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1.0 INTRODUCTION, QUALIFICATIONS AND EXPERIENCE 

 

1.1 This evidence has been prepared by Sarah Jane Brownie.  I am a qualified planner.  I 

hold a Masters in Resource and Environmental Planning (Massey University) and I 

am a full member of the New Zealand Planning Institute. 

 

1.2 I have experience in a variety of planning roles.  I began work as a Policy Planner at 

Whangarei District Council (WDC) from January 2017 until April 2021.  My role 

within the District Plan team included consultation, research, reporting 

appearances as necessary to support the maintenance of the Whangarei District 

Plan.  The time I spent working in the District Plan team included a secondment to 

the Resource Consents department. 

 

1.3 Prior to commencing work with Whangarei District Council, I was employed by 

Northpower Limited from January 2003 – December 2016 within various 

engineering and planning roles.  In my role as Network Environmental Planner, I 

was responsible for managing the company’s interests within the New Zealand’s 

planning framework.  The responsibility extended to all planning related 

consultations, and involvement in planning processes at district, regional and 

national level.  I worked in this dedicated planning role for seven years although my 

involvement in planning matters spanned eleven years. 

 

1.4 I am currently an Infrastructure Planner within the WDC Infrastructure Group and 

provide a variety of planning advice and services both to and on behalf of the WDC 

Infrastructure Group. 

 

1.5 I confirm that the evidence on planning matters that I represent is within my area 

of expertise and that I am not aware of any material facts that might alter or 

detract from the opinions I express.  I have read and agree to comply with the Code 

of Conduct for expert witnesses set out in the Environment Court Consolidated 

Practice Note 2014.  I have read and are familiar with the Resource Management 

Law Association / New Zealand Planning Institute “Role of Expert Planning 

Witnesses” paper. 

 

1.6 The opinions expressed in this evidence is based on my qualifications and 

experience and is within my area of expertise.  If I rely on the evidence or opinions 

of another my evidence will acknowledge that position. 
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2.0 OPEN SPACE SUBMISSION AND RELIEF SOUGHT 

 

2.1 Whangarei District Council Infrastructure Group (WDC Infrastructure) made 

submission on PC150 about the provision of open space areas during subdivision 

and appropriate provisions for open space areas once they have been vested.   The 

submission sought to support objectives and policies about open space by 

providing a mechanism to give effect to them.  Two new rules were requested.  The 

first rule sought to ensure that appropriate open space areas are provided during 

subdivision.  The second rule sought to apply rules to land that was vested as open 

space so that activities can be appropriately managed.  

 

2.2 WDC Infrastructure also made a submission to ensure that cycleways and 

pedestrian networks can be efficiently provided and administered within parks and 

reserves that have been vested to Whangarei District Council (WDC).  

 

2.3 The submission sought relief by way of amendment to the Marden City Precinct 

(MCP) which contains specific provisions applying to Marsden City in addition to 

the proposed underlying zoning. 

 

2.4 The following amendments were sought: 

 

2.4.1 New rules (or similar) as set out below: 

 

MCP – RXX 1. Subdivision is a controlled activity where: a) 

Open Spaces are vested in the Council that meet the 

following: i. Have an area of at least 400m² per 100 

residential lots, or residential units (whichever is the 

greater); ii. Are consolidated in a location to provide a total 

area of between 3,000- 5,000m² per open space area, or 

are located so that future open space is able to consolidate 

in that same location to reach that total area. 

 

MCP – RXX2 1.  

Subdivision not complying Non – compliance to result in a 

discretionary activity status. 

 

MCP – RXX3 1.  

Any activity on land vested with Council as park, reserve or 

open space is a permitted activity where it complies with 

the provisions of the Open Space Chapter and any relevant 

district wide provisions. 

 

2.4.2 Amendment of rule MCP – R5 as follows: 
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MCP-R5 Street and Pedestrian Networks Activity Status: 

Permitted Where:  

1. Streets, cycleways, and footpaths (excluding those 

connections provided within vested Open Spaces areas)  

are: a. Located in accordance with the MCP Plans.  

b. Formed in accordance with the MCP ‘Street Sections’ 

plans. 

 

2.5 I have read Ms Ryan’s assessment and recommendations within the s42A report.  

Concerns raised by WDC Infrastructure in relation to open space have been 

addressed within section D, Community/Neighbourhood. 

 

2.6 In paragraph 154, Ms Ryan has supported WDC Infrastructure’s request for an 

exemption to MCP-R5 ‘Street and Pedestrian Networks’ to ensure that the rule 

does not capture land that has been vested and owned by the Council; and she has 

set out a recommended amendment to MCP -R5 on page 35 of the s42A report. 

 

2.7 I agree with Ms Ryan that an amendment is appropriate, and I support inclusion of 

an exemption to MCP-R5.  I note that ‘Open Space and Recreation Zones’ is a 

defined term within the Appeals Version of the Whangarei District Plan (AWDP) and 

that there are two zones (within the plan change area) called ‘Open Space’ and 

‘Natural Open Space’.  In my opinion, it would be beneficial to amend the 

exemption to refer to vested parks and reserves to ensure that there is clarity 

within the rule with respect to these zoning terms.  I have recommended revised 

wording of the rule to reflect this in Section 3.0 below. 

 

2.8 Ms Ryan has also recommended that any land that is currently zoned as Open 

Space Zone, retains that zoning.  I agree with Ms Ryan and I support the retention 

of the existing Open Space zoning. 

 

2.9 In paragraphs 155-158 of the s42A report Ms Ryan acknowledges that an objective 

and policy have been provided within the proposed Marsden City Precinct that 

focus on the provision of open space and she has recommended the addition of 

rules to encourage the provision of land as a reserve during subdivision.  I agree 

with Ms Ryan that additional rules should be included.  Objectives and policies 

need appropriate methods so that they can be implemented.  In my opinion, 

subdivision rules are necessary and appropriate within the Marsden City Precinct to 

ensure that objective MCP-O7 and policy MCP-P10 can be achieved.   

 

2.10 In the absence of an appropriate rule, there is nothing to compel developers to 

provide any land during subdivision, let alone sufficient land at an appropriate 

location.  In my experience, unless a subdivision consent has a discretionary activity 

status, it is difficult to secure land of an appropriate size and location within the 

subdivision if a developer is unwilling.  In the case of controlled or restricted 
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discretionary activities, it can be nearly impossible to secure land of an appropriate 

size and location during the subdivision process because matters of control and 

matters of restricted discretion are limited.  Poor outcomes are often the result and 

Whangarei District does have a shortfall of open space available for public use.  

 

2.11 I have read Mr Badham’s evidence  dated 3 August 2021.  Mr Badham has 

addressed the content of the s42A report as it relates to WDC Infrastructure open 

space submission in paragraphs 11.10-11.14 of his evidence.  To summarise, Mr 

Badham does not consider that additional provisions for open space are necessary 

and he does not support their inclusion.  Mr Badham considers that additional 

provisions above and beyond those used in other urban areas within Whangarei is 

not appropriate and that relying on matters of control and discretion listed in the 

‘How the Plan Works chapter (HPW-R9)’ is appropriate for PC150.  I respectfully 

disagree. 

 

2.12 The reasons why I disagree are two-fold.  Firstly (and as outlined above), this 

approach is limited.  In my opinion, it is not the most efficient or effective method 

available to manage the provision of parks and reserves.  In addition, provision 

HPW-R9(n) relates only to private open space.  It does not relate to open space for 

public use such as a park or a reserve. 

 

2.13 The second reason that I disagree with Mr Badham’s advice is because it is not an 

appropriate planning approach given the unique circumstances at Marsden City.  

 

2.14 Most of the urban zoned land in the wider Marsden/ Ruakaka area has been 

developed and zoned accordingly.  Additional land released within recent Urban 

and Services Plan changes has enabled development of small amounts of land near 

the edges of existing cities and towns, and for re-development at increased density 

within existing developed areas.  The land within the proposed Marsden City 

Precinct, while not being completely greenfield, is comparatively undeveloped 

when it is compared to the majority of urban zoned land within the Whangarei 

District. 

 

2.15 There is another comparatively undeveloped and large landholding within the 

Whangarei District called Port Nikau.  This area was recently rezoned and provided 

for within the Whangarei District Plan (Appeals Version) as the Port Nikau 

Development Area.  The Port Nikau Development Area has a rule which provides 

for open space as a land use (PNDA-R5) and another rule requires land to be set 

aside for vesting as open space during subdivision PNDA-R6).  These rules are 

shown below. 
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Figure 1 – PNDA-R5 
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Figure 2 – PNDA-R6 
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2.16 WDC Infrastructure has requested a rule to provide for open space activities as a 

land use and a subdivision rule to require land to be set aside for public open space 

(parks and reserves).  In my opinion, this is not going above and beyond the 

provisions within the Whangarei District Plan.  In my opinion, it is applying a 

consistent approach. 

 

2.17 I have reviewed, PNDA-R5, PNDA-R6, and MTCZ -SUB1.3 as recommended by Ms 

Ryan and the subdivision rule requested in the WDC submission.   There are some 

differences.  The most notable difference is that PNDA-R5 and PNDA-R6 rely on a 

reference map to provide direction about where parks and reserves should be 

located and where open space activities should occur.  The activity status where 

compliance is not achieved is restricted discretionary. 

 

2.18 In my opinion, a rule which refers to a map would be beneficial.  If it is presented 

appropriately a map can provide certainty about where land for open space areas 

should be provided while allowing for some flexibility during subdivision.  The 

certainty that a map provides will, in my view, ensure that parks and reserves of an 

appropriate size and location are set aside.  It will also increase the number of 

applications that can be undertaken as a controlled activity because it will be much 

clearer whether or not compliance is achieved. 

 

2.19 If a map is used to direct placement and consolidation of parks and reserves during 

subdivision, then a single rule within the Marsden City Precinct chapter can be used 

and the new rule for the Marsden Town Centre (MTCZ -SUB1.3) recommended by 

Ms Ryan could be deleted and a new rule should be included within the Marsden 

City Precinct. 

 

2.20 I have recommended a revised subdivision rule for the Marsden City Precinct 

chapter to reflect this.  WDC Infrastructure has engaged Ms Rawson, a Parks 

Planner from Xyst Consulting, to assist with the production of a map to which the 

rule refers.  I rely on Ms Rawson’s evidence in respect to the appropriate size and 

distribution of open space areas for the Marsden City Precinct and the map 

‘Marsden City Precinct Parks and Reserves Indicative Location Plan’ contained in 

Appendix 3 of Ms Rawson’s evidence  demonstrates this pictorially.   

 

2.21 I note that this will be the first opportunity for the applicant to review the map and 

consider the approach I have recommended here.  If the applicant is willing to 

adopt this approach, WDC Infrastructure is willing to work together with the 

applicant to refine the map and provisions so that they are mutually acceptable and 

ready for inclusion in within the Whangarei District Plan. 

 

2.22 I have also recommended inclusion of an updated rule to enable appropriate land 

uses within parks and reserves once they have been vested.   This recognises that 

the anticipated land uses within parks and reserves are different to those that will 
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occur in the underlying zones.  Subdivision is being used to establish parks and 

reserves and the land is not zoned as any of the ‘Open Space or Recreation Zones’.  

