partnership Limited proposes to apply the ‘Marsden City Precinct’ to 127 

hectares of land at Marsden City, and to rezone the land, via a number of Sub-

Precincts, to Special Purpose Marsden Town Centre zone, Mixed Use zone, 

Commercial zone, and a range of Residential zones. 

1.2 I consider the proposed zonings and their spatial arrangement, together with the 

proposed road network, will allow Marsden City to develop as a compact and 

connected new urban area, consistent with the compact city model encouraged by the 

Whangarei District Plan and will result in overall good urban design outcomes. 

1.3 I have reviewed submissions and further submissions on the Plan Change and 

consider none raise issues of direct relevance to an urban design assessment. 

1.4 I have reviewed the s42a report by Ms Kelly Ryan.  Her report contains a number of 

recommendations relevant to urban design outcomes.  I summarise my view on her 

recommendations below: 

(a) Ms Ryan recommends that the maximum building height in Sub-Precincts F 

and G, which has Commercial zoning, increase from 12m to 15m, consistent 

with the height in the underlying zone.  I consider the difference in visual 

outcome from this increase in height would not be significant and am therefore 

not opposed to this change. 

(b) Ms Ryan considers that a bespoke rule requiring a minimum 2m wide 

landscaping strip along the Waiwarawara Drive frontage of Sub-Precinct F lots 
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is not necessary, as the underlying COMZ already requires road frontage 

landscaping, linked to activities enabled within the zone. I agree with Ms Ryan 

and consider the underlying COMZ requirements, which have been transposed 

to Sub-Precinct F (and also Sub-Precinct G) would provide adequate 

landscaping to serve as an amenity buffer to adjacent residential land use.  I 

therefore consider that the reference to ‘Waiwarawara Drive’ in MCP-R166 

‘Landscaping’, which applies to Sub-Precinct F, could be deleted; and that 

MCP-R209, which applies to Sub-Precinct G and requires a landscaping strip 

of a minimum 2m depth, could be deleted. 

(c) Ms Ryan recommends that MTCZ-REQ1, which sets out what information must 

form part of the urban design report required to support any development in the 

town centre, is amended to introduce assessment of responses to corners 

(particularly corners adjoining One Tree Point Road and Casey Road), and the 

degree to which lots adjoining One Tree Point Road present an attractive 

frontage to it.  These were both recommendations I made for amendments to 

this rule in my urban design report.  I support their addition. 

(d) Ms Ryan states that if the Commissioners are minded to change the activity 

status for infringement of MTCZ-R16 ‘General Retail’ from Discretionary to 

Restricted Discretionary, to provide for Large Format Retail in the town centre, 

then a new policy should be introduced to manage the scale and design of such 

activities.  I have reviewed the proposed policy and consider it covers matters 

consistent with good urban design practice. 

(e) Ms Ryan recommends that MCP-R161 is amended to introduce a requirement 

adopted from an underlying Commercial Zone rule (COMZ-R4) that buildings 

on Sub-Precinct F ‘Commercial Zone (South)’ lots are within 1m of their  

Waiwarawara Drive frontage for at least 50% of the lot frontage.  I disagree with 

this recommendation.  In my view, this would result in an unnecessarily strong 

urban form and interface to this Sub-Precinct with adjoining Sub-Precinct D, 

which has General Residential zoning. 

(f) Ms Ryan recommends that residential use at ground floor in Sub-Precinct B 

‘Mixed Use Zone’ become a permitted activity.  I disagree.  I consider this 

change, in the absence of other controls to appropriately manage effects, could 

result in compromised residential amenity and streetscape effects.   
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(g) Ms Ryan recommends that MCP-R14 and MCP-R166, both of which require 

landscaping along the One Tree Point Road and SH15A frontages of the 

Precinct, be deleted, as insufficient evidence has been provided to have a 

Precinct-specific rule along these frontages.  I disagree.  As discussed in the 

assessment in my urban design report, landscaping along these frontages 

would assist in providing visual filtering to the likely backs of buildings seen 

within this part of the Precinct and would assist in the presentation of an 

attractive frontage to the Precinct as seen from the ‘gateway’ entry roads of 

One Tree Point and SH15A. 

1.5 In reviewing the notified version of the Plan Change provisions I have become aware 

of some areas where there are minor errors relevant to urban design outcomes or that 

are not consistent with the recommendations made in my urban design assessment of 

the lodgement version of the provisions. I make the following recommendations to 

address these matters: 

(a) That minor changes are made to the classification of connections on Appendix 

D ‘Road Network and Cross Sections’ to correct errors in labelling and change 

some connections from ‘New’ to ‘Indicative’, in order to allow greater flexibility 

in the eventual placement and alignment of connections, while retaining good 

flexibility. 

(b) That clause (1) in MCP-R203, which applies to Sub-Precinct G, is deleted.  This 

rule requires that buildings on lots in the Sub-Precinct are within 1m of road 

boundaries for at least 50% of the site frontage.  In my view, this would result 

in an unnecessarily strong urban form and interface to this Sub-Precinct with 

adjoining Sub-Precinct D, which has General Residential zoning. 

(c) That MCP-R163, which applies to Sub-Precinct F, is amended to exclude its 

application from the One Tree Point Road / SH15A frontage of the Sub-

Precinct.  The rule requires at least 25% of the ground floor of the road 

frontages of buildings to be glazed.  This would be of no utility for the One Tree 

Point Road / SHA15A frontages of Sub-Precinct F lots, given that these road 

boundaries are likely to have visually impermeable fencing along them.  

(d) That a landscaping rule is introduced to Sub-Precinct F ‘Low Density 

Residential Zone’ requiring a 2m wide landscaping strip along the SH15A 

frontage of lots in this Sub-Precinct, similar to that in MCP-R14 and MCP-R166, 
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in order to provide landscaping screening of a likely earth bund and acoustic 

wall along the road frontage of these lots. 

2. INTRODUCTION 

2.1 My full name is Matthew James Riley. I am an urban designer and Senior Associate at 

Barker & Associates Limited, an independent, specialist planning and urban design 

consultancy.    

2.2 I hold a Bachelor of Arts and Bachelor of Laws, which I obtained in 1995, a Master of 

Planning Practice (1st class honours), which I obtained in 2001, and a Master of 

Architecture (Urb.Des)(1st class honours), which I obtained in 2005, all from the 

University of Auckland. 

2.3 I am a member of the Urban Design Forum and a panel member (chair) of the Auckland 

Urban Design Panel.  I am also an independent commissioner for Auckland Council. 

2.4 I have worked for 20 years as an urban designer and planner, the last 15 specialising 

in urban design.  I worked for 9 years as an urban designer at Auckland Council.  Key 

roles during that time including a secondment to the Auckland Unitary Plan drafting 

team, where I was involved in the drafting of the Regional Policy Statement ‘quality 

built environment’ and residential zone sections of the Plan.  For the last 6 years I have 

worked at Barker & Associates, where I lead the firm’s urban design team.  I regularly 

provide urban design input to resource consent applications, plan changes, and district 

plan reviews, both for applicant teams and on behalf of local authorities.  A common 

area of my practice is providing urban design input to medium to larger scale 

masterplanning, structure planning and integrated mixed use / residential development 

projects. 

2.5 This evidence is in respect of an application by Marsden City Limited Partnership (“the 
Applicant”) for Private Plan Change 150: Marsden City (“PC150”). PC150 proposes 

to rezone 127 hectares of land at Marsden City (“the Site”) generally bounded by Port 

Marsden Highway - State Highway 15A (“SH15A”) , One Tree Point Road and a future 

(designated) railway line, from Marsden Primary Centre Environment to: 

(a) Approximately 8.41ha of a Special Purpose Marsden Town Centre zone in the 

north western portion of the PC150 area; 



5 
 

AD-115762-3-73-V5 
 

(b) Approximately 12ha of Mixed Use Zone sleeving the Marsden Town Centre 

zone to the south and east, as well as along part of the PC150 boundaries with 

One Tree Point Road; 

(c) Approximately 3.02ha of Medium Density Residential zone adjacent to the 

Marsden City Town Centre and Mixed Use zones; 

(d) Approximately 9.89ha of Low Density Residential zone along the boundaries 

of the PC150 area running alongside SH15A; 

(e) Approximately 56.08ha of General Residential zone through the balance of the 

PC150 area; and 

(f) Approximately 19.07ha of Commercial zone for a portion of the northern 

boundary alongside the designated rail corridor, a portion of the western 

boundary alongside One Tree Point Road and the southern boundary 

alongside SH15A.  

2.6 My evidence will: 

(a) Summarise my involvement with the development of PC150; 

(b) Briefly describe the Site; 

(c) Briefly describe the operative Whangarei District Plan provisions that apply to 

the Site; 

(d) Summarise key aspects of the Harrison Grierson Masterplan that informed the 

lodgement version of PC150 provisions; 

(e) Summarise the purpose of the ‘Marsden City Precinct’; 

(f) Undertake an urban design assessment of the PC150 provisions, as notified; 

(g) Comment on issues raised by submitters relevant to my area of expertise; 

(h) Comment on the Council Officer’s report; 

(i) Provide concluding comments.  

2.7 I have read the Code of Conduct for Expert Witnesses in the Environment Court 

Practice Note 2014. I have complied with the Code of Conduct in preparing this 
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statement of evidence. Unless I state otherwise, this evidence is within my sphere of 

expertise and I have not omitted to consider material facts known to me that might alter 

or detract from the opinions I express.  

3. INVOLVEMENT WITH PC150   

3.1 My involvement in PC150 began after I was requested by the Applicant to assist in 

providing responses to urban design queries in a 21 April 2020 Clause 23 request for 

further information (“RFI”) letter from Whangarei District Council in regard to the 

lodgement version of PC150.  I had no involvement prior to this in PC150. 

3.2 My brief was to: 

(a) Review the February 2020 document ‘Marsden Primary Centre – Proposed 

Masterplan Site and Context Analysis’, prepared by Harrison Grierson (“HG 
Masterplan”); 

(b) Review the lodgement version of the PC150 provisions; 

(c) Offer advice as to whether I considered any amendments to those provisions 

were needed to achieve appropriate urban design outcomes; and 

(d) Write an urban design report assessing PC150, including any 

recommendations for changes to the lodgement provisions and responding to 

RFI queries from Council consultant urban designer Rebecca Skidmore. 

3.3 In undertaking this work, I have reviewed: the operative Whangarei District Plan 

(“WDP”) ‘Marsden Primary Centre’ provisions that apply to the Site; notified, right of 

reply and decision versions of the ‘Urban and Services’ Plan Changes to the WDC; 

and the Marsden Point-Ruakaka Structure Plan 2008. 

3.4 I visited the Site in June 2020. 

3.5 Based upon my review of relevant documents and my visit to the Site, I prepared a 

report entitled ‘Marsden City Private Plan Change Application – Urban Design 

Assessment’ (“UDA)”, dated 19 August 2020.  This report made recommendations for 

a number of amendments to the lodgement version of PC150 provisions.   

3.6 The UDA concluded that I considered PC150 to be supportable from an urban design 

perspective, and that it would result in built form that is an appropriate response to its 
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context.  This was subject to the UDA’s recommendations for amendments to the 

lodgement version of the PC150 provisions being adopted.   