 

3.0 CONCLUSION AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

 

3.1 Having considered the recommendations of Ms Ryan and Mr Badham and the 

contents of the discussion above, PC150 should be approved with amendments as 

follows: 

 

3.2 Insert the following rules into the Marsden City Precinct chapter: 

 

3.2.1 MCP-RX Subdivision 

Controlled where: 

1. The subject land is located within the Town Centre Zone and a 

minimum of 1,800m² of land is identified in accordance with 

the Marsden City Precinct Parks and Reserves Indicative 

Location Plan and vested with Council as a park or reserve; or 

2. A minimum 5,000m² of land is identified in accordance with 

Marsden City Precinct Parks and Reserves Indicative Location 

Plan and vested with Council as a park or reserve. 

 

 

Marsden City Precinct Parks and Reserves Indicative Location Plan 

(Note:  This map is a draft only and is to be refined for inclusion in the District Plan.  The map may also be re-titled) 
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Matters of Control: 

1. The design, location and accessibility of any vested park or 

reserve. 

2. The extent to which parks or reserves have already been 

provided within the Marsden City Precinct. 

3. The extent to which any proposed park or reserve provides 

sufficient recreational and leisure opportunities for residents, 

employees and visitors within the Marsden City Precinct. 

5. Urban design and landscape best practice. 

6. Pedestrian safety and efficiency. 

 

Activity status when compliance is not achieved: Restricted 

Discretionary. 

 

Matters of Discretion: 

1. The vesting of a park or reserve with Whangarei District 

Council. 

2. The design, location and accessibility of any vested park or 

reserve. 

3. The extent to which parks or reserves have already been 

provided within the Marsden City Precinct. 

4. The extent to which any proposed park or reserve provides 

sufficient recreational and leisure opportunities for residents, 

employees and visitors within the Marsden City Precinct. 

5. Urban design and landscape best practice. 

6. Pedestrian safety and efficiency. 

 

3.2.2 MCP-RX Activities within vested parks and reserves 

Permitted Where: 

1. The activity complies with the provisions of the Open Space 

Chapter and any relevant district wide provisions. 

 

Activity status when compliance is not achieved: As specified in 

the provisions of the Open Space Chapter and any relevant 

district wide provisions. 

 

3.3 Amend MCP-R5 as follows: 

3.3.1 MCP-R5 Street and Pedestrian Networks Activity Status:  

Permitted Where:  

1. Streets, cycleways, and footpaths (excluding those connections 

provided within a vested park or a vested reserve) are:  
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a. Located in accordance with the MCP Plans.  

b. Formed in accordance with the MCP ‘Street Sections’ plans.  

 

3.4 On behalf of WDC infrastructure, thank you to the PC150 Hearing Panel, and to 

the Marsden City Limited Partnership and their agents for your time and 

consideration of these matters. 

 

 

 

Sarah Jane Brownie 

Infrastructure Planner 

Whangarei District Council Infrastructure Group 
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1.0 INTRODUCTION, QUALIFICATIONS AND EXPERIENCE 

 

1.1 This evidence has been prepared by Heather Jane Osborne. I am a Senior Planner 

currently employed by Landform Consulting Limited (LFC), a private planning and 

landscape architecture consultancy based in Tutukaka, Whangārei. I have worked 

at LFC since February, 2021. In my current role I provide consulting planning 

services to a range of clients, including the Whangārei District Council (WDC).  

 

1.2 Prior to working for LFC, I was employed as Senior Infrastructure Planner within the 

Infrastructure Planning and Capital Works Team of WDC. In my role for WDC, I 

provided planning advice and support to all WDC Infrastructure Departments. This 

included representation on behalf of the WDC Roading, Water, Waste and 

Drainage, and Parks and Recreation Departments on planning matters.  

 

1.3 My academic qualifications include a Bachelor of Arts degree from the University of 

Otago, with a major in Social Geography, and a Master’s degree in Planning 

Practice, with Honours (2nd Class) from the University of Auckland.  

 

1.4 I am an Intermediate member of the New Zealand Planning Institute and have over 

eight years’ experience working as a planner in New Zealand. During this time, I 

have been employed in a range of resource management roles, particularly within 

local government, entailing the following responsibilities:  

 

- Policy formulation and public consultation;  

- Statutory resource consent processing;  

- Assessment of District Plan compliance for Building Consent applications;  

- Preparation of District Council and Regional Council Resource Consent 

applications;  

- Providing RMA/ planning advice and preparing planning assessments for a wide 

range of infrastructure and capital projects;  

- Preparation and presentation of hearing evidence.  

 

1.5 I confirm that the evidence on planning matters that I present is within my area of 

expertise and that I am not aware of any material facts which might alter or detract 

from the opinions I express.  

 

1.6 I have read and agree to comply with the Code of Conduct for expert witnesses as 

set out in the Environment Court Consolidated Practice Note 2014. The opinions 

expressed in this evidence are based on my qualifications and experience and are 

within my area of expertise. If I rely on the evidence or opinions of another, my 

evidence will acknowledge that position. 
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2.0 OUTLINE OF EVIDENCE 

 

2.1 The evidence provided in this statement is set out as follows: 

 

2.1.1 Summary of WDC Infrastructure Departments Wastewater Submission - This 

provides an overview of the main points that were submitted on in relation to 

wastewater matters on the notified version of the PC150 provisions.  

 

2.1.2 Support for Council’s S42A report – This assesses the changes that have been 

recommended in regard to wastewater in the Section 42A Hearing Report, 

prepared by Kelly Ryan on behalf of the WDC District Plan Department, that 

WDC Infrastructure supports; 

 

2.1.3 Relief sought – This provides greater detail, from a planning context, for the 

need for specific wastewater provisions in the District Plan and the relief 

originally sought in the WDC Infrastructure Group wastewater submission.  

 

2.1.4 Alternative Relief Sought- Different relief options for addressing the WDC 

Infrastructure submission are provided, including the recommendation of a 

preferred option.  

 

2.1.5 Conclusion – This provides a summary of the evidence in this statement and 

specific relief sought. 

 

3.0 SUMMARY OF WDC INFRASTRUCTURE THREE WATERS (WASTEWATER) 

SUBMISSION 

 

3.1 The WDC Infrastructure Groups submission on Plan Change 1501 (PC150) covered 

three main fields being: 

 

- Three Waters; 

- Parks & Recreation; 

- Transport & Roading. 

 

3.2 This statement of evidence deals specifically with the Three Waters submission. A 

summary of the submission made, including relief originally sought, is provided 

below.  

 

3.3 In regard to Parks and Recreation, a statement of evidence prepared by Sarah 

Brownie, Infrastructure Planner for WDC, is provided to cover this submission.  

 

 
1 Original Submission 023 – WDC Infrastructure Group Submission on PC 150 – Marsden Private Plan Change 
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3.4 Regarding, Transport and Roading, a neutral submission was made to allow for 

further submissions should they be required. No further submissions have been 

made and no evidence is considered necessary to support the submission.  

 

3.5 The Three Waters submission made by WDC Infrastructure related primarily to 

capacity constraints in the reticulated wastewater system. On this basis, evidence is 

also provided from WDC’s Waste and Drainage Manager, Simon Charles and WDC’s 

Consulting Engineer, Fraser Campbell to discuss the technical infrastructure and 

funding matters relevant to this submission.  

 

3.6 The submission sought to amend the proposed plan change to address the 

potential for adverse effects on the capacities of the reticulated wastewater system 

that service the Marsden, Ruakaka and One Tree Point catchment (hereafter 

described as the Marsden/Ruakaka wastewater system). The submission identified 

particular capacity constraints that exist for wastewater treatment and disposal 

within the Marsden/Ruakaka wastewater system. 

 

3.7 The Marsden/ Ruakaka wastewater system relies on three main factors, being: 

 

- Network; and 

- Treatment; and 

- Disposal. 

 

3.8 Based on the advice of the WDC Waste and Drainage Department, the submission 

discussed that WDC have programmed, performed and planned works to provide 

additional long-term network, treatment and disposal capacity for the Marsden, 

Ruakaka and One Tree Point catchment.  

 

3.9 Also based on information provided by WDC Waste and Drainage, and WDC’s 

Consulting Engineer Fraser Campbell, the timing and provision of additional 

capacity does not appear to align with the level of development proposed by 

PC150. This conclusion is reached by assuming that the wastewater infrastructure 

would need to be available to support the full realisation of all proposed PC150 

zoning within the next 10-year timeframe.  

 

3.10 The submission also raised that capacity constraints have been exacerbated by 

unforeseen impacts of Covid 19 on the options available for wastewater disposal. 

Such impacts include the reduced viability of Refining NZ re-using treated 

wastewater to provide an additional disposal option. Due to the effects of Covid 19, 

Refining NZ’s demand is now considered far less certain and therefore cannot be 

relied on as a disposal option.  
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3.11 Ultimately, the submission identified that the current and planned capacity for 

wastewater treatment and disposal may be insufficient to support the proposed 

zoning within the 10-year life of the District Plan.  

 

3.12 As such, relief was sought to manage the effects of the zoning on Council’s 

reticulated wastewater system. A rule was therefore proposed to cap the 

development to a yield existing prior to the plan change. This trigger was used to 

recognise the existing zoning and the reasonable development expectations that 

the zoning may have established. It would also allow for the zoning to be utilised if 

the necessary infrastructure was in place, recognising that every effort would be 

made to provide infrastructure that supports the actual growth rate.  

 

3.13 Since this submission was lodged, further consideration has been given to the 

capacity of the Marsden/ Ruakaka wastewater system and the relief that might be 

appropriate to address the main capacity concerns. This is discussed in Mr 

Campbell’s evidence and in greater detail in Section 5 below.    

 

 

4.0 SUPPORT FOR S42A RECOMMENDATIONS 

 

4.1 The private plan change has been assessed by Consultant Planner Kelly Ryan on 

behalf of the regulatory arm of the Whangārei District Council. A section 42A 

Report has been prepared by Ms Ryan and was circulated to submitters on 28 July, 

2021.  

 

4.2 The S42A report provides recommendations on PC150 submissions. Of relevance to 

this evidence is the commentary on WDC Infrastructure’s Three Waters 

(Wastewater) submission found in Section F and on pages 39- 42 of the Section 42A 

Report.  

 

4.3 In paragraphs 184 and 185 of the S42A report, Ms Ryan responds to Three Waters 

submissions by noting that the applicant has informally pre-circulated a report by 

Maven Associates to address the Three Waters concerns raised in the submissions. 

Ms Ryan comments that in the absence of any further qualified opinion she has no 

reason not to accept the content of the Maven report, except for apparent 

inconsistencies with information presented in an earlier report prepared by 

Harrison Grierson on the same topic2. 

 

4.4 In paragraphs 186-192, Ms Ryan expresses two other main concerns in relation to 

wastewater. To paraphrase, these are: 

 

 
2 Technical Memo –Marsden Primary Centre Master Plan Concepts, Three Wates Capacity Investigation Rev 5, 
dated 27 February 2020 
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i. The level of anticipated development that has previously existed and whether 

capacity exists to support what is now proposed in comparison.  

ii. The appropriateness of using the now operative Three Waters Management 

Chapter (TWM) of the Whangārei District Plan to control the provision of 

wastewater services.  

 

4.5 Regarding the first concern, my opinion is that this depends on what is classed as 

‘anticipated development’. Based Mr Campbell’s evidence, I suggest that there is 

not enough capacity to support what is now proposed. This should be addressed 

irrespective of whether it is comparable to the ‘anticipated development’ that has 

previously existed. The explanation for this stance and departure from the original 

relief sought is further detailed in Section 5 of this evidence.   

 

4.6 Regarding the second concern, the Harrison Grierson report addresses potential 

capacity issues in the wastewater network. As WDC Waste and Drainage had 

confirmed at an early stage in the Plan Change process that there were no concerns 

in relation to the wastewater network, Mr Campbell has not addressed the 

network. The network has however been discussed further, for context, in Mr 

Charles’ evidence. 

 

4.7 Maven Associates have provided commentary in their evidence and supporting 

Infrastructure report to address the discrepancies between their report and 

Harrison Griersons report calculations. These discrepancies are not addressed 

further in my evidence, Mr Frasers or Mr Charles’ evidence. However, it is 

anticipated that further assessment of demands on the wastewater network will be 

required at the development and consenting stage.  

 

4.8 In Ms Ryan’s Three Waters summary, held in paragraphs 200-201 she ultimately 

forms the opinion that it would be beneficial to include specific wastewater 

provisions within the proposed Marsden City Precinct Chapter based on possible 

capacity constraints. This is further confirmed in the recommendation to the 

Commissioners in para. 202. 

 

4.9 It is noted that the applicants engineering evidence, prepared by Mr Glen 

Bellingham does not agree with Ms Ryan’s recommendation. Instead, Mr 

Bellingham recommends that the submission is addressed by relying on the 

application of the newly operative, district-wide Three Waters Management 

Chapter. I respectfully disagree with this approach based on the assessment 

provided in Section 6 of my evidence below. The planning evidence prepared by the 

applicant’s agent, Mr David Badham, discusses use of the TWM chapter but 

appears to agree that “additional precinct provisions relating to wastewater are 

necessary within the MCP provisions”. 3 

 
3 Para 11.18, Page 33, Planning Evidence of David Badham on behalf of the applicant. 
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4.10 For all of the reasons discussed in the following sections, I supports Ms Ryan’s 

opinions and recommendations to the Commissioners to seek specific provisions 

within the Marsden City Precinct chapter. The specific wording of those provisions 

is not yet resolved and may require some alteration from that originally sought by 

WDC Infrastructure. 

 

5.0 ORIGINAL RELIEF SOUGHT 

 

5.1 To address the known wastewater capacity constraints4, it is my opinion that 

specific planning mechanisms are required to sensibly manage development 

requiring connection to the Marsden/ Ruakaka wastewater system. This advice is 

consistent with that given on proposed zoning submissions and appeals made on 

the recent Urban and Services plan changes within the Ruakaka/ One Tree Point 

and Marsden area.  

 

5.2 WDC Infrastructures original Three Waters (Wastewater) submission included 

suggested wording for provisions to be inserted within the proposed Marsden City 

Precinct chapter. To recognise that the proposed wording may not provide a fully 

resolved solution, it was requested to insert “the below rules, or similar”5. 

 

5.3 At the time of the original submission being lodged, there was not yet any formal, 

technical or agreed assessment of the wastewater demand from the plan change 

area or the remaining capacity available within the relevant wastewater system. As 

such, the most appropriate way to restrict the requirement for reticulated 

wastewater services appeared to be the use of a cap on the yield of the plan 

change area.  

 

5.4 The cap was referred to as the “pre-plan change development yield”6 in the 

proposed relief wording. In this relief wording, subdivision was provided for where 

it did not exceed the “pre- plan-change development yield” as a controlled activity.  

 

5.5 The “pre-plan-change development yield” term has been used interchangeably 

with a variety of other terms throughout other PC150 related reports. Such other 

terms include, but are not limited to: 

 

- “Anticipated development” 

- “Development baseline”   

- “Permitted baseline” 

- “Existing Consented Comparison”  

 
4 See Evidence of WDC Consulting Engineer, Mr Fraser Campbell. 
5 Original Submission 023 – WDC Infrastructure Group Submission on PC 150 – Marsden Private Plan Change 
6 Original Submission 023 – WDC Infrastructure Group Submission on PC 150 – Marsden Private Plan Change 
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- “Existing Structure Plan Scenario (Status-quo)” 

- “Existing Capacity” 

 

5.6 My opinion was, and still is, that whichever term is used, an agreed definition 

would be required to support its use. Such a definition would need to establish 

what level of development, and corresponding wastewater generation, WDC have 

already anticipated and provided for within the plan change area at the time the 

new plan change (PC150) was proposed. 

 

5.7 At the time of lodging the WDC Infrastructure’s submission, it was anticipated that 

some agreed definition may be achievable. However, further technical advice and 

research has highlighted the complex variables related to the history of the site 

that may render an agreed definition unachievable.  

 

5.8 To address the concerns raised by WDC Infrastructure’s submission, along with 

other submissions, the applicant has engaged Maven Associates to prepare a 

comprehensive Infrastructure report and supporting evidence. A copy of the draft 

Infrastructure report, prepared by Ken Ha of Maven Associates, dated 30/06/21, 

was informally pre-circulated to WDC Infrastructure. This report has since been 

updated and a final version, dated 02/08/21 is included in the applicant’s 

evidence7. 

 

5.9 A meeting was held with the applicant’s agent and Maven Associates to discuss the 

findings in the draft Infrastructure report. The meeting was held on a without 

prejudice basis and, as such, the results are not discussed in this evidence. The 

Maven Infrastructure report is raised in my evidence as it is pertinent to the 

discussion about a definition for “pre-plan change development yield”. 

 

5.10 The Maven Associates Infrastructure report identifies a “pre-plan change 

development yield” based on previously granted consents within the plan change 

area and the “status-quo structural plan”8. On that basis, the Report concludes that 

“The existing wastewater network has adequate capacity to service the rezoning 

proposal. The net wastewater generated from the proposed rezoning is less than 

the previous consented subdivision”9.  

 

5.11 It is outside the realm of my expertise to verify or refute the wastewater flow 

calculations used to form this conclusion. From a planning context I am able to 

 
7 Maven Associates Infrastructure Report – Appendix A, Statement of Evidence Of Glen Bellingham On Behalf 
Of The Applicant (Engineering, Infrastructure), dated 2 August, 2021 
8 Maven Associates Infrastructure Report – Appendix A, Statement of Evidence Of Glen Bellingham On Behalf 
Of The Applicant (Engineering, Infrastructure), dated 2 August, 2021. 
9 Section 2.0, Page 3, Maven Associates Infrastructure Report – Appendix A, Statement of Evidence Of Glen 
Bellingham On Behalf Of The Applicant (Engineering, Infrastructure), dated 2 August, 2021. 
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interrogate the use of certain information to define the “pre-plan change 

development yield”.  I do not agree that the method used is suitable. 

 

5.12 As mentioned, the contributing factors for finding a definition are complex. To help 

explain, a summary of the different factors that I have encountered whilst 

attempting create a definition of “pre-plan-change development yield” are 

discussed in Table 1 below. 

 

 

Table 1 - “Pre-Plan Change Development Yield” Factors 

Operative 
Zoning 

The Plan Change Area is currently subject to the Marsden Primary Centre 
zone in the Operative Whangārei District Plan. This zoning allows for the 
development of Precincts to establish rules and activity status for 
development.  
 
The overall zone has the intent of providing for mixed use development 
over the site, whilst controlling the effects of reverse sensitivity. A high-
level calculation could be argued to determine the “yield” over the whole 
zone area. This would need to rely on some very generic assumptions 
about land use resulting in a low degree of accuracy to base a rule on.  
 
Specific permitted and controlled activity development rules that would 
provide a greater level of accuracy are provided at the precinct level, 
rather than the zone level. 
 
Policy 11 in MPC.A.1.(VI).(b) of the Marsden Primary Centre zone sets out 
the requirements for what should be included within a Precinct Plan 
change application. It includes in 11(iv.) the need for an Infrastructure 
Framework which is responsible for -   
 
“…detailing the layout and capacity of services to be provided within the 
Precinct”. 
 
Listed services include wastewater. It goes on to require –  
 
“…confirmation from Council that there is sufficient capacity within, or 
planned capacity within, the network infrastructure external to the 
Precinct and external to the Marsden Primary Centre site to accommodate 
the predicted increase in service demand.” 

 
On this basis, it can be concluded that the zoning in itself does not confirm 
Council’s acceptance that there is existing capacity within the wastewater 
system. Nor does the zoning, in my opinion, establish a potential baseline 
that could be used as a definition for “pre-plan change development yield” 
in PC150. 

 

Approved 
Precincts 

The Marsden Primary Centre zone/ Masterplan appears to have originally 
anticipated a total of 5 precinct plans to be prepared and adopted via plan 
changes (see Figure 1). Only Precinct 1 and Precinct 2 have been adopted 
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into the District Plan at the time of the current plan change (PC150) being 
lodged. Usefully, these precincts cover the area now subject to PC150. 
 
The files and supporting information for the precinct plan changes were 
searched to obtain the ‘Infrastructure Framework’ assessment required by 
Policy 11(iv.) discussed in the preceding operative zoning section. 
Unfortunately, no such Infrastructure Framework assessment was 
discovered. However, the following is an excerpt taken from the S42A 
hearing report for Plan Change 83 (relevant wastewater section in bold). A 
full version of this report can be supplied on request. 

“12.4 Service Infrastructure 

The service infrastructure for the Plan Change area is already largely in 
place, having been undertaken as part of the site preparation for the 
Northgate and Port Marsden industrial township. The existing 
infrastructure is considered adequate to serve the development of the Plan 
Change area, being Precincts 1 and 2, with the only exception being that a 
minor change is required in relation to stormwater attenuation measures. 

Council’s Infrastructure Services Group have reviewed the application and 
have made the following comments in relation to the provision of 
infrastructure on the site: 

* Pages 11-12 of the application discuss potential limitations of existing 
stormwater services and a need to meet the requirements of the 2010 EES. 
It is noted that the North Holdings development currently has its own 
consent with ponds not vesting in WDC. Subject to approval of detailed 
engineering design the potential options identified in the application are 
considered suitable to resolve the shortfall between the 1998 and 2010 
EES. 

* In order to provide wastewater capacity within the Ruakaka 
catchment, Council entered into an agreement with the development 
community (collectively known as BBLOA) for the ‘Design Build and 
Transfer of Wastewater Infrastructure at Ruakaka’ (hereafter referred to 
as ‘the Agreement’). 

The Agreement provides for design, construction and transfer of 
wastewater infrastructure with Council and each BBLOA member 
receiving an allocation of household unit equivalents (HUES) that can be 
treated (in the case of North Holdings 122 HUES were allocated 
increasing to a total of 150 once the new treatment plant is installed). In 
summary, capacity is available or planned through the staged upgrade 
of wastewater infrastructure and if subdivision or development were to 
exceed allocation rights provided for in the Agreement then additional 
HUEs would need to be purchased from either Council or other members 
of the BBLOA. It is considered that this matter can be addressed at the 
time of development. 
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* Subject to EES compliance and meeting conditions of the Agreement 
Council’s Waste and Drainage Manager is in support of the plan change. 

It is therefore considered that the proposed Plan Change will not have any 
adverse effects on the surrounding environment as a result of the 
proposed water, stormwater and wastewater servicing for Precincts 1 and 
2.” 

It is evident from this excerpt that the possible “yield” of Precincts 1 and 2 
was agreed to by WDC Waste & Drainage on the basis of a private 
development agreement for the funding and construction of long-term 
wastewater infrastructure upgrades. This private development (BBLOA) 
has since been terminated and can no longer be relied on for the 
assessment of future wastewater capacity. 
 
Therefore, the approved precincts similarly do not confirm Council’s 
acceptance that there is existing capacity within the wastewater system.  
Nor do the precincts, in my opinion, establish a potential baseline that 
could be used as a definition for “pre-plan change development yield” in 
PC150.  
 