3.7 A full list of the amendments I recommended to the lodgement provisions is in 

Appendix 1 of the UDA.  Key recommendations, as stated in the UDA’s executive 

summary, were: 

(a) Changing the zoning applying along the southern boundary of the Precinct from 

Mixed Use zone to Commercial zone, in order to discourage high density 

residential housing (enabled by the Mixed Use zone) from establishing in a 

location distant from the town centre; 

(b) Using the ‘Precinct’ mechanism to modify the Commercial zone rules, 

introducing bespoke rules to achieve a ‘softer’ and less dominant interface with 

adjoining General Residential zone lots in the Precinct, such as a reduced 12m 

maximum building height and a requirement for a landscaping strip along 

Waiwarawara Drive; 

(c) Requiring a 2m wide landscaping strip along One Tree Point Road, south of 

the town centre and along SH15A, in order to address visual effects of backs 

of buildings as seen from these two important ‘gateway’ roads; and 

(d) Resolving issues in lodgement provisions that required Town Centre and Mixed 

Use zone lots which have boundaries to One Tree Point Road / SH15A and 

internal roads to have ‘fronts’ to both roads. 

3.8 The notified version of the PC150 provisions largely adopts the recommendations in 

my UDA.   

4. THE SITE 

4.1 The Site is located within the Marsden Point / Ruakaka area, on the southern side of 

Whangarei Harbour, approximately 32km south of Whangarei City Centre.  It is 

bordered by One Tree Point Road on its western boundary and SH15A on its southern 

and eastern boundaries.  These are major roads through the wider area, with SH15A 

providing a link between Marsden Point and Stage Highway 1. 

4.2 Directly to the north of the Site there is a KiwiRail designation for a future railway line 

planned to connect to Marsden Point and NorthPort.   
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4.3 Access to the Site is obtained via three roads that intersect with One Tree Point Road: 

Casey Road, Roosevelt Road and Pokapu Road.  These roads form part of a simple 

existing road network within the Site.  Other existing roads include Waiwarawara Drive, 

which runs parallel to One Tree Point Road and SH15A in the southern part of the Site. 

4.4 The Site is currently largely undeveloped.  Existing buildings include the first dwellings 

of stage 1 of a retirement village.  The Site is essentially flat and is largely free of 

vegetation, other than grass cover.  There are clear views from within the Site to wider 

landscape features, including Bream Head, Mt Manaia and the Hen and Chicken 

Islands. 

5. OPERATIVE WHANGAREI DISTRICT PLAN PROVISIONS 

5.1 In the WDP, the Site is in the ‘Marsden Primary Centre’ (“MPC”).  This has two 

‘Environments’: a Town Centre South Environment in the north-west corner of the Site, 

and an Industry Environment in the three-quarters balance area.  The Industry 

Environment enables buildings of substantial height, ranging from 15m to 35m. 

5.2 Development within the Town Centre Environment must be in accordance with a 

Precinct Plan and must be supported by a report from a qualified urban designer.  The 

Precinct Plan shows a layout of the centre.  In my view, the Precinct Plan shows a very 

high level of detail in the context of what would normally be expected in a District Plan.  

For example, it shows the location of a supermarket and apartments over shops.  I 

consider this level of detail to be limiting to alternative layouts that may produce quality 

built form outcomes and to be overly tailored to a particular development vision. 

6. HG MASTERPLAN 

6.1 Prior to my involvement in PC150, Harrison Grierson undertook an urban design study 

of the Site and surrounding area, which resulted in a masterplan, setting out a structure 

for future development of the area to replace the primarily industrial and commercial-

led land use in the operative WDP provisions.  Key elements of the masterplan 

included retention of a town centre at the north-west corner of the Site, but otherwise 

a move away from the predominant industrial land uses in the operative provisions to 

residential and mixed use activities. 

6.2 In my view, the site and context section of the masterplan document contains a 

comprehensive analysis of the Site and surrounding area, including covering its 

geographic, land-use and landscape setting.   
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6.3 The HG spatial masterplan itself, sets out what I consider to be generally detailed 

development framework for the future of the Site, particularly for the centre, where 

detailed interface conditions and arrangements of land uses are shown. 

6.4 The masterplan is useful to the extent that it enables interrogation of how the Site might 

be developed in a particular manner that achieves quality urban design outcomes.  

6.5 In my view, however, it is necessary in the PC150 provisions to ‘pull up’ from that 

particular development scenario to ensure that good urban design outcomes can be 

achieved while retaining reasonable flexibility for a range of development scenarios 

that might emerge for the Site as it develops over time.  My urban design report on the 

lodgement version of the PC150 provisions and this evidence on the notified provisions 

is on that basis. 

7. MARSDEN CITY PRECINCT 

7.1 PC150 proposes to replace the Marsden Primary Centre provisions in the WDP with a 

‘Marsden City Precinct.’  The full details of this are described in the planning evidence 

of David Badham.  In summary, the Precinct provides for a new town centre 

surrounded by residential and employment activities. 

7.2 The Precinct has a number of Sub-Precincts, which have underlying Mixed Use and 

Commercial zonings, and a range of Residential zonings, with bespoke modifications 

to the rules of those zonings, as appropriate to the context of the Site.  The Precinct 

also has a bespoke zone that applies to its centre – the ‘Marsden Town Centre zone.’   

7.3 I discuss further details of the provisions that manage the urban design outcomes in 

the Precinct and its Sub-Precincts in my assessment below. 

8. URBAN DESIGN ASSESSMENT 

Methodology 

8.1 In this section, I assess the likely urban design effects that would result from 

development of the Site in accordance with the PC150 provisions, as notified.  This 

includes changes that were made to the provisions after I had written my UDA, such 

as the introduction of Commercial zoning along the Precinct’s northern boundary with 

the KiwiRail designation in proposed Sub-Precinct G ‘Commercial Zone (North).’  
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8.2 My methodology for assessment is a synthesis of relevant guidelines, expected 

outcomes and principles from: 

(a) The WDP, as modified by the decision version chapters of the ‘Urban and 

Services’ Plan Changes; 

(b) National level urban design guidance1; and 

(c) Good urban design practice. 

8.3 The WDP Urban Form and Development Chapter sets out useful high level strategic 

objectives and policies in terms of the planned physical layout and design of the 

District.  UFD-O3 and UFD-P3 refer specifically to urban design: 

UFD-O3: Promote high quality urban design that responds positively to the 

local context and the expected outcome for the zone. 

UFD-P3: To maintain and enhance character and amenity values by applying 

high quality urban design that demonstrates how the development will 

contribute to a compact, connected, distinctive, diverse, attractive, appropriate, 

sustainable and safe urban form. 

8.4 I consider these two objectives and policies to be pertinent to this Plan Change and 

they have informed how I have undertaken my assessment.  My assessment broadly 

follows an approach of assessing how the PC150 provisions manage future built form 

responses to context, character, and connectedness – all as they apply to the Site.  

The headings for assessment are: 

(a) A compact urban form; 

(b) Response to landscape setting; 

(c) Connectivity and permeability; 

(d) Commercial zone interfaces; 

(e) Marsden Town Centre zone outcomes;  

 
1 Ministry for the Environment publications ‘People + Places + Spaces – A design guide for urban New 

Zealand’1 and ‘The New Zealand Urban Design Protocol’. 



11 
 

AD-115762-3-73-V5 
 

(f) Views from One Tree Point Road and SH15A to the Precinct; and 

(g) Open space. 

A compact urban form 

8.5 The typical approach to developing a compact urban form is surrounding a commercial 

and service centre with concentric circles of tiered density, working from higher density 

land uses closer to the centre and transitioning to lower density land uses further away 

from the centre. 

8.6 This can be generally be seen in the proposed zoning map for the Site, with the Mixed 

Use zone (with a 15m maximum permitted height, enabling buildings up to five storeys) 

partly framing the town centre, together with Medium Density Residential zoning, 

before fanning out to General Residential and then Low Density Residential zoning. 

8.7 At the southern and northern ends of the Site there is Commercial zoning.  This does 

not generally enable the intensity of land use that the Mixed Use zone would, and is 

appropriate given the relative distance of these areas from the town centre.   

8.8 The lodgement version of PC150 proposed Mixed Use zoning south of the town centre 

along One Tree Point Road and SH15A.  In my UDA, I expressed the view that Mixed 

Use zoning was not suitable generally south of Theodore Drive.  This is because the 

zone enables higher density residential land use. I considered the possible scenario of 

multi-level (up to five storey) residential buildings at the very southern end of the Site 

not to be a good outcome in terms of supporting a compact city model.  I therefore 

recommended a change to the Commercial zone in this area, as it does not actively 

enable residential activity, while it retains the commercial land use opportunities of the 

Mixed Use zone.  My recommendation has been acted upon in the notified provisions.  

8.9 The town centre is located at the north-west end of the Site.  This is unusual, in the 

sense that it is at one corner of the Site and so is not fully surrounded by a residential 

catchment.  The location, however, is consistent with that shown in the Marsden Point-

Ruakaka Structure Plan 2008 and the operative MPC provisions.  It reflects an 

established strategic direction for the centre to service a wide catchment, including a 

catchment in the wider peninsula that will access the centre by car.   

8.10 The location adjoins the railway line designation, supporting a potential future station 

within a close walking distance of the centre, should the future railway line at some 

point take passengers, in addition to freight. 



12 
 

AD-115762-3-73-V5 
 

8.11 I understand that, consistent with the Marsden Point-Ruakaka Structure Plan, there 

remains a strategic intent to rezone at a future point adjoining rural zoned land to the 

north and west to urban zonings.  This would surround the town centre on all sides by 

a walkable catchment. 

8.12 Overall, I consider that the spatial arrangement of zones is generally consistent with a 

compact city model and the location of the town centre supports the strategic intent for 

it to serve a wider area. 

Response to landscape setting 

8.13 As discussed earlier in my evidence, there are views out from the Site to Bream Head, 

Mt Manaia and the Hen and Chicken Islands.  The PC150 provisions do not expressly 

seek to manage the height or location of buildings to retain these views.    

8.14 These landscape features form a significant part of the existing visual environment 

looking east across the Precinct.  This is not surprising, given the Site is currently 

largely undeveloped.  The operative provisions do not refer to these landscape 

features, however, nor manage road alignment or building scale within the Site to retain 

views to them. 

8.15 Development enabled in the town centre under the PC150 provisions would likely block 

existing views from the western end of Casey Road to Bream Head.  However, this is 

also the case under the operative provisions, which also enable multi-storey 

development in the centre. 

8.16 Existing views to the lower flanks of Bream Head from the western end of Roosevelt 

Road are likely to be blocked by development within the Precinct, but views to its peak 

might be retained, noting that the view corridor passes in the main over General 

Residential zoned land – which limits buildings to 8m in height.  This retains the existing 

situation in the operative provisions, which enable buildings up to two storeys through 

the central ‘residential policy area’ portion of the Site.2   

8.17 In summary, in my view, the PC150 provisions would lead to no further loss of view to 

wider landscape features than is currently enabled by the operative provisions.  Some 

views would be lost, while others would be retained.  Greater retention of views might 

 
2 Refer to operative MPC provision Part B Precinct 1 Standards – Residential (d)(i). 
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have been enabled if the existing roads, at the time they were constructed, were more 

fully aligned with the view corridors to the features.   

8.18 In the context of the operative provisions and being aware of the need to reasonably 

develop the land, I see no need to introduce any specific provisions to manage 

retention of existing views to landscape features. 

Connectivity and permeability 

8.19 MCP-R5 requires streets, cycleways and footpaths to be located in accordance with 

the MCP Plans.  Not achieving compliance requires restricted discretionary consent, 

with Council’s discretion being restricted to matters including urban design best 

practice and pedestrian safety and efficiency. 