 
Figure 1 - Precincts Map - Marsden Primary Centre Zone, Operative Whangarei District Plan 
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Policy 
Areas 

Despite Precinct 1 being identified as “Town Centre South” and Precinct 2 
being identified as “Industry” (See Figure 1), each approved precinct also 
established a number of ‘policy areas’ (see Figure 2). Each policy area has 
associated rules in the operative Marsden Primary Centre Zone.  
 
Using the provisions for residential development in these ‘policy areas’, a 
basic calculation was used to understand what might reasonably have 
been developed within Precincts 1 and 2. The calculation provided a figure 
of approximately 200 residential units. 
However, the Precincts also include provisions aimed at enabling mixed 
use development, including a wide range of commercial and industrial 
activities. It is more difficult to calculate from the provisions the number 
of commercial or industrial activities that would be able to reasonably 
result.  
 
On this basis, it is my opinion that the policy areas do not offer a potential 
baseline that could be used as a definition for “pre-plan change 
development yield” in PC150. 
 

 
Figure 2 - Policy Areas Map - Marsden Primary Centre Zone, Operative Whangarei District 
Plan 
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Approved 
Consents 

A number of consents have been approved within the plan change area 
over the past decade supported by wastewater assessments.  
 
The Maven Infrastructure report provided at Appendix A to the applicant’s 
engineering evidence, provides some commentary on resource consents 
that have been approved and the wastewater flow calculations used in 
those resource consent applications.  
 
In my opinion, the critical factor in all of these consents was the 
understanding that capacity constraints within the reticulated wastewater 
system, particularly in relation to treatment and disposal, were being 
managed through the BBLOA private development agreement. The BBLOA 
also managed expectations in regard to timing of the provision of 
infrastructure to support the proposed development.  
 
WDC Waste and Drainage and the relevant land-owners who entered into 
the BBLOA were bound to the terms of the agreement and understood 
that timeframes required to realise the development “yield” approved by 
the consents would be subject to delivery of long-term wastewater 
infrastructure upgrades. 
 
As already mentioned, the BBLOA agreement has now been terminated 
and can no longer be relied on by landowners, or WDC, to ensure long 
term infrastructure upgrades. It thereby no longer supports the previously 
consented development “yield” either. 
 
Notwithstanding consents being given effect to, it is my opinion that the 
approved consents cannot reasonably offer a potential baseline that could 
be used as a definition for “pre-plan change development yield” in PC150. 
Moreover, it does not seem appropriate to rely on any “pre-plan change 
development yield” as a useful factor to ensure wastewater infrastructure 
is available to support development. 
 

 

5.13 Given the issues with determining a useful definition for “pre-plan change 

development yield” it appears sensible to consider alternative relief wording.  

 

5.14 In my opinion, further consideration of alternatives is also necessary to address 

matters that have arisen since the plan change was first notified and original 

submissions made. Most notably, the Three Waters Management (TWM) Chapter 

has received a Consent Order from the Environment Court and is now an operative 

chapter of the Whangārei District Plan. Rules within the TWM Chapter introduce 

wastewater requirements as a restricted discretionary consent for any 

subdivision10.   

 

 

 

 
10 Rules TWM-R3 
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6.0 ALTERNATIVE RELIEF SOUGHT 

 

6.1 Three alternative options for relief wording, based on the new availability of the 

TWM Chapter, have been identified below. Each are further assessed against the 

original relief in Table 2. The options are, in summary: 

Option 1 – Submission Relief: Provisions sought as relief in the original submission 

in the Marsden City Precinct Chapter based on a “pre-plan change development 

yield” cap.  

Option 2 – Three Waters Management Provisions: Rely on the now operative 

district-wide version of the Three Waters Management Chapter to manage 

wastewater in the plan-change area.  

Option 3 – Amended Three Waters Management Provisions: Insert new Marsden 

City Precinct specific provisions to the Three Waters Management Chapter. 

Option 4 – New Marsden City Precinct Provisions: Insert new wastewater 

provisions into the Marsden City Precinct chapter, including targeted, capacity-

related matters of discretion, in addition to those listed in the TWM Chapter. 

6.2 The relevant/proposed wording for each of the options is provided in Appendix 1 

to this evidence.  
 

Table 2: Relief Options Assessment 

Option Assessment 

Advantages Disadvantages 

Option 1:  
Submission Relief 

Environmental, Social and 
Cultural 

- Sensible 
management of 
Council’s wastewater 
services would 
ensure quality 
environmental and 
cultural outcomes. 

- Also, social and 
cultural wellbeing 
may be achieved by 
residential and 
commercial 
developments having 
greater certainty of 
connection to well 
managed 
wastewater 
infrastructure. 

Environmental, Social and 
Cultural 

- An unclear 
definition of “pre-
plan change 
development 
yield” could result 
in long term 
complications for 
delivering 
reticulated 
wastewater 
infrastructure, and 
possible adverse 
environmental and 
cultural effects. 
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Economic 
- Does not restrict 

growth/development 
to any extent greater 
than the current 
situation. 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Effectiveness/ Efficiency 

- Having provisions 
held in the Marsden 
City Precinct Chapter 
would align with the 
National Planning 
Standard direction 
being used for the 
new Whangārei 
District Plan 
Chapters. 

- Provides for WDC 
Waste & Drainage to 
certify that capacity 
is available. 

 
 
Economic 

- Lack of certainty 
could result in un-
planned 
consequences for 
timing of 
development. 

- Reliance on the 
formerly approved 
wastewater 
generation as a 
“pre-plan change 
development 
yield” could 
require a new 
private 
development 
agreement to 
deliver public 
wastewater 
infrastructure. 

 
Effectiveness/ Efficiency 

- The rule may be 
hard to interpret 
and implement 
without an agreed 
definition for “pre-
plan change 
development 
yield”. 

- Unclear how the 
proposed rule 
would interact 
with the now 
operative TWM 
Chapter. 

Option 2:  
Three Waters 
Management 
Provisions 

Environmental, Social and 
Cultural 

- None identified. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Environmental, Social and 
Cultural 

- Unmanaged 
development could 
adversely impact 
on the 
performance of the 
treatment and 
disposal facilities 
leading to adverse 
effects on the 
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Economic 

- None identified 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Effectiveness/ Efficiency 

- Relying on the TWM 
Chapter would 
create a more 
consistent approach 
to managing 
wastewater in the 
District Plan.  

environment 
(includes people). 

Economic 
- Unidentified/ 

unmanaged 
capacity 
constraints could 
cause adverse 
effects on the 
timing or staging of 
development and 
delivery of  
projects. 

 
 
Effectiveness/ Efficiency 

- Without specific 
provisions to 
highlight the 
unique treatment 
and disposal 
constraints, 
dishonest zoning 
and unplanned 
capacity 
constraints in 
Marsden/ Ruakaka 
could result. 

- Would present an 
inconsistent stance 
from WDC 
Infrastructure than 
that taken for the 
recent Urban and 
Services Plan 
Changes. 

Option 3:  
Amended Three 
Waters Management 
Provisions 

Environmental, Social and 
Cultural 

- Development could 
be based on greater 
management and 
monitoring of 
wastewater 
capacities, thereby 
improving social 
well-being outcomes 
for all land-owners. 

- Provides for public 
notification should 
capacity constraints 
effect the public 

Environmental, Social and 
Cultural 

- None identified. 
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network or ability to 
connect. 

 
Economic 

- Would provide for 
appropriate timing 
and staging of works 
based on available 
capacity/ forward 
works programmes. 

 
 
Effectiveness/ Efficiency 

- Would provide an 
opportunity for 
greater monitoring 
and assessment of 
capacity effects at 
the time of 
development/ 
consenting. 

 

 
 
 
Economic 

- None identified. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Effectiveness/ Efficiency 

- Including Marsden 
City Precinct 
specific provisions 
in the TWM district 
wide chapter 
would not 
generally align with 
the National 
Planning Standard 
direction being 
used for the new 
Whangārei District 
Plan Chapters.   

Option 4: New 
Marsden City Precinct 
Provisions 

Environmental, Social and 
Cultural 

- Development could 
be based on greater 
management and 
monitoring of 
wastewater 
capacities, thereby 
improving known 
outcomes for all 
land-owners to plan 
development. 

- Provides for public 
notification should 
capacity constraints 
effect the public 
network. 

 
Economic 

- Would provide for 
appropriate timing 
and staging or works 
based on available 
capacity/ forward 
works programmes. 

Environmental, Social and 
Cultural 

- None identified. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Economic 

- None identified. 
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Effectiveness/ Efficiency 

- Having provisions 
held in the Marsden 
City Precinct Chapter 
(as opposed to TWM 
Chapter) would 
better align with the 
structure being used 
for the new 
Whangārei District 
Plan Chapters, in line 
with the National 
Planning Standard 
directions. 

- Provides an 
opportunity for 
greater monitoring 
and assessment of 
capacity effects at 
the time of 
development/ 
consenting. 

 
 
Effectiveness/ Efficiency 

- None identified. 

 

6.3 Based on the above summary, Options 3 and 4 appear to both offer a greater 

number of advantages in comparison to disadvantages. The key difference between 

these is the advantage offered by Option 4 in locating the rules in the Marsden City 

Precinct chapter, rather than the district-wide TWM Chapter. This option would 

best align with the structure of the Whangārei District Plan.  

 

6.4 Therefore, Option 4 is in my opinion the preferred option and is respectfully 

requested as relief to address WDC Infrastructure’s submission. 

 

7.0 CONCLUSIONS 

 

7.1 WDC Infrastructure have identified specific constraints in the treatment and 

disposal infrastructure forming part of the Marsden/Ruakaka Wastewater system, 

as detailed in the evidence of Mr Campbell and Mr Charles.  

 

7.2 The existing situation (pre PC150) has relied on a number of underlying factors to 

establish its zoning and consented development. The most notable of these factors 

is a private developer’s agreement, known as the BBLOA, which provided for 

upgrading of the public reticulated wastewater system to provide long term 

capacity. That agreement has now been terminated and can no longer be relied on. 
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7.3 Mr Fraser’s evidence confirms that the capacity within the existing treatment and 

disposal infrastructure is insufficient to support the proposed zoning. That is if it is 

realised in the next 10 years, without any treatment and/or disposal solutions to 

provide additional capacity.  

 

7.4 As discussed in Mr Charles’ evidence, WDC Waste and Drainage are responsible for 

any future upgrades and the provision of long-term capacity. He explains that 

upgrades are currently planned within WDC’s Long Term Plan (LTP) and Activity 

Management Plan (AMP) but not in a timeframe that would deliver the 

infrastructure necessary to support PC150 zoning.  

 

7.5 Whilst it is not the intent of WDC Infrastructure to oppose the zoning, appropriate 

measures are requested in the District Plan. These are required to avoid any 

adverse any effects on the reticulated Marsden/Ruakaka wastewater system, also 

to avoid dishonest zoning without any specific or clear methods to assess 

wastewater capacity as the zoning is taken up. 

 

7.6 Based on an assessment of four potential methods to address the submission, a 

rule within the proposed Marsden City Precinct, that is linked to the district wide 

TWM chapter, is the preferred option. This rule would provide an effective tool 

within the District Plan to assess wastewater capacity at the time of subdivision and 

at a level of detail appropriate to address the known capacity constraints, beyond 

the standard TWM provisions. A copy of the proposed rule is shown as Option 4 in 

Appendix 1.  

 

7.7 I would like to thank the PC150 Hearing Panel and Marsden City Limited 

Partnership and their agents for their time and consideration of this information. 

 

 

 

Heather Osborne 

Consultant Planner for WDC Infrastructure Group, 

Landform Consulting Limited.  
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APPENDIX 1 – RELIEF OTIONS 
 

OPTION 1 – Submission Relief 

RULE: 

 

INFORMATION REQUIREMENT: 

MCP-REQX  Connection to Reticulated Wastewater Services 

Wastewater 1. Any application under rule MCP – RX must include an assessment 

detailing:  

a) Provision made for connections to the public reticulated wastewater 

network.  

b) Confirmation from Council that sufficient capacity exists within the 

public reticulated wastewater network to service the proposed 

development.  

c) Any upgrades and/or extensions to the existing public reticulated 

wastewater infrastructure that are proposed or necessary.  

d) Where insufficient capacity exists within the reticulated wastewater 

network:  

i. Upgrades proposed by the developer that are necessary to 

increase network capacity to accommodate the development; or  

ii. The proposed timing and staging of development to ensure that 

it is coordinated with any planned Long Term Plan upgrades 

identified by Council which will provide adequate capacity.  

e) Land and infrastructure to be vested in the Council. 

 

 

 

MCP-RX  Subdivision Connecting to Reticulated Wastewater Services 
 Activity Status: Controlled 

 
Where: 
 
Subdivision is a controlled activity where:  

a) Development does not exceed the pre-

plan change development yield that 

existed at XXXX (date plan change 

notified).  

 
b) Certification has been provided from 

the Whangarei District Council that 

there is capacity within the public 

reticulated wastewater network to 

service the proposed development. 

 

Activity Status when compliance not 
achieved: Discretionary 
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OPTION 2 – Three Waters Management Provisions 

RULE: (Excerpt taken from operative TWM Chapter) 

 

 

INFORMATION REQUIREMENT: 
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OPTION 3 – Amended Three Waters Management Provisions 

RULE: (Amendments to operative TWM-R3 rule are noted in bold, underline below) 

TWM-R3 Subdivision 
All Zones 
and Port 
Nikau 
Development 
Area 
excluding 
Marsden 
Primary 
Centre 
Precinct 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Marsden 
Primary 
Centre 
Precinct 

Activity Status: Restricted Discretionary  

Where: 

1. All allotments (excluding any allotment for 
access, roads, utilities and reserves) are 
designed and located so that provision is made 
for: 

a. Collection, treatment and disposal of 
wastewater. 

b. Connection to a public reticulated 
wastewater network where the allotment 
is located within a reticulated wastewater 
area. 

Matters of discretion: 

1. Adverse effects on existing reticulated 
wastewater networks. 

2. The capacity of existing reticulated wastewater 
networks and whether the servicing needs of 
the proposal require upgrades to existing 
infrastructure. 

3. Feasibility of connection to and logical 
extension of the existing reticulated wastewater 
networks.  

4. Provision of wastewater collection, treatment 
and disposal. 

5. Adverse effects on the surrounding 
environment and neighbouring properties from 
the collection, treatment and disposal of 
wastewater.  

6. The efficient provision of services to the land 
being subdivided and to nearby land that might 
be subdivided in the future. 

 

Activity Status: Restricted Discretionary  

Where: 

1. All allotments (excluding any allotment for 
access, roads, utilities and reserves) are 
designed and located so that provision is 
made for: 

a. Collection, treatment and disposal of 
wastewater. 

b. Connection to a public reticulated 
wastewater network where the allotment is 
located within a reticulated wastewater 
area. 

 

Activity Status when 
compliance not achieved: 
Restricted Discretionary  

Matters of discretion: 

1. The matters of 
discretion listed in 
TWM-R3. 

2. The extent and effects 
of any non-compliance 
with TWM-R3. 

Notification:  
Any restricted discretionary 
activity under TWM-R3 
shall not be notified or 
limited-notified unless the 
relevant Network Utility 
Operator is determined to 
be an affected person in 
accordance with section 
95B of the Resource 
Management Act 1991 or 
Council decides that 
special circumstances exist 
under section 95A(4) of the 
Resource Management Act 
1991. 

 

 

 

 

Activity Status when 
compliance not achieved: 
Restricted Discretionary 
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Matters of discretion: 

1. Adverse effects on the existing reticulated 
wastewater networks, including treatment and 
disposal. 

2. The capacity of existing reticulated wastewater 
networks, and whether the servicing needs of 
the proposal require upgrades to existing 
infrastructure, particularly noting potential 
treatment and disposal capacity constraints 

3. Feasibility of connection to and logical 
extension of the existing reticulated wastewater 
networks.  

4. Provision of wastewater collection, treatment 
and disposal noting that consideration of this 
should be within the context of subject land and 
the wider catchment.  

5. Adverse effects on the surrounding 
environment and neighbouring properties from 
the collection, treatment and disposal of 
wastewater. 

6. The efficient provision of services to the land 
being subdivided and to nearby land that might 
be subdivided in the future. 

7. Anticipated land uses (including future land 
uses) where the subject site is located within 
the Marsden Primary Centre Precinct. 

 

INFORMATION REQUIREMENT: 

TWM-REQ1  
Information Requirement – Connection to Public Reticulated Three Waters Networks 

All Zones 
and Port 
Nikau 
Development 
Area 
excluding 
Marsden 
Primary 
Centre 
Precinct 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Marsden 
Primary 
Centre 
Precinct 

1. Any consent application where connection to public reticulated three waters 
network(s) is proposed shall include an assessment detailing (where relevant): 

a. Provision made for connections to public reticulated three waters networks.  

b. Confirmation from Council that sufficient capacity exists within public 
reticulated three waters networks to service the proposed development,  

c. Any upgrades and/or extensions to existing public reticulated three waters 
infrastructure that are proposed or necessary.  

d. Consideration of the elevation of each proposed lot to establish a service 
envelope where that lot is able to be serviced without the need for on-site 
pumping.  Reference shall be made to any part of the lot that is outside the 
service envelope. 

e. Land and infrastructure to be vested in the Council.  

 
2. Any consent application where connection to public reticulated three 

waters network(s) is proposed shall include an assessment detailing 
(where relevant): 

a. Provision made for connections to public reticulated three waters 
networks.  
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b. Confirmation from Council that sufficient capacity exists within public 
reticulated three waters networks, including all parts of the relevant 
system, to service the proposed development, particularly noting the 
potential wastewater treatment and disposal constraints. 

c. Any upgrades and/or extensions to existing public reticulated three 
waters infrastructure that are proposed or necessary.  

d. Consideration of the elevation of each proposed lot to establish a 
service envelope where that lot is able to be serviced without the need 
for on-site pumping.  Reference shall be made to any part of the lot 
that is outside the service envelope. 

e. Land and infrastructure to be vested in the Council.  
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OPTION 4 – New Marsden City Precinct Provisions 

ISSUES: 

The wastewater system within the Marsden/Ruakaka Catchment has capacity constraints and 

significant investment in this system is required to provide increased capacity to service growth within 

the catchment over the long term.  While Council is planning and working towards implementing 

capacity upgrades, careful management of the capacity within the catchment is required to ensure the 

sustainable operation of the reticulated network and system in the interim.  Planning applications and 

decisions in the Marsden City Precinct should be cognisant of available capacity of the overall 

wastewater system at a catchment level.  

 

RULE: 

MCP-RX  Subdivision Connecting to Reticulated Wastewater Services 
 Activity Status: Restricted Discretionary 

 
Where: 
 
1. The activity complies with the Restricted 

Discretionary activity criteria of TWM-R3. 

 
Matters of discretion: 
 
1. Those listed in TWM-R3. 

2. The particular treatment and disposal capacity 

of the Marsden/ Ruakaka Wastewater 

System, including any adverse effects relating 

to potential over-allocation of capacity. 

3. Anticipated land uses (including future land 

uses) and their potential wastewater 

generation. 

 

Activity Status when compliance 
not achieved: Restricted 
Discretionary 

Matters of discretion: 

1. The matters of discretion 

listed in TWM-R3 and MCP-

RX 

2. The extent and effects of 

any non-compliance with 

TWM-R3 and MPC-RX. 

 

Notification: Wastewater 
activities are not subject to the 
notification note in TWM-R3 and 
are subject to the notification 
tests of the RMA. 

 

Note: Any application shall 
comply with information 
requirement MCP-REQX. 

 

INFORMATION REQUIREMENT: 

MCP-REQX  Connection to Reticulated Wastewater Services 

Wastewater 1. Any consent application where connection to public reticulated 

wastewater network(s) is proposed shall include an assessment detailing 

(where relevant): 

a. Those matters listed in TWM-REQ1.  

b. Confirmation from Council that sufficient capacity exists within public 

reticulated wastewater system particularly noting the potential 

wastewater treatment and disposal constraints in the Marsden / 

Ruakaka catchment. 

 

 





BEFORE WHANGAREI DISTRICT COUNCIL 

 

 

 IN THE MATTER  of the Resource Management Act 

1991  

 AND   

 IN THE MATTER of Private Plan Change 150 - 

Marsden City 

   

  

 

 

 

 

STATEMENT OF EVIDENCE BY SIMON CHARLES MADE ON BEHALF OF THE 

WHANGAREI DISTRICT COUNCIL INFRASTRUCTURE GROUP 

 

 

 

 

 

 

DATE: 10 AUGUST 2021 

  



2 
 

 

1.0 INTRODUCTION, QUALIFICATIONS AND EXPERIENCE 

 

1.1 This evidence has been prepared by Simon Charles, Waste and Drainage Manager 

at Whangarei District Council.  

 

1.2 I hold a Bachelor of Technology Degree (Civil Engineering) from the Durban 

University of Technology. I am a registered Professional Engineering Technologist 

with the Engineering Council of South Africa (ECSA). 

 

1.3  I am a Senior Engineer with over 30 years experience in the civil engineering 

industry. My experience ranges from infrastructure and roading design and 

construction, through to highways maintenance, solid waste management, water 

distribution, wastewater treatment and stormwater design and management. 

 

1.4 I have gained considerable experience in project management, contract 

management and site supervision whilst working for Civil Engineering Consultants 

and Contractors, both in South Africa and the United Kingdom. 

 

1.5 I have been in my current role as the Waste and Drainage Manager for Whangarei 

District Council for the past two years.  During this time, I have been involved in 

planning for the future provisions of wastewater services in the wider district but 

also specifically in relation to the Ruakaka/One Tree Point Area. I have worked 

alongside numerous consultants and advisors to develop a strategy for continued 

provision of wastewater treatment and disposal in this area.   

 

1.6 I confirm that I have read the Code of Conduct for Expert Witnesses contained in 

the Environment Court Practice Note and I agree to comply with it.  I confirm I have 

considered all the material facts that I am aware of that might alter or detract from 

the opinions I express.  In particular, 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. 

 

2.0 OUTLINE OF EVIDENCE 

 

2.1 My statement of evidence includes the following: 

 

2.1.1 Background information - including a description of the 

operational and planning functions that Whangarei District 

Council undertakes in order to provide an effective wastewater 

system. 
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2.1.2 A description and of the operational and funding requirements 

needed provide an effective wastewater system for the Ruakaka 

Marsden Catchment. 