8.20 The relevant MCP Plan is Appendix D: Road Network and Cross Sections.  The road 

network plan within Appendix D shows existing roads (at widths and spacings designed 

to serve the predominant industrial land use enabled by the operative WDP 

provisions), supplemented by a number of future connections.   

Connectivity and permeability within the Site 

8.21 The Appendix D plan largely replicates the ‘Proposed Roading Plan’ at page 26 of the 

HG Masterplan. It shows: existing roads; ‘New’ residential streets and lanes and town 

centre lanes; and ‘Indicative’ residential link roads.   

8.22 The Appendix D plan shows, in my view, future street spacings within the Site that 

would result in a good level of connectivity and permeability and support the Precinct’s 

transition from a predominantly industrial land use area to a new residential 

neighbourhood that achieves good levels of walkability.  This is particularly the case in 

the northern part of the Site, where a strong grid of streets can be seen, creating a 

series of north-south blocks between the existing east-west roads of Casey, Roosevelt 

and Theodore. 

8.23 Larger block sizes with lesser degrees of permeability are shown in the southern part 

of the Site.  This is partly a result of the existing land uses in this area, including the 

consented first stage of a retirement village and what I understand are plans to expand 

the retirement village onto an adjoining block south of Theodore Drive, where four short 

cul-de-sac roads are indicated. 
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8.24 In my experience, the level of detail shown on the Appendix D plan is unusual for a 

planning map.  More typically, a future primary road network would be shown, and 

reference would be made to a supporting, finer grained local road network within 

planning provisions, but it would not be shown on a plan.  Showing the planned future 

local road network, albeit (Iargely) labelled as ‘Indicative’, can set an expectation that 

a connection will be constructed in the particular position shown on the plan, so 

reducing flexibility to respond to changing circumstances as development stages 

progress. 

8.25 I am not opposed to this approach, because, as discussed, at a principled level it does 

show a desirable level of permeability.  Overall, I consider the road network and block 

pattern achieves a good level of connectivity and choice of routes from all parts of the 

Site through to the town centre.   

8.26 Having further assessed the Appendix D plan, however, I recommend some 

reclassification of connections, in order to both correct minor errors and achieve, in my 

view, an appropriate level of flexibility for positioning of elements of the non-primary 

movement network: 

(a) Two north-south ‘Upgraded Town Centre Streets’ that connect between 

Abraham Street and Casey Road are shown that are neither existing nor 

consented streets.  I recommend that these are relabelled as ‘Indicative’ Town 

Centre Streets.  These are identified on Figure 1 below.   

(b) For the reasons I discuss below, I recommend reclassifying some connections 

currently shown as ‘New’ on the Appendix D plan to ‘Indicative.’  These are 

also identified on Figure 1 below. 
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Figure 1: Appendix D connections recommended to re-label as ‘Indicative’ 

8.27 ‘New’ connections shown on the Appendix D plan appear to primarily relate to parts of 

the movement network that connect to existing roads at logical points, forming part of 

a wider primary movement network – opening access through the northern, eastern 

and western parts of the Site (the latter being through to Waiwarawara Drive).3   

8.28 While I defer to any expert traffic input on this matter, in my view, those connections 

shown in red in Figure 1 above, currently labelled as ‘New’ on the Appendix D plan, 

are not part of that primary network.  I consider that those connections would more 

appropriately be labelled as ‘Indicative’, which I take to mean that they show a 

desirable level of permeability, but their alignment and position may change. 

Connections to the surrounding area 

8.29 In terms of connectivity to the surrounding area, Appendix D shows the three existing 

connections to One Tree Point Road from Casey Road, Roosevelt Road and Theodore 

Drive.  Connections are generally absent through to SH15A.  While I would support 

 
3 With reference to the ‘Proposed Structure Plan’ at page 24 of the HG Masterplan, the position of the 

‘New’ connections appears to also be aligned, in some areas, to work around land owned by third 

parties.   
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additional connections here on the principle of enhanced options for movement from 

the Site through to the east, I appreciate the appropriateness of connections to SH15A, 

in the context of its state highway function, is a traffic matter outside my area of 

expertise.   

8.30 Two road connections are shown through the northern end of the Site, crossing the 

railway designation.  These future proof reasonable connection options through to land 

to the north, until such time as it may be rezoned for urban purposes.  They also allow 

for connectivity to a possible future rail station, noting that the location of the station 

(or indeed certainty about its delivery) has not yet been determined.  

Summary comments on connectivity and permeability 

8.31 In summary I consider that the Appendix D plan shows a future road network with 

internal and external connections that build upon the existing road pattern and retrofit 

its function, designed to serve industrial land uses, for a finer grain permeability that 

would effectively meet the needs of a residential population and a town centre use.   

8.32 I recommend some minor amendments to the classification of connections shown on 

the Appendix D plan to correct errors and ensure a reasonable level of flexibility as 

development stages progress over time. 

Commercial zone interfaces 

8.33 In my UDA, I recommended that the Mixed Use zone shown in the lodgement zoning 

plan along the southern boundary of the Site be changed to the Commercial zone.  As 

discussed earlier in my evidence, this was to avoid the possibility of high density 

housing establishing in this part of the Precinct, distant from services of the town 

centre.  I note this change in zoning has not been opposed by the Council reporting 

planner, Ms Kelly Ryan, or any of the submitters. 

8.34 I also recommended a number of changes to the underlying Commercial zone rules in 

the Precinct provisions, in terms of how they would apply to this area, in order: 

(a) to achieve a softer transition from the Commercial zone lots to the General 

Residential zone lots; and 
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(b) resolve issues of buildings having to ‘front’ to both One Tree Point Road / 

SH15A road boundaries and road boundaries internal to the Precinct.4   

8.35 The recommendations in my UDA on these matters have been generally reflected in 

changes made from the lodgement to the notified version of PC150 provisions.  These 

recommendations included modifying the Decision version of the Commercial Zone 

(“COMZ”) provisions, insofar as they apply to the Precinct, as follows: 

(a) Reducing the COMZ’s maximum building height of 15m to 12m; 

(b) Exempting clause (1) of COMZ-R4 ‘Building and Major Structure Setbacks’, 

which requires a building to be within 1m of its road boundary for at least 50% 

of the site frontage, from applying;  

(c) Exempting COMZ-R6 ‘Building frontages’, which requires at least 25% of the 

ground floor building frontage to be glazed and a main public entrance to be 

within 3m of the site frontage, from applying; and 

(d) Requiring a minimum 2m wide landscaping strip along the Waiwarawara Drive 

frontage of lots. 

8.36 I discuss each of these recommendations below.  I note that the assessment in my 

UDA regarding applying the COMZ to the Precinct was solely in regard to its 

application at the south-end of the Site, in what is now shown as Sub-Precinct F 

‘Commercial Zone (South)’ on the notified Sub-Precinct Map.  The notified PC150 

provisions now also apply the COMZ at the northern end of the Site in what is shown 

as Sub-Precinct G ‘Commercial Zone (North)’ on the notified Sub-Precinct Map.  My 

comments below cover both these Sub-Precincts. 

Maximum building height in the COMZ Sub-Precincts 

8.37 As discussed in my UDA, I recommended that the COMZ maximum building height of 

15m be reduced to 12m, as applied to the Precinct, in order to both establish a softer 

height transition through to the adjoining residential sub-precinct and to reduce the 

 
4 Noting that lots at the southern end of the Precinct have both an external One Tree Point Road / 

SHA15A frontage and a frontage, internal to the Precinct, to Waiwarawara Drive. 
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scale of buildings framing the southern and western ends of the Precinct, as seen 

when driving along One Tree Point Road or SH15A.   

8.38 This recommendation is reflected in notified provisions MCP-R160 ‘Building and Major 

Structure Height’ in Sub-Precinct F ‘Commercial (South)’ and MCP-R202 ‘Building and 

Major Structure Height’ in Sub-Precinct G ‘Commercial (North).’ 

8.39 Ms Ryan, in her s42A report, does not support the reduction in height.  She states:5 

“While I can understand and appreciate the reasons for reducing the current 

height in rule COMZ-R3 to 12m from 15m for the precinct provisions, I do not 

support this as a recommendation. Typically, wherever possible I hold the 

opinion that the current AV:DP Chapters, both Zone Chapters and District Wide 

Chapters should be applied. I appreciate the comments of Mr Riley that the 

reduction by 3m in the ‘v’ shaped southern portion of the site would allow a less 

dominant form of building by reducing the scale of buildings framing the 

southern and western ends of the PPC area as seen when driving along One 

Tree Point Road and SH15. However it is my opinion that other bulk and 

location provisions, such as setbacks will achieve a similar result and there is 

not a reason to set this site different to others. Furthermore I consider there to 

be sufficient [sic] policy framework, objectives or policies, to support a 

reduction.” 

8.40 I understand that a benefit of a precinct as an ‘overlay’ to a zone is that it allows 

underlying zone provisions to be modified in response to particular characteristics of a 

site.  It was on this basis (as with other recommended modifications to COMZ rules) 

that an amendment to the COMZ Height rule was considered. 

8.41 In my view, a maximum building height of 12m, rather than 15m, certainly as applied 

to Sub-Precinct F (the southern of the two COMZ Sub-Precincts) would result in 

improved visual outcomes when looking towards the Site from One Tree Point Road 

and SH15A and a better transition through to adjacent residential sub-precincts. 

However, upon reflection, the difference in visual outcome is not likely to be significant.  

I am therefore not opposed to a 15m maximum building height applying to Sub-

Precincts F and G, and MCP-R160 and MCP-R202 be amended accordingly. 

 
5 s42A report, paragraph 120, page 23. 
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Building and Major Structure Setbacks in the COMZ Sub-Precincts 

8.42 My UDA recommendation that clause (1) of COMZ-R4 ‘Building and Major Structure 

Setbacks’, which requires a building to be within 1m of its road boundary for at least 

50% of the site frontage, not apply to the Precinct, is reflected in the notified provision 

MCP-R161 in Sub-Precinct F ‘Commercial (South)’.  It is not reflected, however, in 

MCP-R203 in Sub-Precinct G ‘Commercial (North).’  This latter provision has carried 

across clause (1) of COMZ-R4. 

8.43 In my UDA, I stated:6 

“COMZ‐R4.1 should not apply to the recommended COMZ lots. This rule 

requires 50% of a building to be within 1m of its road frontage. There is no need 

to require such an urban interface for these lots – either towards their 

Waiwarawara Drive frontage or their One Tree Point Road and SH15A 

frontages.” 

8.44 I remain of this view.  The same approach should apply, in my opinion, to Sub-Precinct 

G ‘Commercial (North)’ which, as noted, was not proposed at the time I wrote my UDA.  

There is no need, or strong rationale, in my view, to require this form of urban interface 

on COMZ lots on the northern side of the future Abraham Street extension, facing out 

to General Residential zone lots in Sub-Precinct D. 

8.45 I therefore recommend that MCP-R203 is amended to delete clause (1) from that 

provision. 

8.46 On this matter, Ms Ryan states:  

“I agree with the concept of not requiring a building to be within 1m of Port 

Marsden Highway or One Tree Point Road, as is required in COMZ-R4. I do 

not consider there is a need to require buildings be near One Tree Point Road 

nor Port Marsden Highway as the intent here is to create a more urban interface 

which is not necessary towards these two roads. I do feel that the rule is 

applicable towards Waiwarawara Drive though. There are many instances 

throughout the District where the Commercial Zone mapped areas are 

adjoining or adjacent to residentially zoned land, and as such near urban form 

 
6 UDA, page 16.   
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subdivisions. In this instance I do not see any reason to differentiate the COMZ 

land within the PPC area from any other COMZ land within the District.”  