2.1.3 A description of the measures currently in place.  

 

3.0 BACKGROUND INFORMATION 

 
3.1 A brief history of the Marsden/ Ruakaka wastewater system is provided in Mr Campbells 

evidence. To summarise, the Ruakaka wastewater system was first installed in the 

1980’s. The systems network eventually expanded to cover Ruakaka South, 

Marsden Bay, Tamure Place and the land now covered by PC150. Whilst the 

network was originally gravity fed to pump stations discharging into the treatment 

plant via rising mains, it now relies on pressure sewer pumps on each property 

feeding into small diameter pressure mains that discharge to larger pump stations.   

 

3.2 Council’s wastewater Activity Management Plan (AMP) details various asset 

programs to meet demand and to achieve established levels of service whilst 

adhering to our financial strategy and regulatory requirements.  

 

3.3 The AMP aligns with the WDC 30-year Infrastructure Strategy and feeds into the 

Long Term Plan (LTP). 

 

3.4 The demand management strategy for Ruakaka/One Tree Point is in response to 

residential and commercial growth and allows for extension and connection of the 

system in line with growth. Staged increases in capacity and management methods 

are based on measured flows. 

 

3.5 WDC has a wastewater model of the Ruakaka/One Tree Point network. This was 

first developed in 2016 and has recently (2021) been updated and calibrated to 

industry standards for network planning and strategy development but does 

possess limitations due to a lack of information regarding future developments. The 

model report is able to be provided on request.  

 

3.6 Key network information and findings from the model are as follows: 

 

3.6.1 Several network areas in One Tree Point catchment suffer from dry weather 

flow pipe capacity constraints during the 2020 population scenario, 

however no overflow is predicted; 
3.6.2 Applying the proposed 2048 growth, the model predicts overflows in the 

network around the Marsden Cove area due to pump incapacity, which 
causes backing up and overflows. 
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4.0 WHAT IS IN PLACE NOW 

 

4.1 Mr Fraser Campbell of Campbell Consulting Ltd. will provide evidence on the 

infrastructure currently in place. This evidence relates mainly to the treatment and 

disposal of wastewater at the Ruakaka wastewater treatment plant (WWTP) that 

services Marsden, Ruakaka and One Tree Point. 

  

4.2 Continual work is being done to improve efficiency and capacity of the Ruakaka 

WWTP. Recent works have seen the existing two pond treatment plant 

reconfigured so that both ponds now operate in parallel, each of which has its own 

aerator.  

 

4.3 Work is currently underway to seek a resource consent from the Northland 

Regional Council (NRC) to convert the existing engineered wetland into a floating 

wetland to provide improved effluent quality.    

 

5.0 FUTURE REQUIREMENTS 

 
5.1 The WDC network strategy from the model has identified $15.3 million (with 40% 

contingency) worth of capital upgrades that are required to the Ruakaka wastewater 

network to achieve the agreed 1 year ARI level of service with no overflows. The upgrades 

include a bypass pressure sewer (pumps station upgrade and 4.5km rising main upgrade) 

plus two other pump station upgrades and a combination of rising main and gravity main 

upgrades. It is expected that these upgrades will address the predicted overflows – 

resulting from increase in population by 2048 - in the network around the Marsden Cove 

area due to pump incapacity, which causes backing up and overflows. Approximately $1.75 

million is included in the first two years of the current LTP for some of these upgrades.  

 

5.2 Mr Fraser Campbell of Campbell Consulting Ltd. is providing evidence on the treatment and 

disposal capacity of Ruakaka wastewater treatment plant (WWTP). Mr. Campbells evidence 

shows that the disposal volume is the limiting factor. Once this disposal limit has been 

reached, then a new wastewater treatment ocean outfall needs to be operational. 

 

5.3 In order to dispose wastewater via an ocean outfall, the wastewater needs to be treated to 

a higher level than the current land disposal requirements. This requires that a new WWTP 

be constructed prior to the operation of the ocean outfall.      

 
5.4 The 2021-2031 LTP includes the following funding allocations for various wastewater 

programmes across the Whangarei District: 
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LTP Programme Funding                                                 
$ 000’s 

Three Waters Reform and Stimulus*               1,661  
Laboratory                  449  
Wastewater Asset Management                  219  

Wastewater Network            52,541  
Wastewater Pump Stations              6,063  

Wastewater Treatment Plants            33,864  
Wastewater Total            94,797  

*Three Waters reform funding by Central Government 

5.5 Table 1 on the following page provides a breakdown of the funding allocation towards 

wastewater projects in the Ruakaka/One Tree Point area over the course of the next 10-

year (2021-2031) LTP. This shows that $6.6 M has been allocated towards Ruakaka WWTP - 

Upgrade Design & Consent.  

 

5.6 The initial $300,000 over the first years is earmarked for the design and consenting work 

relating to the new treatment plant.   

 

5.7 The $6.3 M towards the latter end of the LTP period will go towards the construction of the 

new treatment plant. The new treatment plant, which is likely to be a sequential batch 

reactor (SBR**), is estimated to cost in the region of $20 M. The balance of the 

construction costs will straddle across into the next LTP. 

 

5.8 The ocean outfall is estimated to cost $60 M and will follow the completion of the new 

treatment plant, or be constructed in parallel, dependent on growth projections being 

realised. The following timeline versus expenditure is taken from the 2021-31 LTP. 

 

**SBR subject to technology review which is due to be carried out in 2021 

 

5.9 The LTP has a 3-year review cycle and the next review will happen in 2024. Given the 

disposal capacity constraints identified by Mr Campbell, it is expected that the next LTP will 

require some changes to the timing of the funding for delivery of both the new WWTP and 

ocean outfall projects. Any such changes would need to be supported by evidence that the 

predicted growth has been realised, requiring continual monitoring over the next three 

year period.” 



Table 1:  

Project 
Description 

LTP 
Activity LTP Indicator 

CAPEX 
Year 1 -  
21/22 

CAPEX 
Year 2 - 
22/23 

CAPEX 
Year 3 - 
23/24 

CAPEX 
Year 4 
- 24/25 

CAPEX 
Year 5 - 
25/26 

CAPEX 
Year 6 - 
26/27 

CAPEX 
Year 7 
- 27/28 

CAPEX 
Year 8 - 
28/29 

CAPEX 
Year 9 - 
29/30 

CAPEX  
Year 10 - 
30/31 

Ruakaka 
WWTP - 
Upgrade WWATER 

00212 - 
Wastewater 
Treatment Plant 
Upgrades 80,000 0 163,000 0 116,000 100,000 0 0 0 0 

One Tree 
Point-Ruakaka 
Wastewater 
Network-
Upgrades WWATER 

00217 - Sewer 
Network 
Upgrades 571,000 1,190,000 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Ruakaka 
WWTP - 
Upgrade 
Design & 
Consent WWATER 

00212 - 
Wastewater 
Treatment Plant 
Upgrades 0 100,000 200,000 0 0 0 0 300,000 2,000,000 4,000,000 

Ruakaka Rising 
Main Renewal 
PJ00536 WWATER 

00218 - Sewer 
Network Renewal 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 



5.10 Possible alternatives to the ocean outfall would be: 

 

5.10.1  Finding an area of land large enough to accept disposal to land without 

adversely affecting the environment; or 

 

5.10.2 Large scale re-use of treated wastewater. 

 

5.11 Neither of these options appear to offer reliable future capacity and therefore are 

not preferred alternatives at this point in time.  

 

6.0 Treatment and Disposal Consents 

 
6.1 The table below is an excerpt from Condition 106 of the resource consent (File 21532 

dated 11 July 2019) that WDC has for dealing with the treatment and disposal of 

wastewater at Ruakaka. A copy of this consent can be provided on request. This table 

summarises the suite of consents obtained for the reticulated Marsden/ Ruakaka 

wastewater system. 

 

Table 1: Marsden/ Ruakaka Wastewater system consents 

CONSENT NUMBER DESCRIPTION 
EXPIRY 
DATE 

COMMENCEMENT 
DATE 

EXTENDED  
LAPSE 

PERIOD 
COMMENT 

AUT.021532.01.02 
WWTP contingency pond 
discharge to ground 

31 MAY 
2046 

16 March 2012 10 YEARS 
Not in effect Lapses 
March 2022 

AUT.021532.02.02 Discharge to land Zone 3 
31 MAY 

2046 
11 July 2019  

In effect. Expires 

2046.  

AUT.021532.03.01 Discharge to Air WWTP 
31 MAY 

2046 

16 March 2012  
In effect. Expires 

2046 

AUT.021532.04.01 
Discharge to land Roger 
Hall Memorial Park 

31 MAY 
2046 

16 March 2012 
10 YEARS 

Not in effect Lapses 
March 2022 

AUT.021532.05.02 
Discharge to Land Rama 
Rd Block 

31 MAY 
2031 

16 March 2012 
10 YEARS 

In effect. Expires 
2031 

AUT.021532.06.01 
Discharge to Air Rama Rd 
Block 

31 MAY 
2031 

16 March 2012 
10 YEARS 

In effect. Expires 
2031 

AUT.021532.07.01 
Treated Wastewater 
Discharge to CMA 

31 MAY 
2046 

16 March 2012 
15 YEARS 

Not in effect Lapses 
March 2027 

AUT.021532.08.01 
Coastal Outfall erection 
and Placement  

31 MAY 
2046 

16 March 2012 
15 YEARS 

Not in effect Lapses 
March 2027 

AUT.021532.09.01 
Coastal Outfall 
Occupation of Coastal 
Space 

31 MAY 
2046 

16 March 2012 
15 YEARS 

Not in effect Lapses 
March 2027 
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6.2 The following can be established from the above table: 

 

6.2.1 The discharges to land (05) and air (06) for the Rama Rd Block are due to expire in 

May 2031, in just over 10 years unless an application is lodged and granted for a 

replacement consent.  It is likely that the present capacity of this land (as defined 

by the consents) will be reached by 2027-2028 unless a larger daily discharge 

volume can be secured by way of variation to the current consent.  

 

6.2.2 The consent to discharge to ground from the contingency ponds (01) will lapse in 

March next year until an extension to the lapse period is sought.   This is an 

important component in the proposed new treatment plant that would be 

required for an ocean outfall. 

 

6.2.3 The three consents (07-09) for an ocean outfall will lapse in 2027, six years’ time, 

unless either an extension of the lapse period was granted, or the consent was put 

into effect. It may be difficult to get an extension of the lapse period given that the 

existing period is 15 years, well beyond the default period of 5 years.  It is expected 

that every effort will be made to give effect to this consent whilst there is growth 

to support the project.  

 

7.0 KEY FINDINGS/CONCLUSIONS 

 

7.1 A suite of projects have been identified and planned for to provide network 

capacity over the next 10 years. 

 

7.2 Based on the funding currently provided for in WDC LTP, the new wastewater 

treatment plant can be operational from 2036 and the new ocean outfall (disposal 

infrastructure) can be operational from 2046.  

 

7.3 Based on the current growth rates, it is expected that the WWTP disposal capacity 

will be reached by 2027, give or take a couple of years, and Council are in a position 

to respond to this growth when it happens.  

 

7.4 The projected growth rate does not take into consideration a scenario where all of 

the zoning proposed in PC150 is taken up in the next 10 years. WDC will need to 

closely monitor the growth rate in the area over the next three years. Assuming 

expected or accelerated growth rates these dates are likely to be moved forward, 

subject to assessment and consultation in the 2024 LTP review round.  
 

7.5  A number of current consents will lapse within the next ten-year period and WDC 

would like to give effect to these if there is evidence of ongoing growth to support 

this.    
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8.0 CONCLUSION 

 

8.1 In my opinion there is adequate planned capacity in the network (excluding 

treatment and disposal) to accommodate the growth planned for the 

Ruakaka/One Tree Point area. 