8.47 I disagree with Ms Ryan that requiring a building to be within 1m of its road boundary 

for at least 50% of the site frontage is an appropriate response for COMZ lots fronting 

Waiwarawara Road in Sub-Precinct F (or, equally, for COMZ lots fronting the planned 

Abraham Street extension in Sub-Precinct G).  This would result in a very urban edge 

condition.  That may be appropriate in other locations in the District, for example in 

Whangarei Central.  However, I do not consider it be a suitable response in this 

suburban location, where lower levels of pedestrian activity are likely and where the 

Sub-Precinct F and G COMZ lots would face out to significant lengths of General 

Residential zoned lots in Sub-Precinct D, on the opposite sides of Waiwarawara Drive 

and the Abraham Street extension. 

8.48 I consider these characteristics to be sufficient to distinguish the COMZ, as applied to 

the Precinct, from its characteristics elsewhere in the District and to require a bespoke 

response in order to achieve good urban design outcomes.   

8.49 The characteristics of the COMZ are described in the ‘Issues’ section of the COMZ 

Chapter (Decisions Version) as follows: 

“The Commercial Zone is in proximity to the City Centre in areas with lower 

amenity levels due to existing development and activities. These areas 

generally have good transport access and exposure to customers. Due to the 

presence of pedestrians and the proximity to the City Centre, it is important to 

manage land uses and the design of development in the Commercial Zone to 

contribute to an active frontage and manage adverse effects on amenity.” 

8.50 As discussed, I do not consider these characteristics apply in the Precinct. 

8.51 Ms Ryan states that there are “many instances throughout the District where the 

Commercial Zone mapped areas are adjoining or adjacent to residentially zoned land, 

and as such near urban form subdivisions.” 7 

8.52 I am not aware, in my review of the District Plan zoning maps, as amended by the 

Decisions Version of the Urban and Services Plan Changes, of locations where the 

COMZ applies other than directly around Whangarei City Centre.  In that location, I 

 
7 s42A report, paragraph 120, page 23. 
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agree, an urban response of buildings up to 15m within 1m of their road boundary is 

possibly appropriate, even when opposite General Residential zone housing.   

8.53 In summary, for the reasons stated above, I would not support any amendment to 

MCP-R161 (which applies to Sub-Precinct F), in line with Ms Ryan’s recommendation, 

to introduce a requirement for buildings to be within 1m of their frontage for at least 

50% of the site frontage along Waiwarawara Drive.  Furthermore, for same reasons, I 

recommend that clause (1) in notified provision MCP-R203 (which applies to Sub-

Precinct G), that requires this building form, is deleted.   

Building frontages in the COMZ Sub-Precincts 

8.54 In my UDA, I recommended that COMZ-R6 ‘Building frontages’ from the Decisions 

Version of the COMZ Chapter, which requires at least 25% of the ground floor frontage 

of a building to be glazed and a main public entrance to be within 3m of the site 

frontage, not apply in the Precinct. 

8.55 This was an incorrect summary of the assessment in my report, in which I undertook 

extensive analysis of ‘fronts and backs’ issues of rules requiring lots with both a 

boundary to One Tree Point Road / SH15A and a boundary to a road internal to the 

Precinct to have, effectively building ‘fronts’ to both roads.   

8.56 Having reviewed the relevant notified provisions, I largely support COMZ-R6 as applied 

to MCP-R163 (Sub-Precinct F ‘Commercial (South)’) and MCP-R03 (Sub-Precinct G 

‘Commercial (North)’), subject to amendments to the former, which I discuss below.   

8.57 Both these provisions carry across the COMZ-R6 requirement (clause (1) of that rule) 

that at least 25% of the building frontage at ground floor is clear glazing.  They do not 

carry across clause (2) of that rule, which requires a main public entrance to be within 

3m of the site frontage.   

8.58 In regard to clause (2) of COMZ-R6, I stated in my UDA that:8  

“COMZ‐R6.2 should not apply to the recommended COMZ lots. This rule 

requires a main public entrance for a building to be within 3m of the lot frontage. 

In a more urban environment this is a worthwhile outcome to require, however 

it is not needed for the recommended COMZ lots where they are opposite 

 
8 UDA, page 16. 
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generic suburban residential development on Waiwarawara Drive. This is the 

more so as the rule would tend to pull a building forward to Waiwarawara Drive, 

rather than enabling it to be set back from the road, with potentially less visual 

dominance effects to the residential area opposite.”   

8.59 I remain of this view and consider the same interface outcome applies not only to Sub-

Precinct F (the southern of the two COMZ Sub-Precincts in the notified provisions), but 

also to Sub-Precinct G.   

8.60 I recommend, however, that MCP-R163 is amended to exempt its application from the 

One Tree Point / SH15A frontages of Sub-Precinct F lots.  While I support at least 25% 

glazing at ground level of the Waiwarawara Drive frontage of buildings on these lots 

(as I do on the Abraham Street extension for COMZ lots in Sub-Precinct G), there is 

little benefit in requiring glazing at ground floor on the One Tree Point / SH15A 

frontages of any such buildings.  The One Tree Point / SH15A frontages of lots are 

likely to be fenced – possibly with visually impermeable fencing.9  Ground floor glazing 

along these external road boundaries would not be seen. 

8.61 In her s42A report, Ms Ryan states that she does not agree that COMZ Sub-Precincts 

F and G should be exempt from COMZ-R6 ‘Building Frontages’ for the same reasons 

she outlines in regard to the application of COMZ-R4.10  This appears to be largely due 

to her view that there is no reason to differentiate the COMZ land within the Precinct 

from any other COMZ land within the District. 

8.62 I agree with Ms Ryan that COMZ-R6 should apply to the extent I have set out above. 

However, I am of the view, as I have discussed, that there are clear characteristics that 

distinguish the Precinct from other parts of the District where the COMZ applies (which 

is limited to around the City Centre), such that bespoke versions of COMZ-R6, as they 

apply to Sub-Precincts F and G, are needed. 

Landscaping along internal road boundaries of COMZ Sub-Precinct lots 

8.63 In her s42A report, Ms Ryan states:11 

“Mr Riley suggests a minimum 2m wide landscaping strip along the 

Waiwarawara Drive frontage of the lots, excluding where vehicle crossings are 

 
9 Which, I note, would be a rational – and desirable response – given the likely need to accommodate 
outdoor storage and service areas on COMZ lots. 
10 s42A report, paragraph 120, page 23. 
11 s42A report, paragraph 120, page 23. 
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located. I do not hold the opinion that this is necessary. The current COMZ 

provisions include rules whereby boundaries “are planted with trees or shrubs 

to a minimum height of 1.8m and a minimum depth of 1m…” where sites adjoin 

a residential, waterfront or open space zone. This inclusion for planting is 

activity rather than Zone specific, for example for activities such as Storage, 

Repair and Maintenance Services, Food and Beverage, Grocery Store.”  

8.64 I agree with Ms Ryan. She is correct in her reference to COMZ provisions, which have 

been carried across to the notified provisions,12 and which would require landscape 

amenity planting along the Waiwarawara Road frontage of Sub-Precinct F lots (and 

the Abraham Street extension frontage of Sub-Precinct G lots), based on listed 

activities.   

8.65 I have reviewed the listed activities and consider they cover the majority of land uses 

likely to establish in the COMZ and those for which a degree of landscape amenity 

buffer, when opposite residential land use, is desirable.   

8.66 I therefore consider that, as a landscaping outcome is already managed in the notified 

provisions for the internal road frontages of Sub-Precinct F and G lots: 

(a) there is no need for the reference to ‘Waiwarawara Drive’ in MCP-R166 

‘Landscaping’, which applies to Sub-Precinct F; and 

(b) MCP-R209 ‘Landscaping’, which applies to Sub-Precinct G and requires a 

landscaping strip of a minimum 2m depth, could be deleted. 

Marsden Town Centre zone outcomes 

8.67 Development within the town centre is subject to a relatively short list of rules that 

manage streetscape and amenity outcomes.  These include a requirement for 

minimum floor to floor heights (MTCZ-R6) and street verandahs (MTCZ-R8). There are 

no requirements, for example, for minimum percentages of street frontage glazing. 

8.68 Instead of a rules-based approach to managing town centre streetscape and amenity 

outcomes, the provisions adopt a design assessment approach, through requiring 

restricted discretionary consent for any new building (MTCZ-R26) and for any external 

 
12 Clause (4) of MCP-R169 to R73, Clause (2) of MCP-R174 to R181, clause (4) of MCP-R183, clause 
(2) of MCP-R184 to 187, clause (4) of MCP-R211 to R215, clause (2) of MCP-R216 to R223, clause 
(4) of MCP-R225, and clause (2) of MCP-R226 to R229. 
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alteration or addition to a building over 10% of the floor area of that building (MTCZ-

R3). 

8.69 Under MTCZ-R26, Council’s discretion is restricted to what I consider to be both 

general design matters appropriate for consideration in centre development (effects on 

streetscape character and amenity) and matters specific to the location of the town 

centre (appearance of lots as viewed from One Tree Point Road). 

8.70 An application under MTCZ-R3 or MTCZ-R26 must also provide an urban design 

assessment (via MTCZ-REQ1) that sets out, amongst a number of matters, how the 

proposal is consistent with best practice urban design and how the proposal relates to 

the intended character of surrounding areas. 

8.71 At Attachment 7 to her s42A report, Ms Ryan has included a tracked changes version 

of the MTCZ provisions, in which she records her recommended amendments to the 

provisions.  For MTCZ-REQ1, this includes adding to those matters which the required 

urban design assessment must cover: 

(a) Responses to corner sites, particularly corners adjoining One Tree Point Road 

and Casey Road; and 

(b) The extent to which lots that adjoin One Tree Point Road present an attractive 

frontage to that road. 

8.72 These were both recommendations I made for amendments to MTCZ-REQ1 in my 

UDA.  I support their addition to this rule. 

8.73 In my view, the overall approach to management of town centre built form outcomes 

is robust, and would ensure any development within the centre positively contributes 

to its development, consistent with proposed objective MTCZ-01, as a safe and vibrant 

place to live, work and visit. 

8.74 I note that the HG Masterplan sets out a detailed vision for the development of the 

town centre, at pages 38-40 of that document.  This is valuable to the extent that it 

demonstrates how a centre of the size and location proposed could develop in a form 

that achieves quality outcomes.  I do not consider it necessary or appropriate, however, 

that MTCZ provisions are framed to achieve that specific development scenario.  In 

my view, that would be unnecessarily inflexible.  I prefer and support the proposed 

approach of restricted discretionary approach for new buildings in the town centre, 
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which I consider retains to Council sufficient discretion on design and built form 

matters. 

Views from One Tree Point Road and SH15A to the Precinct 

8.75 A recommendation in my UDA was that a rule be introduced requiring a minimum 2m 

deep landscaping strip along the One Tree Point Road frontage of all lots south of the 

MTCZ and the SH15A frontage of all lots, and that the landscaping strip must contain 

a mix of trees, shrubs and ground cover planting. 

8.76 This recommendation was based on analysis within the UDA that the most rational 

response for buildings on lots adjoining One Tree Point Road and SH15A would be to 

have their ‘backs’ to these roads and their ‘fronts’ to internal access roads, given 

factors including the high speed traffic nature of One Tree Point Road and SH15A. 