  

8.2 Wastewater disposal from the current WWTP will be the limiting factor when the 

consented-for disposal capacity is reached. This is expected to be reached in 

approximately 2027, based on current growth rates.  

 

8.3 WDC has plans to construct a new treatment plant and ocean outfall once it 

becomes more certain that we are on track to exceed this disposal capacity. This 

certainty will be gained by closely monitoring growth rates e.g. new sewer 

connections and plant flows. 

 

8.4 Giving due consideration to growth in the area, there will be an opportunity to 

review the timing of the construction of the new treatment plant and ocean 

outfall during the next LTP round (2024). 

 

8.5 To provide effective management of capacity in the Marsden/ Ruakaka 

wastewater system, it is my opinion that appropriate wording is required in the 

District Plan. The wording should acknowledge that a significant infrastructure 

upgrade is required to provide treatment and disposal capacity. The District Plan 

should set expectations for the timing and delivery treatment and disposal 

capacity, and the effects of proposed and future land uses on the reticulated 

wastewater system. An assessment of possible District Plan provisions is 

presented in Ms Osborne’s evidence. I am in support of her recommended 

option.  

 

8.6 I would like to thank the PC150 Hearing Panel and Marsden City Limited 

Partnership for their time and consideration of this information. 

 

 

Simon Charles 

Waste and Drainage Manager 

Whangarei District Council Infrastructure Group 





BEFORE THE WHANGĀREI DISTRICT COUNCIL  

 

 

 IN THE MATTER  of the Resource Management Act 1991  

 AND   

 IN THE MATTER of an application for a Private Plan 

Change to rezone and amend District 

Plan provisions applying to 127ha of 

land encompassing an area identified 

in the Operative Whangarei District 

Plan as the Marsden Primary Centre 

 APPLICANT Marsden City Limited Partnerships 

  

 

 

 

 

STATEMENT OF EVIDENCE BY ROBIN RAWSON  

MADE ON BEHALF OF THE WHANGĀREI DISTRICT COUNCIL INFRASTRUCTURE GROUP 

PARKS PROVISION 

 

 

 

 

 

DATE: 10 AUGUST 2021 

  



2 
 

1.0 SUMMARY OF EVIDENCE 

1.1. This evidence considers provision of neighbourhood parks and other open space 

within the PC150 area and concludes that the current plan change proposal does not 

provide sufficient assurance that open space in the form of neighbourhood parks will 

be provided to meet the needs of future residents. 

1.2 To create an adequate neighbourhood park network, the area and distribution of 

parks needs to be considered, as well as suitability for use and development, 

including the size of parks. 

1.3 Recommendations are as follows: 

Recommendation 1: That an indicative neighbourhood parks plan is incorporated 

into any approved plan to guide the provision of neighbourhood parks so that future 

residents have appropriate accessibility to open space areas. 

Recommendation 2:  That planning rules and processes recognise that 

neighbourhood parks need to be suitable for use and development including a 

preferred size of 0.2 to 0.5 hectares and wide street frontages. 

Recommendation 3:  That the subdivision rule proposed by Whangārei District 

Council Infrastructure Group in relation to appropriate areas of open space is 

amended to take account of corrected calculations for the quantity of 

neighbourhood parks required to meet the needs of future residents. 

1.4 An indicative neighbourhood parks plan is included as Appendix 3 that would meet 

distribution and area requirements for neighbourhood parks for approximately 2,500 

residential units. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  



3 
 

2.0 INTRODUCTION, QUALIFICATIONS AND EXPERIENCE 

2.1 My full name is Jenefer Robin Rawson, and I work for Xyst Limited, a consultancy 

that provides planning and management services in the parks and recreation sector. 

2.2 I hold the qualification of a Bachelor of Landscape Architecture with Honours from 

Lincoln University, a Bachelor of Science, and a Diploma in Civil Engineering.  I am a 

Registered Landscape Architect, having been granted registered membership at the 

end of 2009 by the NZ Institute of Landscape Architects. 

2.3 My experience in parks and recreation planning consists of three years working on 

parks projects as a consultant with Xyst, seven years working within the Manukau 

City Council Parks Department as a Parks Officer and Landscape Architect, and seven 

years working as a Planner within the Infrastructure Group at Whangārei District 

Council where the work for the Council Parks Department was a large part of the 

role.  My recent work projects include parks planning evidence on behalf of Auckland 

Council for two private plan changes in Drury, and open space assessment for major 

developments in Cambridge and Hamilton.   

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

Practice Note 2014.  This evidence has been prepared in accordance with it and I 

agree to comply with it.  Except where I have stated otherwise, this evidence is 

within my area of expertise, and I have not omitted to consider material facts known 

to me that might alter or detract from the opinions I express. 

2.5 This evidence is in respect of an application by Marsden City Limited for Private Plan 

Change 150: Marsden City (“PC150”) to rezone 127 hectares of land at Marsden City 

from Marsden Primary Centre Environment to a range of zones including zones 

providing for residential and mixed use development.   

2.6 In July 2021, Xyst Ltd was contracted by Whangārei District Council Infrastructure 

Group to provide evidence for PC150 with respect to the provision of parks and 

reserves within the proposed Marsden City Precinct, including appropriate areas 

(sizes) of open spaces for the Marsden City Precinct; and indicative locations.  

2.7 This evidence primarily relates to ‘neighbourhood parks’, also called ‘local parks’, 

which are a category of open space with the primary function of providing accessible 

and useable open space to residential areas. 
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3.0  BACKGROUND 

SUBJECT SITE  

3.1 I am familiar with the site and accept the site description included as Section 4 in 

both the original and amended Assessment of Environmental Effects.  

3.2 The following characteristics of the site are of relevance to open space planning: 

• The site has flat topography, allowing a higher level of development of future 

open space areas. 

• The site has a roughly triangular shape that is bounded by State Highway 15-Port 

Marsden Highway and a collector road (One Tree Point Road) on two sides, and 

largely edged by a designation for a railway line on the third side.  Collector roads 

and state highways are considered in most circumstances to be geographic 

barriers for the purposes of neighbourhood park provision as they discourage 

pedestrian access for reasons that include the length of time to cross, and 

amenity and safety perceptions.  The future railway line will also form a 

geographic barrier by limiting crossing points and discouraging pedestrian access. 

• The site does not contain character areas that are proposed to be protected as 

open space for natural or historic values and does not contain streams of a size 

that esplanade reserves would be vested on subdivision. 

• Two areas of open space within the plan change site are vested with Whangārei 

District Council under the Reserves Act 1977 and have a proposed open space 

zone in the District Plan (appeals version).  The Planner for the Applicant has 

clarified that there is no proposal to rezone these areas.  These reserves are as 

follows: 

Property 
Description 

Area 
(m2) 

Reserves Act 
Classification  

Zone (DP 
appeals 
version) 

Site Description 

Lot 55  

DP465292 

1048 Recreation 
Reserve 

Open Space  Irregular shaped reserve, 
length approx. 67m, 
maximum width approx. 
19m as measured off WDC 
Geomaps 

Lot 105  

DP419681 

680 Local Purpose 
Reserve 

Natural Open 
Space 

Irregular shaped reserve, 
length approx. 76m, 6m 
width at narrowest point, 
contains a sewer line and a 
drainage swale. 
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• Both of these areas have a Valuation Land Use1 code of 55 (Recreational – 

Passive Outdoor), however it is clear that Lot 105 has the primary function of 

being a utility reserve.   

 

EXISTING AND PROPOSED PLANNING FRAMEWORK 

3.3 The current Marsden Primary Centre Environment provides for approximately 6.8 

hectares of residential zoned land, and a structure plan for this area includes 

indicative open space parcels totalling approximately 1.18 hectares as measured off 

the precinct plan, and this open space is within an easy walking distance from 

proposed residential sites.  It is noted that open space development including the 

vesting of an area of recreation reserve has not been consistent with this plan. 

3.4 The plan change application lodged in March 2020 included six areas of park.  The 

original application noted that an area of 2.15 hectares would be zoned as ‘indicative 

open space’ and includes an area adjoining Lot 55 that is a recreation reserve.  

Included in this total was an area of 2,700m2 to be set aside as Town Centre Open 

Space.  

3.5 The proposal as amended in September 2020 does not indicate any proposed or 

indicative areas of open space other than land already vested with Whangārei 

District Council as described above, and instead proposed that open space is to be 

considered and provided for at the time of subdivision.   

3.6 The current plan change proposal would allow residential development on just under 

90 hectares of land, and the Transport Assessment provided with the original plan 

change application notes that ‘The Plan Change will enable the provision of 

potentially 2,500 residential dwellings, with an expected population of more than 

6,000’. 

 

PROPOSED OPEN SPACE PLANNING OBJECTIVES AND POLICIES  

3.7 The plan change includes the following objectives and policies relevant to the provision 

of open space: 
Precinct Objectives:  

MCP-O7 – Open Space  

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.  

Precinct Policies: 

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;  

 
1 Rating Valuations Rules 2008 LINZS30300 Version date: 1 October 2010 
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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.  

Town Centre Zone Policies: 

MTCZ-P6 – Open Space 

Ensure the provision of high-quality open space by encouraging ensuring the 

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

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

 

OTHER PROPOSED PLANNING PROVISIONS RELEVANT TO OPEN SPACE 

3.8 Provisions relevant to open spaces in the Marsden Town Centre Zone include a 

requirement to consider the impacts on public open spaces within this zone where 

educational facilities and outdoor storage is proposed. 

3.9 In other precincts, planning provisions include setbacks and height to boundary 

requirements of buildings from open spaces, planting requirements for some 

activities, and fencing restrictions to encourage passive surveillance into reserves.    

 

4.0 OPEN SPACE ASSESSMENT 

REQUIREMENTS TO PROVIDE OPEN SPACE  

4.1 The National Policy Statement: Urban Development requires local authorities to 

ensure that additional infrastructure, including open space, is available to service 

development.   

4.2 The Whangārei District Council Long Term Plan 2021- 2031 states that ‘The 

undersupply of public space could be detrimental to the wider community, 

particularly in urban areas’.  The Long Term Plan notes that community outcomes 

are supported by the following: ‘The adequate provision of open space is needed to 

support the development of an attractive, vibrant and thriving community’, and 

‘Population growth is supported through the provision of neighbourhood parks and 

reserves as part of new developments’. 

4.3 While it is anticipated that some types of open space including sports and recreation 

parks and outdoor adventure parks are usually accessed by car, an essential 

characteristic of neighbourhood parks as discussed in Appendix 1 is that they can be 

accessed by pedestrians.  As the development site is edged by existing and future 

geographic barriers, it cannot rely on provision of neighbourhood parks from outside 

of the plan change area, and Whangārei District Council needs to be assured that 

sufficient neighbourhood parks are provided within the plan change area.   
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QUANTIFYING NEIGHBOURHOOD PARKS REQUIREMENTS 

4.4 Appendix 1 to this evidence considers the characteristics and metrics for assessment 

of neighbourhood parks in the context of this plan change and recommends use of 

the following metrics: 

Park Characteristics Recommended metric  

Suitable size Area 0.2-0.5 ha 

Are suitably located with 
accessibility to all residential areas 

Accessibility radius of 500m for low density 
residential areas and accessibility radius of 
312m for medium density areas. 