8.77 In my UDA, I expressed the view that the desirable outcome is not for lots that adjoin 

One Tree Point Road and SH15A to ‘front’ or actively interface with these roads.  That 

is largely unworkable, given the characteristics of those roads.  Rather, the priority 

should be that the lots present an attractive frontage to both those roads.13  I remain 

of that view. 

8.78 I therefore consider a landscaping solution to be the most practical to achieve this 

outcome – providing a degree of visual filtering to what will be the backs of buildings 

presented to One Tree Point Road and SH15A. 

8.79 The notified provisions require a minimum 2m deep landscaping strip along One Tree 

Point Road, planted in trees, shrubs and ground cover for Sub-Precinct B ‘Mixed Use 

Zone’ lots (MCP-R14); with the same requirements applying along the One Tree Point 

Road and SH15A frontages of Sub-Precinct F lots (MCP-R166).  I support these two 

rules, as I consider they are consistent with the desirable outcome to the One Tree 

Point Road and SH15A boundaries of the Precinct.  

8.80 There is, no requirement in the notified provisions, however, for landscaping along the 

SH15A frontage of Sub-Precinct E ‘Low Density Residential Zone’ lots. 

8.81 As noted, my recommendation was for a landscaping strip along the full length of the 

Precinct’s external road boundaries, excluding the MTCZ frontages to One Tree Point 

 
13 UDA, section 7.7.1, page 20. 
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Road, but including the Sub-Precinct E frontages to SH15A.  The notified provisions 

are therefore not entirely consistent with my recommendations. 

8.82 My understanding is that Sub-Precinct E residential lots may require an acoustic wall 

and bund along their SH15A frontage to adequately attenuate noise effects.  The 

length of such a structure along SH15A would be potentially significant.  I consider it 

desirable that there be landscaping screening along the road boundary in front of this 

structure. 

8.83 I therefore recommend the introduction of a landscaping rule to Sub-Precinct E similar 

to those in MCP-R14 and MCP-R166. 

8.84 At section 11M ‘Consideration of Submissions – Consistency and Clarity’ of her s42A 

report, Ms Ryan refers to a submission from Council’s Planning and Development 

Department which requests that MCP-R14, MCP-R166 and MCP-R209 be amended 

to provide more clarity as to how the rules apply. 

8.85 In response to this submission, Ms Ryan recommends that these rules be deleted “as 

there is insufficient evidence provided to justify having precinct provisions in these 

locations that are different from the underlying zone provisions.” 

8.86 I agree with Ms Ryan in regard to MCP-R209.  This rule applies to Sub-Precinct G 

‘Commercial Zone (North)’ and requires a 2m deep landscaping strip along the site 

frontage.  I gave no assessment of this frontage in my UDA.  As I discuss at paragraph 

8.64, underlying COMZ provisions, which require boundary landscape amenity 

planting for the majority of land uses likely to establish in the COMZ, have been carried 

across to Sub-Precinct G.  In my view, there is no need to require effectively a similar 

landscape outcome via MCP-R209. 

8.87 I disagree with Ms Ryan, however, in regard to MCP-R14 and MCP-R166.  My UDA 

provided lengthy analysis of the reason for a landscaping strip along One Tree Point 

Road, south of the town centre, and along SH15A.14  In my view, this analysis sets out 

a clear reason as to why a bespoke approach is necessary along both these road 

frontages. 

 
14 UDA, section 7.7.1, pages 20-21.   
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8.88 At section 11A ‘Consideration of Submissions – Amenity and Character’ of her s42a 

report, Ms Ryan recommends that:15 

“…the Commissioners insert a rule provision within MCP whereby an activity is 

permitted if all site boundaries which are adjoining Port Marsden Highway 

(SH15) are planted with trees or shrubs to a minimum height of 1.8m above 

ground level and a minimum depth of 2m…” 

8.89 I am unclear why Ms Ryan’s recommendation for landscaping refers solely to SH15A 

(and not also to One Tree Point Road) and am unclear on how she has arrived at the 

particulars of this recommendation, especially within the context of her 

recommendation that MCP-R166, which requires landscaping along the SH15A 

frontage of Sub-Precinct F lots be deleted. 

8.90 For these reasons, I cannot comment further and prefer my recommendations in 

regard to landscaping along the One Tree Point Road and SH15A frontages of the 

Precinct, as set out above. 

Open space 

8.91 A requisite element of a developing urban area is provision of open space of a suitable 

size, location and function to suit the needs of surrounding users.  The HG Masterplan 

shows where open space might be positioned as the area develops (refer page 31 of 

the masterplan), both within the residential areas of the Site and within the town centre.   

8.92 The approach used in the PC150 provisions is not to identify specific locations of open 

space on any precinct or zoning plan, but to refer to the provision of open space in 

objectives and policies: 

MCP-07: Create a strong network of public open space, including places to 

enjoy a range of active and passive recreational activities whilst also enhancing 

the local ecology. 

MCP-P10: Require subdivision within the Marsden City Precinct to provide for 

the recreation and amenity needs of residents by providing: 

a) Open spaces which are prominent and accessible by pedestrians; 

 
15 s42A report, paragraph 127, page 25. 
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b) For the number and size of open spaces in proportion to the future density 

of the neighbourhood; and 

c) For pedestrian and/or cycle linkages. 

MTCZ-P6: Ensure the provision of high-quality open space by encouraging the 

establishment of an appropriately sized and located area of open space within 

the Marsden Town Centre at the time of subdivision and / or development. 

8.93 Additionally, a matter of discretion in MTCZ-R26 for any new building in the town centre 

is the appropriate provision of open space within the town centre. 

8.94 Mr Badham comments in his planning evidence on the appropriateness of this 

approach from a planning perspective.  In my view, the proposed objectives and 

policies cover those matters I would consider to be relevant to the provision of quality 

open space as the area develops.   

9. COMMENTS ON THE COUNCIL’S SECTION 42A REPORT  

9.1 I have addressed comments made by Ms Ryan in her s42A report which relate to urban 

design matters throughout my evidence.  These are particularly comments she has 

made in the bullet points at paragraph 120 (page 2) of her report.   

9.2 Outstanding matters which I have not addressed are comments from Ms Ryan on: 

(a) Accommodating Large Format Retail (“LFR”) in the MTCZ; and 

(b) Enabling residential activities at ground floor in Sub-Precinct B ‘Mixed Use 

Zone’. 

9.3 I consider these matters below. 

Large Format Retail in the MTCZ 

9.4 At paragraph 141 of her report, Ms Ryan says that the Commissioners may wish to 

implement changes to the MTCZ provisions to better provide for LFR activities, 

including by introducing a new policy to manage their potential effects.  This policy is 

set out at page 30 of her report. It states: 

“To manage the scale and design of large scale retail activities to ensure that:  

1. Active frontage is maintained and enhanced at ground floor.  
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2. Activity and building design are complementary to the Marsden Town 

Centre Zone context.  

3. Buildings are designed to be flexible and adaptable to a range of uses and 

do not unduly restrict potential future uses of the site.  

4. Large single use buildings at ground floor are sleeved by smaller scale 

commercial activities where appropriate.” 

9.5 I consider the outcomes the policy seeks to manage and the potential methods to 

achieve those outcomes to be consistent with good urban design practice. 

Residential at ground floor in Sub-Precinct B ‘Mixed Use Zone’ 

9.6 Notified provision MCP-R19 requires that any residential units in Sub-Precinct B ‘Mixed 

Use Zone’ is above ground floor.  This is consistent with MUZ-R11 in the Decisions 

Version of the Urban and Services Plan Change Mixed Use Zone Chapter.   

9.7 At paragraph 145 of her s42A report, Ms Ryan states: 

“I acknowledge the concerns raised regarding the potential excessive amount 

of business activities provided for in the Mixed Use Zone. In my opinion the 

precinct provisions for the Mixed Use Zone should be amended to remove the 

requirement for residential activities to be located above ground floor. This 

would have the effect of enabling the Mixed Use Zone to be more flexible and 

residential based in the future if there was limited demand for business 

activities in that area. This could enable more efficient use of land in my 

opinion.” 

9.8 The current approach allows for resource consent applications for residential units at 

ground floor in the Precinct’s Mixed Use zone to be assessed as non-notified restricted 

discretionary activities, with Council’s discretion restricted to matters including adverse 

effects on active frontages and streetscape amenity. 

9.9 I consider this an appropriate approach to manage potential adverse built form and 

amenity effects of residential use at ground floor in Sub-Precinct B.  From an urban 

design perspective, I do not consider permitted activity status for ground floor 

residential use in the Sub-Precinct to be appropriate. 

9.10 In my view, residential use at ground floor in mixed use business / residential 

environments can and does work.  However, this is where the streetscape and 
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residential amenity effects of having residential units directly at ground floor and 

potentially directly adjoining neighbouring commercial uses can be appropriately 

managed.   

9.11 In my experience, this is best done through a resource consenting assessment 

process, given the range of design and amenity factors that need to be considered.   

9.12 For these reasons, I consider the most appropriate mechanism to manage the potential 

streetscape and residential amenity effects of residential at ground floor in the 

Precinct’s Mixed Use zone is through the current PC150 approach of requiring non-

notified restricted discretionary consent for such an activity. 

10. COMMENTS ON SUBMISSIONS  

10.1 I have reviewed all submissions and further submissions on PC150. I consider that 

there are none that raise matters of direct relevance to an urban design assessment. 

11. CONCLUSION 

11.1 In my view, subject to the recommendations made in this statement, which are 

summarised in the Executive Summary, I consider that the proposed Marsden City 

Precinct will result in an urban form that, as a response to its context, is compact and 

connected, appropriately manages visual amenity and interface effects between 

differing land uses, and has a high amenity and vibrant town centre. 

Matthew James Riley 

Date: 3 August 2021 
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	1. SUMMARY OF EVIDENCE
	1.1 Marsden City Partnership Limited proposes to apply the ‘Marsden City Precinct’ to 127 hectares of land at Marsden City, and to rezone the land, via a number of Sub-Precincts, to Special Purpose Marsden Town Centre zone, Mixed Use zone, Commercial ...
	1.2 I consider the proposed zonings and their spatial arrangement, together with the proposed road network, will allow Marsden City to develop as a compact and connected new urban area, consistent with the compact city model encouraged by the Whangare...
	1.3 I have reviewed submissions and further submissions on the Plan Change and consider none raise issues of direct relevance to an urban design assessment.
	1.4 I have reviewed the s42a report by Ms Kelly Ryan.  Her report contains a number of recommendations relevant to urban design outcomes.  I summarise my view on her recommendations below:
	(a) Ms Ryan recommends that the maximum building height in Sub-Precincts F and G, which has Commercial zoning, increase from 12m to 15m, consistent with the height in the underlying zone.  I consider the difference in visual outcome from this increase...
	(b) Ms Ryan considers that a bespoke rule requiring a minimum 2m wide landscaping strip along the Waiwarawara Drive frontage of Sub-Precinct F lots is not necessary, as the underlying COMZ already requires road frontage landscaping, linked to activiti...
	(c) Ms Ryan recommends that MTCZ-REQ1, which sets out what information must form part of the urban design report required to support any development in the town centre, is amended to introduce assessment of responses to corners (particularly corners a...
	(d) Ms Ryan states that if the Commissioners are minded to change the activity status for infringement of MTCZ-R16 ‘General Retail’ from Discretionary to Restricted Discretionary, to provide for Large Format Retail in the town centre, then a new polic...
	(e) Ms Ryan recommends that MCP-R161 is amended to introduce a requirement adopted from an underlying Commercial Zone rule (COMZ-R4) that buildings on Sub-Precinct F ‘Commercial Zone (South)’ lots are within 1m of their  Waiwarawara Drive frontage for...
	(f) Ms Ryan recommends that residential use at ground floor in Sub-Precinct B ‘Mixed Use Zone’ become a permitted activity.  I disagree.  I consider this change, in the absence of other controls to appropriately manage effects, could result in comprom...
	(g) Ms Ryan recommends that MCP-R14 and MCP-R166, both of which require landscaping along the One Tree Point Road and SH15A frontages of the Precinct, be deleted, as insufficient evidence has been provided to have a Precinct-specific rule along these ...

	1.5 In reviewing the notified version of the Plan Change provisions I have become aware of some areas where there are minor errors relevant to urban design outcomes or that are not consistent with the recommendations made in my urban design assessment...
	(a) That minor changes are made to the classification of connections on Appendix D ‘Road Network and Cross Sections’ to correct errors in labelling and change some connections from ‘New’ to ‘Indicative’, in order to allow greater flexibility in the ev...
	(b) That clause (1) in MCP-R203, which applies to Sub-Precinct G, is deleted.  This rule requires that buildings on lots in the Sub-Precinct are within 1m of road boundaries for at least 50% of the site frontage.  In my view, this would result in an u...
	(c) That MCP-R163, which applies to Sub-Precinct F, is amended to exclude its application from the One Tree Point Road / SH15A frontage of the Sub-Precinct.  The rule requires at least 25% of the ground floor of the road frontages of buildings to be g...
	(d) That a landscaping rule is introduced to Sub-Precinct F ‘Low Density Residential Zone’ requiring a 2m wide landscaping strip along the SH15A frontage of lots in this Sub-Precinct, similar to that in MCP-R14 and MCP-R166, in order to provide landsc...


	2. INTRODUCTION
	2.1 My full name is Matthew James Riley. I am an urban designer and Senior Associate at Barker & Associates Limited, an independent, specialist planning and urban design consultancy.
	2.2 I hold a Bachelor of Arts and Bachelor of Laws, which I obtained in 1995, a Master of Planning Practice (1st class honours), which I obtained in 2001, and a Master of Architecture (Urb.Des)(1st class honours), which I obtained in 2005, all from th...
	2.3 I am a member of the Urban Design Forum and a panel member (chair) of the Auckland Urban Design Panel.  I am also an independent commissioner for Auckland Council.
	2.4 I have worked for 20 years as an urban designer and planner, the last 15 specialising in urban design.  I worked for 9 years as an urban designer at Auckland Council.  Key roles during that time including a secondment to the Auckland Unitary Plan ...
	2.5 This evidence is in respect of an application by Marsden City Limited Partnership (“the Applicant”) for Private Plan Change 150: Marsden City (“PC150”). PC150 proposes to rezone 127 hectares of land at Marsden City (“the Site”) generally bounded b...
	(a) Approximately 8.41ha of a Special Purpose Marsden Town Centre zone in the north western portion of the PC150 area;
	(b) Approximately 12ha of Mixed Use Zone sleeving the Marsden Town Centre zone to the south and east, as well as along part of the PC150 boundaries with One Tree Point Road;
	(c) Approximately 3.02ha of Medium Density Residential zone adjacent to the Marsden City Town Centre and Mixed Use zones;
	(d) Approximately 9.89ha of Low Density Residential zone along the boundaries of the PC150 area running alongside SH15A;
	(e) Approximately 56.08ha of General Residential zone through the balance of the PC150 area; and
	(f) Approximately 19.07ha of Commercial zone for a portion of the northern boundary alongside the designated rail corridor, a portion of the western boundary alongside One Tree Point Road and the southern boundary alongside SH15A.

	2.6 My evidence will:
	(a) Summarise my involvement with the development of PC150;
	(b) Briefly describe the Site;
	(c) Briefly describe the operative Whangarei District Plan provisions that apply to the Site;
	(d) Summarise key aspects of the Harrison Grierson Masterplan that informed the lodgement version of PC150 provisions;
	(e) Summarise the purpose of the ‘Marsden City Precinct’;
	(f) Undertake an urban design assessment of the PC150 provisions, as notified;
	(g) Comment on issues raised by submitters relevant to my area of expertise;
	(h) Comment on the Council Officer’s report;
	(i) Provide concluding comments.

	2.7 I have read the Code of Conduct for Expert Witnesses in the Environment Court Practice Note 2014. I have complied with the Code of Conduct in preparing this statement of evidence. Unless I state otherwise, this evidence is within my sphere of expe...

	3. INVOLVEMENT WITH PC150
	3.1 My involvement in PC150 began after I was requested by the Applicant to assist in providing responses to urban design queries in a 21 April 2020 Clause 23 request for further information (“RFI”) letter from Whangarei District Council in regard to ...
	3.2 My brief was to:
	(a) Review the February 2020 document ‘Marsden Primary Centre – Proposed Masterplan Site and Context Analysis’, prepared by Harrison Grierson (“HG Masterplan”);
	(b) Review the lodgement version of the PC150 provisions;
	(c) Offer advice as to whether I considered any amendments to those provisions were needed to achieve appropriate urban design outcomes; and
	(d) Write an urban design report assessing PC150, including any recommendations for changes to the lodgement provisions and responding to RFI queries from Council consultant urban designer Rebecca Skidmore.

	3.3 In undertaking this work, I have reviewed: the operative Whangarei District Plan (“WDP”) ‘Marsden Primary Centre’ provisions that apply to the Site; notified, right of reply and decision versions of the ‘Urban and Services’ Plan Changes to the WDC...
	3.4 I visited the Site in June 2020.
	3.5 Based upon my review of relevant documents and my visit to the Site, I prepared a report entitled ‘Marsden City Private Plan Change Application – Urban Design Assessment’ (“UDA)”, dated 19 August 2020.  This report made recommendations for a numbe...
	3.6 The UDA concluded that I considered PC150 to be supportable from an urban design perspective, and that it would result in built form that is an appropriate response to its context.  This was subject to the UDA’s recommendations for amendments to t...
	3.7 A full list of the amendments I recommended to the lodgement provisions is in Appendix 1 of the UDA.  Key recommendations, as stated in the UDA’s executive summary, were:
	(a) Changing the zoning applying along the southern boundary of the Precinct from Mixed Use zone to Commercial zone, in order to discourage high density residential housing (enabled by the Mixed Use zone) from establishing in a location distant from t...
	(b) Using the ‘Precinct’ mechanism to modify the Commercial zone rules, introducing bespoke rules to achieve a ‘softer’ and less dominant interface with adjoining General Residential zone lots in the Precinct, such as a reduced 12m maximum building he...
	(c) Requiring a 2m wide landscaping strip along One Tree Point Road, south of the town centre and along SH15A, in order to address visual effects of backs of buildings as seen from these two important ‘gateway’ roads; and
	(d) Resolving issues in lodgement provisions that required Town Centre and Mixed Use zone lots which have boundaries to One Tree Point Road / SH15A and internal roads to have ‘fronts’ to both roads.

	3.8 The notified version of the PC150 provisions largely adopts the recommendations in my UDA.

	4. THE SITE
	4.1 The Site is located within the Marsden Point / Ruakaka area, on the southern side of Whangarei Harbour, approximately 32km south of Whangarei City Centre.  It is bordered by One Tree Point Road on its western boundary and SH15A on its southern and...
	4.2 Directly to the north of the Site there is a KiwiRail designation for a future railway line planned to connect to Marsden Point and NorthPort.
	4.3 Access to the Site is obtained via three roads that intersect with One Tree Point Road: Casey Road, Roosevelt Road and Pokapu Road.  These roads form part of a simple existing road network within the Site.  Other existing roads include Waiwarawara...
	4.4 The Site is currently largely undeveloped.  Existing buildings include the first dwellings of stage 1 of a retirement village.  The Site is essentially flat and is largely free of vegetation, other than grass cover.  There are clear views from wit...

	5. OPERATIVE WHANGAREI DISTRICT PLAN PROVISIONS
	5.1 In the WDP, the Site is in the ‘Marsden Primary Centre’ (“MPC”).  This has two ‘Environments’: a Town Centre South Environment in the north-west corner of the Site, and an Industry Environment in the three-quarters balance area.  The Industry Envi...
	5.2 Development within the Town Centre Environment must be in accordance with a Precinct Plan and must be supported by a report from a qualified urban designer.  The Precinct Plan shows a layout of the centre.  In my view, the Precinct Plan shows a ve...

	6. HG MASTERPLAN
	6.1 Prior to my involvement in PC150, Harrison Grierson undertook an urban design study of the Site and surrounding area, which resulted in a masterplan, setting out a structure for future development of the area to replace the primarily industrial an...
	6.2 In my view, the site and context section of the masterplan document contains a comprehensive analysis of the Site and surrounding area, including covering its geographic, land-use and landscape setting.
	6.3 The HG spatial masterplan itself, sets out what I consider to be generally detailed development framework for the future of the Site, particularly for the centre, where detailed interface conditions and arrangements of land uses are shown.
	6.4 The masterplan is useful to the extent that it enables interrogation of how the Site might be developed in a particular manner that achieves quality urban design outcomes.
	6.5 In my view, however, it is necessary in the PC150 provisions to ‘pull up’ from that particular development scenario to ensure that good urban design outcomes can be achieved while retaining reasonable flexibility for a range of development scenari...

	7. MARSDEN CITY PRECINCT
	7.1 PC150 proposes to replace the Marsden Primary Centre provisions in the WDP with a ‘Marsden City Precinct.’  The full details of this are described in the planning evidence of David Badham.  In summary, the Precinct provides for a new town centre s...
	7.2 The Precinct has a number of Sub-Precincts, which have underlying Mixed Use and Commercial zonings, and a range of Residential zonings, with bespoke modifications to the rules of those zonings, as appropriate to the context of the Site.  The Preci...
	7.3 I discuss further details of the provisions that manage the urban design outcomes in the Precinct and its Sub-Precincts in my assessment below.

	8. URBAN DESIGN ASSESSMENT
	Methodology
	8.1 In this section, I assess the likely urban design effects that would result from development of the Site in accordance with the PC150 provisions, as notified.  This includes changes that were made to the provisions after I had written my UDA, such...
	8.2 My methodology for assessment is a synthesis of relevant guidelines, expected outcomes and principles from:
	(a) The WDP, as modified by the decision version chapters of the ‘Urban and Services’ Plan Changes;
	(b) National level urban design guidance0F ; and
	(c) Good urban design practice.

	8.3 The WDP Urban Form and Development Chapter sets out useful high level strategic objectives and policies in terms of the planned physical layout and design of the District.  UFD-O3 and UFD-P3 refer specifically to urban design:
	UFD-O3: Promote high quality urban design that responds positively to the local context and the expected outcome for the zone.
	UFD-P3: To maintain and enhance character and amenity values by applying high quality urban design that demonstrates how the development will contribute to a compact, connected, distinctive, diverse, attractive, appropriate, sustainable and safe urban...
	8.4 I consider these two objectives and policies to be pertinent to this Plan Change and they have informed how I have undertaken my assessment.  My assessment broadly follows an approach of assessing how the PC150 provisions manage future built form ...
	(a) A compact urban form;
	(b) Response to landscape setting;
	(c) Connectivity and permeability;
	(d) Commercial zone interfaces;
	(e) Marsden Town Centre zone outcomes;
	(f) Views from One Tree Point Road and SH15A to the Precinct; and
	(g) Open space.

	A compact urban form
	8.5 The typical approach to developing a compact urban form is surrounding a commercial and service centre with concentric circles of tiered density, working from higher density land uses closer to the centre and transitioning to lower density land us...
	8.6 This can be generally be seen in the proposed zoning map for the Site, with the Mixed Use zone (with a 15m maximum permitted height, enabling buildings up to five storeys) partly framing the town centre, together with Medium Density Residential zo...
	8.7 At the southern and northern ends of the Site there is Commercial zoning.  This does not generally enable the intensity of land use that the Mixed Use zone would, and is appropriate given the relative distance of these areas from the town centre.
	8.8 The lodgement version of PC150 proposed Mixed Use zoning south of the town centre along One Tree Point Road and SH15A.  In my UDA, I expressed the view that Mixed Use zoning was not suitable generally south of Theodore Drive.  This is because the ...
	8.9 The town centre is located at the north-west end of the Site.  This is unusual, in the sense that it is at one corner of the Site and so is not fully surrounded by a residential catchment.  The location, however, is consistent with that shown in t...
	8.10 The location adjoins the railway line designation, supporting a potential future station within a close walking distance of the centre, should the future railway line at some point take passengers, in addition to freight.
	8.11 I understand that, consistent with the Marsden Point-Ruakaka Structure Plan, there remains a strategic intent to rezone at a future point adjoining rural zoned land to the north and west to urban zonings.  This would surround the town centre on a...
	8.12 Overall, I consider that the spatial arrangement of zones is generally consistent with a compact city model and the location of the town centre supports the strategic intent for it to serve a wider area.
	8.13 As discussed earlier in my evidence, there are views out from the Site to Bream Head, Mt Manaia and the Hen and Chicken Islands.  The PC150 provisions do not expressly seek to manage the height or location of buildings to retain these views.
	8.14 These landscape features form a significant part of the existing visual environment looking east across the Precinct.  This is not surprising, given the Site is currently largely undeveloped.  The operative provisions do not refer to these landsc...
	8.15 Development enabled in the town centre under the PC150 provisions would likely block existing views from the western end of Casey Road to Bream Head.  However, this is also the case under the operative provisions, which also enable multi-storey d...
	8.16 Existing views to the lower flanks of Bream Head from the western end of Roosevelt Road are likely to be blocked by development within the Precinct, but views to its peak might be retained, noting that the view corridor passes in the main over Ge...
	8.17 In summary, in my view, the PC150 provisions would lead to no further loss of view to wider landscape features than is currently enabled by the operative provisions.  Some views would be lost, while others would be retained.  Greater retention of...
	8.18 In the context of the operative provisions and being aware of the need to reasonably develop the land, I see no need to introduce any specific provisions to manage retention of existing views to landscape features.

	Connectivity and permeability
	8.19 MCP-R5 requires streets, cycleways and footpaths to be located in accordance with the MCP Plans.  Not achieving compliance requires restricted discretionary consent, with Council’s discretion being restricted to matters including urban design bes...
	8.20 The relevant MCP Plan is Appendix D: Road Network and Cross Sections.  The road network plan within Appendix D shows existing roads (at widths and spacings designed to serve the predominant industrial land use enabled by the operative WDP provisi...
	Connectivity and permeability within the Site
	8.21 The Appendix D plan largely replicates the ‘Proposed Roading Plan’ at page 26 of the HG Masterplan. It shows: existing roads; ‘New’ residential streets and lanes and town centre lanes; and ‘Indicative’ residential link roads.
	8.22 The Appendix D plan shows, in my view, future street spacings within the Site that would result in a good level of connectivity and permeability and support the Precinct’s transition from a predominantly industrial land use area to a new resident...
	8.23 Larger block sizes with lesser degrees of permeability are shown in the southern part of the Site.  This is partly a result of the existing land uses in this area, including the consented first stage of a retirement village and what I understand ...
	8.24 In my experience, the level of detail shown on the Appendix D plan is unusual for a planning map.  More typically, a future primary road network would be shown, and reference would be made to a supporting, finer grained local road network within ...
	8.25 I am not opposed to this approach, because, as discussed, at a principled level it does show a desirable level of permeability.  Overall, I consider the road network and block pattern achieves a good level of connectivity and choice of routes fro...
	8.26 Having further assessed the Appendix D plan, however, I recommend some reclassification of connections, in order to both correct minor errors and achieve, in my view, an appropriate level of flexibility for positioning of elements of the non-prim...
	(a) Two north-south ‘Upgraded Town Centre Streets’ that connect between Abraham Street and Casey Road are shown that are neither existing nor consented streets.  I recommend that these are relabelled as ‘Indicative’ Town Centre Streets.  These are ide...
	(b) For the reasons I discuss below, I recommend reclassifying some connections currently shown as ‘New’ on the Appendix D plan to ‘Indicative.’  These are also identified on Figure 1 below.

	Figure 1: Appendix D connections recommended to re-label as ‘Indicative’
	8.27 ‘New’ connections shown on the Appendix D plan appear to primarily relate to parts of the movement network that connect to existing roads at logical points, forming part of a wider primary movement network – opening access through the northern, e...
	8.28 While I defer to any expert traffic input on this matter, in my view, those connections shown in red in Figure 1 above, currently labelled as ‘New’ on the Appendix D plan, are not part of that primary network.  I consider that those connections w...
	Connections to the surrounding area
	8.29 In terms of connectivity to the surrounding area, Appendix D shows the three existing connections to One Tree Point Road from Casey Road, Roosevelt Road and Theodore Drive.  Connections are generally absent through to SH15A.  While I would suppor...
	8.30 Two road connections are shown through the northern end of the Site, crossing the railway designation.  These future proof reasonable connection options through to land to the north, until such time as it may be rezoned for urban purposes.  They ...
	Summary comments on connectivity and permeability
	8.31 In summary I consider that the Appendix D plan shows a future road network with internal and external connections that build upon the existing road pattern and retrofit its function, designed to serve industrial land uses, for a finer grain perme...
	8.32 I recommend some minor amendments to the classification of connections shown on the Appendix D plan to correct errors and ensure a reasonable level of flexibility as development stages progress over time.

	Commercial zone interfaces
	8.33 In my UDA, I recommended that the Mixed Use zone shown in the lodgement zoning plan along the southern boundary of the Site be changed to the Commercial zone.  As discussed earlier in my evidence, this was to avoid the possibility of high density...
	8.34 I also recommended a number of changes to the underlying Commercial zone rules in the Precinct provisions, in terms of how they would apply to this area, in order:
	(a) to achieve a softer transition from the Commercial zone lots to the General Residential zone lots; and
	(b) resolve issues of buildings having to ‘front’ to both One Tree Point Road / SH15A road boundaries and road boundaries internal to the Precinct.3F

	8.35 The recommendations in my UDA on these matters have been generally reflected in changes made from the lodgement to the notified version of PC150 provisions.  These recommendations included modifying the Decision version of the Commercial Zone (“C...
	(a) Reducing the COMZ’s maximum building height of 15m to 12m;
	(b) Exempting clause (1) of COMZ-R4 ‘Building and Major Structure Setbacks’, which requires a building to be within 1m of its road boundary for at least 50% of the site frontage, from applying;
	(c) Exempting COMZ-R6 ‘Building frontages’, which requires at least 25% of the ground floor building frontage to be glazed and a main public entrance to be within 3m of the site frontage, from applying; and
	(d) Requiring a minimum 2m wide landscaping strip along the Waiwarawara Drive frontage of lots.

	8.36 I discuss each of these recommendations below.  I note that the assessment in my UDA regarding applying the COMZ to the Precinct was solely in regard to its application at the south-end of the Site, in what is now shown as Sub-Precinct F ‘Commerc...
	Maximum building height in the COMZ Sub-Precincts
	8.37 As discussed in my UDA, I recommended that the COMZ maximum building height of 15m be reduced to 12m, as applied to the Precinct, in order to both establish a softer height transition through to the adjoining residential sub-precinct and to reduc...
	8.38 This recommendation is reflected in notified provisions MCP-R160 ‘Building and Major Structure Height’ in Sub-Precinct F ‘Commercial (South)’ and MCP-R202 ‘Building and Major Structure Height’ in Sub-Precinct G ‘Commercial (North).’
	8.39 Ms Ryan, in her s42A report, does not support the reduction in height.  She states:4F
	8.40 I understand that a benefit of a precinct as an ‘overlay’ to a zone is that it allows underlying zone provisions to be modified in response to particular characteristics of a site.  It was on this basis (as with other recommended modifications to...
	8.41 In my view, a maximum building height of 12m, rather than 15m, certainly as applied to Sub-Precinct F (the southern of the two COMZ Sub-Precincts) would result in improved visual outcomes when looking towards the Site from One Tree Point Road and...
	Building and Major Structure Setbacks in the COMZ Sub-Precincts
	8.42 My UDA recommendation that clause (1) of COMZ-R4 ‘Building and Major Structure Setbacks’, which requires a building to be within 1m of its road boundary for at least 50% of the site frontage, not apply to the Precinct, is reflected in the notifie...
	8.43 In my UDA, I stated:5F
	8.44 I remain of this view.  The same approach should apply, in my opinion, to Sub-Precinct G ‘Commercial (North)’ which, as noted, was not proposed at the time I wrote my UDA.  There is no need, or strong rationale, in my view, to require this form o...
	8.45 I therefore recommend that MCP-R203 is amended to delete clause (1) from that provision.
	8.46 On this matter, Ms Ryan states:
	8.47 I disagree with Ms Ryan that requiring a building to be within 1m of its road boundary for at least 50% of the site frontage is an appropriate response for COMZ lots fronting Waiwarawara Road in Sub-Precinct F (or, equally, for COMZ lots fronting...
	8.48 I consider these characteristics to be sufficient to distinguish the COMZ, as applied to the Precinct, from its characteristics elsewhere in the District and to require a bespoke response in order to achieve good urban design outcomes.
	8.49 The characteristics of the COMZ are described in the ‘Issues’ section of the COMZ Chapter (Decisions Version) as follows:
	8.50 As discussed, I do not consider these characteristics apply in the Precinct.
	8.51 Ms Ryan states that there are “many instances throughout the District where the Commercial Zone mapped areas are adjoining or adjacent to residentially zoned land, and as such near urban form subdivisions.” 6F
	8.52 I am not aware, in my review of the District Plan zoning maps, as amended by the Decisions Version of the Urban and Services Plan Changes, of locations where the COMZ applies other than directly around Whangarei City Centre.  In that location, I ...
	8.53 In summary, for the reasons stated above, I would not support any amendment to MCP-R161 (which applies to Sub-Precinct F), in line with Ms Ryan’s recommendation, to introduce a requirement for buildings to be within 1m of their frontage for at le...
	Building frontages in the COMZ Sub-Precincts
	8.54 In my UDA, I recommended that COMZ-R6 ‘Building frontages’ from the Decisions Version of the COMZ Chapter, which requires at least 25% of the ground floor frontage of a building to be glazed and a main public entrance to be within 3m of the site ...
	8.55 This was an incorrect summary of the assessment in my report, in which I undertook extensive analysis of ‘fronts and backs’ issues of rules requiring lots with both a boundary to One Tree Point Road / SH15A and a boundary to a road internal to th...
	8.56 Having reviewed the relevant notified provisions, I largely support COMZ-R6 as applied to MCP-R163 (Sub-Precinct F ‘Commercial (South)’) and MCP-R03 (Sub-Precinct G ‘Commercial (North)’), subject to amendments to the former, which I discuss below.
	8.57 Both these provisions carry across the COMZ-R6 requirement (clause (1) of that rule) that at least 25% of the building frontage at ground floor is clear glazing.  They do not carry across clause (2) of that rule, which requires a main public entr...
	8.58 In regard to clause (2) of COMZ-R6, I stated in my UDA that:7F
	(c) Ms Ryan recommends that MTCZ-REQ1, which sets out what information must form part of the urban design report required to support any development in the town centre, is amended to introduce assessment of responses to corners (particularly corners a...
	(d) Ms Ryan states that if the Commissioners are minded to change the activity status for infringement of MTCZ-R16 ‘General Retail’ from Discretionary to Restricted Discretionary, to provide for Large Format Retail in the town centre, then a new polic...
	(e) Ms Ryan recommends that MCP-R161 is amended to introduce a requirement adopted from an underlying Commercial Zone rule (COMZ-R4) that buildings on Sub-Precinct F ‘Commercial Zone (South)’ lots are within 1m of their  Waiwarawara Drive frontage for...
	(f) Ms Ryan recommends that residential use at ground floor in Sub-Precinct B ‘Mixed Use Zone’ become a permitted activity.  I disagree.  I consider this change, in the absence of other controls to appropriately manage effects, could result in comprom...

	8.64 I agree with Ms Ryan. She is correct in her reference to COMZ provisions, which have been carried across to the notified provisions,11F  and which would require landscape amenity planting along the Waiwarawara Road frontage of Sub-Precinct F lots...
	8.65 I have reviewed the listed activities and consider they cover the majority of land uses likely to establish in the COMZ and those for which a degree of landscape amenity buffer, when opposite residential land use, is desirable.
	8.66 I therefore consider that, as a landscaping outcome is already managed in the notified provisions for the internal road frontages of Sub-Precinct F and G lots:
	(a) there is no need for the reference to ‘Waiwarawara Drive’ in MCP-R166 ‘Landscaping’, which applies to Sub-Precinct F; and
	(b) MCP-R209 ‘Landscaping’, which applies to Sub-Precinct G and requires a landscaping strip of a minimum 2m depth, could be deleted.


	Marsden Town Centre zone outcomes
	8.67 Development within the town centre is subject to a relatively short list of rules that manage streetscape and amenity outcomes.  These include a requirement for minimum floor to floor heights (MTCZ-R6) and street verandahs (MTCZ-R8). There are no...
	8.68 Instead of a rules-based approach to managing town centre streetscape and amenity outcomes, the provisions adopt a design assessment approach, through requiring restricted discretionary consent for any new building (MTCZ-R26) and for any external...
	8.69 Under MTCZ-R26, Council’s discretion is restricted to what I consider to be both general design matters appropriate for consideration in centre development (effects on streetscape character and amenity) and matters specific to the location of the...
	8.70 An application under MTCZ-R3 or MTCZ-R26 must also provide an urban design assessment (via MTCZ-REQ1) that sets out, amongst a number of matters, how the proposal is consistent with best practice urban design and how the proposal relates to the i...
	8.71 At Attachment 7 to her s42A report, Ms Ryan has included a tracked changes version of the MTCZ provisions, in which she records her recommended amendments to the provisions.  For MTCZ-REQ1, this includes adding to those matters which the required...
	(a) Responses to corner sites, particularly corners adjoining One Tree Point Road and Casey Road; and
	(b) The extent to which lots that adjoin One Tree Point Road present an attractive frontage to that road.

	8.72 These were both recommendations I made for amendments to MTCZ-REQ1 in my UDA.  I support their addition to this rule.
	8.73 In my view, the overall approach to management of town centre built form outcomes is robust, and would ensure any development within the centre positively contributes to its development, consistent with proposed objective MTCZ-01, as a safe and v...
	8.74 I note that the HG Masterplan sets out a detailed vision for the development of the town centre, at pages 38-40 of that document.  This is valuable to the extent that it demonstrates how a centre of the size and location proposed could develop in...
	Views from One Tree Point Road and SH15A to the Precinct
	8.75 A recommendation in my UDA was that a rule be introduced requiring a minimum 2m deep landscaping strip along the One Tree Point Road frontage of all lots south of the MTCZ and the SH15A frontage of all lots, and that the landscaping strip must co...
	8.76 This recommendation was based on analysis within the UDA that the most rational response for buildings on lots adjoining One Tree Point Road and SH15A would be to have their ‘backs’ to these roads and their ‘fronts’ to internal access roads, give...
	8.77 In my UDA, I expressed the view that the desirable outcome is not for lots that adjoin One Tree Point Road and SH15A to ‘front’ or actively interface with these roads.  That is largely unworkable, given the characteristics of those roads.  Rather...
	8.78 I therefore consider a landscaping solution to be the most practical to achieve this outcome – providing a degree of visual filtering to what will be the backs of buildings presented to One Tree Point Road and SH15A.
	8.79 The notified provisions require a minimum 2m deep landscaping strip along One Tree Point Road, planted in trees, shrubs and ground cover for Sub-Precinct B ‘Mixed Use Zone’ lots (MCP-R14); with the same requirements applying along the One Tree Po...
	8.80 There is, no requirement in the notified provisions, however, for landscaping alongno such requirement along the SH15A frontage of Sub-Precinct E ‘Low Density Residential Zone’ lots.
	8.81 As noted, my recommendation was for a landscaping strip along the full length of the Precinct’s external road boundaries, excluding the MTCZ frontages to One Tree Point Road, but including the Sub-Precinct E frontages to SH15A.  The notified prov...
	8.82 My understanding is that Sub-Precinct E residential lots may require an acoustic wall and bund along their SH15A frontage to adequately attenuate noise effects.  The length of such a structure along SH15A would be potentially significant.  I cons...
	8.83 I therefore recommend the introduction of a landscaping rule to Sub-Precinct E similar to those in MCP-R14 and MCP-R166.
	8.84 At section 11M ‘Consideration of Submissions – Consistency and Clarity’ of her s42A report, Ms Ryan refers to a submission from Council’s Planning and Development Department which requests that MCP-R14, MCP-R166 and MCP-R209 be amended to provide...
	8.85 In response to this submission, Ms Ryan recommends that these rules be deleted “as there is insufficient evidence provided to justify having precinct provisions in these locations that are different from the underlying zone provisions.”
	8.86 I agree with Ms Ryan in regard to MCP-R209.  This rule applies to Sub-Precinct G ‘Commercial Zone (North)’ and requires a 2m deep landscaping strip along the site frontage.  I gave no assessment of this frontage in my UDA.  As I discuss at paragr...
	8.87 I disagree with Ms Ryan, however, in regard to MCP-R14 and MCP-R166.  My UDA provided lengthy analysis of the reason for a landscaping strip along One Tree Point Road, south of the town centre, and along SH15A.13F   In my view, this analysis sets...
	8.88 At section 11A ‘Consideration of Submissions – Amenity and Character’ of her s42a report, Ms Ryan recommends that:14F
	8.89 I am unclear why Ms Ryan’s recommendation for landscaping refers solely to SH15A (and not also to One Tree Point Road) and am unclear on how she has arrived at the particulars of this recommendation, especially within the context of her recommend...
	8.90 For these reasons, I cannot comment further and prefer my recommendations in regard to landscaping along the One Tree Point Road and SH15A frontages of the Precinct, as set out above.

	Open space
	8.91 A requisite element of a developing urban area is provision of open space of a suitable size, location and function to suit the needs of surrounding users.  The HG Masterplan shows where open space might be positioned as the area develops (refer ...
	8.92 The approach used in the PC150 provisions is not to identify specific locations of open space on any precinct or zoning plan, but to refer to the provision of open space in objectives and policies:
	MCP-07: Create a strong network of public open space, including places to enjoy a range of active and passive recreational activities whilst also enhancing the local ecology.
	MCP-P10: Require subdivision within the Marsden City Precinct to provide for the recreation and amenity needs of residents by providing:
	a) Open spaces which are prominent and accessible by pedestrians;
	b) For the number and size of open spaces in proportion to the future density of the neighbourhood; and
	c) For pedestrian and/or cycle linkages.
	MTCZ-P6: Ensure the provision of high-quality open space by encouraging the establishment of an appropriately sized and located area of open space within the Marsden Town Centre at the time of subdivision and / or development.
	8.93 Additionally, a matter of discretion in MTCZ-R26 for any new building in the town centre is the appropriate provision of open space within the town centre.
	8.94 Mr Badham comments in his planning evidence on the appropriateness of this approach from a planning perspective.  In my view, the proposed objectives and policies cover those matters I would consider to be relevant to the provision of quality ope...

	9. COMMENTS ON THE COUNCIL’S SECTION 42A REPORT
	9.1 I have addressed comments made by Ms Ryan in her s42A report which relate to urban design matters throughout my evidence.  These are particularly comments she has made in the bullet points at paragraph 120 (page 2) of her report.
	9.2 Outstanding matters which I have not addressed are comments from Ms Ryan on:
	(a) Accommodating Large Format Retail (“LFR”) in the MTCZ; and
	(b) Enabling residential activities at ground floor in Sub-Precinct B ‘Mixed Use Zone’.

	9.3 I consider these matters below.

	Large Format Retail in the MTCZ
	9.4 At paragraph 141 of her report, Ms Ryan says that the Commissioners may wish to implement changes to the MTCZ provisions to better provide for LFR activities, including by introducing a new policy to manage their potential effects.  This policy is...
	9.5 I consider the outcomes the policy seeks to manage and the potential methods to achieve those outcomes to be consistent with good urban design practice.

	Residential at ground floor in Sub-Precinct B ‘Mixed Use Zone’
	9.6 Notified provision MCP-R19 requires that any residential units in Sub-Precinct B ‘Mixed Use Zone’ is above ground floor.  This is consistent with MUZ-R11 in the Decisions Version of the Urban and Services Plan Change Mixed Use Zone Chapter.
	9.7 At paragraph 145 of her s42A report, Ms Ryan states:
	9.8 The current approach allows for resource consent applications for residential units at ground floor in the Precinct’s Mixed Use zone to be assessed as non-notified restricted discretionary activities, with Council’s discretion restricted to matter...
	9.9 I consider this an appropriate approach to manage potential adverse built form and amenity effects of residential use at ground floor in Sub-Precinct B.  From an urban design perspective, I do not consider permitted activity status for ground floo...
	9.10 In my view, residential use at ground floor in mixed use business / residential environments can and does work.  However, this is where the streetscape and residential amenity effects of having residential units directly at ground floor and poten...
	9.11 In my experience, this is best done through a resource consenting assessment process, given the range of design and amenity factors that need to be considered.
	9.12 For these reasons, I consider the most appropriate mechanism to manage the potential streetscape and residential amenity effects of residential at ground floor in the Precinct’s Mixed Use zone is through the current PC150 approach of requiring no...

	10. COMMENTS ON SUBMISSIONS
	10.1 I have reviewed all submissions and further submissions on PC150. I consider that there are none that raise matters of direct relevance to an urban design assessment.

	11. CONCLUSION
	11.1 In my view, subject to the recommendations made in this statement, which are summarised in the Executive Summary, I consider that the proposed Marsden City Precinct will result in an urban form that, as a response to its context, is compact and c...
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