Appropriate levels of amenity and 
can be developed for recreation 

Does not include areas where recreation is 
not the primary function, including 
stormwater management areas  

Provided in appropriate quantity 
(area) 

1.2 ha of neighbourhood park per 1,000 
people (minimum) 

 

4.5 The quantity of 1.2 hectares of neighbourhood parks is noted as a minimum for the 

following reasons: 

• As noted in Appendix 1, this is below the national benchmark of 1.4 hectares per 

1,000 people. 

• While it is acknowledged that the topography of land set aside as a park in this area 

allows a higher level of development, development setbacks from residential 

boundaries and road boundaries would still apply. 

• There is no expectation that additional land with a secondary recreation function 

including esplanade reserves or natural areas would be set aside to supplement 

neighbourhood park areas. 

 

EXISTING OPEN SPACE  

4.6 As noted in paragraph 2.3 above, Lot 105 has the primary function of being a utility 

reserve, although it is possible that the site may also be suitable for an active 

transport link as a secondary function. 

4.7 The small size and narrow width of Lot 55 restricts development and use as a 

neighbourhood reserve without the vesting of adjoining land.   
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DISTRIBUTION OF NEIGHBOURHOOD PARKS 

4.8 In Figure 1 below, the original open space proposal is assessed in relation to 

distribution of parks, and in Figure 2, an improved reserve distribution proposed.  

4.9 In these images blue circles show an approximate 400m walk to a reserve (312m 

radius) representing a walking distance from a medium density, and green circles 

show a 500m radius (approx. 660m walk), representing a walking distance from a 

low density residential area where relevant. 

 

 

Figure 1: Indicative open space proposed in plan change application March 2020  

Note: a catchment is not shown around the ‘Multipurpose Market Space - located in the 
Town Centre/ Retail Core’ as this space is not expected to provide neighbourhood 
amenity.  This space is shown resized as 1800m2, (refer paragraph 4.15 below). 
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Figure 2: Improved neighbourhood reserve (6 neighbourhood parks) 
Note: the neighbourhood reserve shown in the town centre is not expected to provide a 
town centre open space function and should be considered as a separate space.  
Indicative reserve areas are shown as blue squares with an area of 5000m2.   

 

DISCUSSION  

4.10 Adequate provision of neighbourhood parks requires that a network is planned that 

takes account of the quantity and distribution of parks as well as the size and 

suitability of proposed sites as described in paragraph 4.4 above.   

4.11 The original plan change proposal showed indicative open space that would have 

provided an adequate open space distribution network for most future residents, 

however the quantity of open space was not assessed or adequately addressed.   

4.12 The current plan change plan does not include indicative open space, and the factors 

needed to make a successful neighbourhood park network are not sufficiently taken 

into account by proposed objectives and policies, and will be difficult to apply where 

land is not owned by one party. 
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4.13 The improved neighbourhood reserve network included as Figure 2 takes account of 

the distribution of parks but does not take account the areas of parks required for 

the future population. 

4.14 The distribution of neighbourhood park is an important characteristic, and it is 

recommended that an indicative neighbourhood parks plan is incorporated into any 

approved plan to guide the provision of neighbourhood parks.  An indicative plan 

that meets distribution and area requirements for 2520 residential units is included 

as Appendix 3: Marsden City Indicative Neighbourhood Parks Plan.  It is appropriate 

that the indicative open space is not included in the zoning plan to allow sufficient 

flexibility for acquisition processes.  Land can be rezoned as open space later.  

 

TOWN CENTRE OPEN SPACE 

4.15 The urban design assessment by Matt Riley provided as part of Section 92 

information includes an assessment of the preferred size of the Town Centre Open 

Space and concludes that 1,800 m2 is appropriate.  Appropriate sizing of civic space 

is outside of my area of expertise, and I defer to Matt’s experience in this matter. 

4.16 After consideration of open spaces in urban centres in the Auckland area, it is my 

assessment that neighbourhood park functions do not combine well with town 

centre open space functions, and that an open space area of this size would not 

contribute to the neighbourhood park network. 

 

5 SUBMISSIONS TO PLAN CHANGE 

WHANGĀREI DISTRICT COUNCIL SUBMISSION  

5.1 The submission by the Whangārei District Council Infrastructure Group on Parks and 

Recreation issues included the following comment:  

The original proposal included areas of open space zoned land. This raised 

concerns in terms of the ownership, timing of vesting and the general deficit in 

land area that was proposed to be zoned. In correspondence with the applicants 

the Parks and Recreation Department agreed that the provision of open space 

land at subdivision stage would be appropriate. This agreement was made on the 

basis of any proposed provisions setting out clear and direct expectations for the 

scale, size and location of that open space. MCP – 10 is the resulting policy held in 

the Plan Change that is proposed to control the provision of Open Space, in 

addition to Objective MCP- 07. Whilst the policy is considered suitable, it is 

requested that the policy is accompanied by a suite of rules to give effect to the 

relevant open space objective and policy. 

The submission then recommended that open spaces are vested in Council that such 

that 400m2 is vested for every 100 residential lots or units. 
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5.2 While it is clear from the wording in this submission that Council had concerns about 

a deficit in open space provision, a very low figure of open space was proposed to be 

included in the rule.  In discussions with the submitter, it is understood that an error 

of magnitude was made in the calculations related to the submission on MCP-P10, 

and that this should have been 4000m2 per 100 residential units not 400m2.  This 

was confirmed with the following communication: 

Rather the figure should be more like 4,000m² (3,780 to be exact) per 100 residential 
units. This would be based on 1.4ha per 1000 persons and the assumption of 2.7 
persons per HUE - calculated in the following way: 
14,000m²/1000 persons = 14m²/ person 
100 residential units x 2.7 persons = 270 persons 
14m² x 270 persons = 3,780m² per 100 residential units. 

5.3 Using the metrics considered in Appendix 1, my calculation of the required areas of 

neighbourhood parks is as follows: 

12,000 m2 / 1000 persons = 12m2/person 

100 apartments x 2.0 persons per apartment = 200 persons  

12m2 x 200 persons = 2400m2 per 100 apartment units  

and 

12,000 m2 / 1000 persons = 12m2/person 

100 residential units x 2.5 persons per unit = 250 persons  

12m2 x 250 persons = 3000m2 per 100 residential units.  

5.4 It is my recommendation that the subdivision rule proposed by Whangārei District 

Council is amended to take account of these calculations.  

 

OTHER SUBMISSIONS 

5.5 There were no other submissions related to park or open space provision. 

 

6 WHANGĀREI DISTRICT COUNCIL s42A REPORT 

6.1 The S42A report makes comment in paragraphs 158 to 161 that consideration could 

be given to open space provision in the north-east corner adjoining the Point 

Marsden Highway and KiwiRail designation, due to concerns that rules for noise 

mitigation and reserves sensitivity are unworkable in this area. 

6.2 This area has low accessibility and may have low amenity for users because of noise, 

however with additional noise mitigation, some areas of this corner may be suitable 

as open space to supplement a well-planned network of neighbourhood parks. 
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7 SUMMARY AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

SUMMARY 

7.1 The current plan change proposal does not provide sufficient assurance that open 

space requirements for neighbourhood parks will meet the needs of future residents 

of the PC150 area and so does not meet the requirements of the National Policy 

Statement: Urban Development.   

7.2 To create an adequate neighbourhood park network that meets the needs of future 

residents, the area and distribution of parks needs to be considered, as well as 

suitability for use and development including the size of parks.  These requirements 

need to be built into the objectives, policies and rules of PC150.  

7.3 A plan that shows indicative open space to recognise the distribution requirements 

of neighbourhood parks is an appropriate way to provide guidance to the 

distribution of open space particularly where there are multiple owners.   

 

RECOMMENDATIONS  

7.4  The following recommendations are made with respect to open space provision 

within the PC150 area: 

Recommendation 1: That an indicative neighbourhood parks plan is incorporated 

into any approved plan to guide the provision of neighbourhood parks so that future 

residents have appropriate accessibility to open space areas. 

Recommendation 2:  That planning rules and processes recognise that 

neighbourhood parks need to be suitable for use and development including a 

preferred size of 0.2 to 0.5 hectares and wide street frontages. 

Recommendation 3:  That the subdivision rule proposed by Whangārei District 

Council Infrastructure Group in relation to appropriate areas of open space is 

amended to take account of corrected calculations for the quantity of 

neighbourhood parks required to meet the needs of future residents. 

 

 

 

 

Robin Rawson  

Parks and Recreation Consultant 
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APPENDIX 1: NEIGHBOURHOOD PARKS   

 

NEIGHBOURHOOD PARKS - CHARACTERISTICS 

The ‘Parks Categories Framework’2; a publication by Recreation Aotearoa, (previously the 

NZ Recreation Association), identifies 8 park categories, and provides the following 

definition of neighbourhood parks: 

A developed urban park designed for use predominantly by the local residential 

community, although the catchment may be wider. Generally smaller in size, ranging 

from 1,000m2 up to 2 hectares. The average useful size is considered to be from 3,000 

to 5,000m2.  

The Neighbourhood Park should be easily accessible, ideally from more than one road 

frontage. It will be well maintained and free draining with flat or gently undulating 

grassed areas for play. The park should be safe and provide an attractive welcoming 

ambiance to the immediate local community (within a ten minute walking distance or 

500 metre radius of urban residential properties).  

Neighbourhood Parks may provide an open grass area suitable for small scale ball play, 

children’s play equipment, youth recreation facilities e.g. basketball half courts, 

seating, amenity lighting, paths and attractive amenity planting.  

Some may contain playing fields but are distinguished from the sports and recreation 

category by being for casual use and not generally booked for regular sports code use.  

Some sites may contain buildings used for local community and recreation functions. 

As identified in this definition, the characteristics of neighbourhood parks include size, 

development capacity and accessibility.  The quantity of space is also important and is 

discussed below.  To provide assurance that open space will be maintained in the future, 

neighbourhood parks need to be in public ownership or otherwise protected and are 

generally vested under the Reserves Act 1977 as a Recreation Reserves. 

 

NEIGHBOURHOOD PARKS- SIZE 

The current Whangārei District Council ‘Open Space Strategy: Open Spaces Special Places’3 

was written in 2001 and notes that there were no national standards for the provision of 

open space at this time.  The strategy includes Auckland Regional Council Open Space 

Standards as Appendix 6, and notes that these standards are included to analyse open 

space.  These standards give a minimum site size for neighbourhood parks of 0.2ha to 0.5ha.  

While the current Auckland Council policy4 now encourages a minimum neighbourhood park 

 
2 ‘Parks Categories Framework’; NZ Recreation Association 2011 
3 ‘Open Space Strategy: Open Spaces Special Places’; Whangārei District Council 2001 
4 ‘Open Space Provision Policy’; Auckland Council 2016  
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size of 0.3ha, 0.2ha is listed by Tauranga as a minimum size5, and is appropriate where there 

are fewer development restrictions.  This size allows for a range of play activities.  

For the purposes of this assessment, a size of 0.2 to 0.5 ha is the recommended size for 

neighbourhood parks.   

 

NEIGHBOURHOOD PARKS – ACCESSIBILITY AND DISTRIBUTION 

Neighbourhood parks are an important part of open space in residential areas, as they 

provide space for play and gathering that can be accessed without the need of a car which is 

more important for children and older people. 

The Auckland Regional Council standards included in the Whangārei District Council open 

space strategy define accessibility to neighbourhood parks as ‘within a ten minute walking 

distance or 500 metre radius of urban residential properties’, however this standard was 

developed prior to 2001 and before medium density development was common.  Auckland 

Council now defines neighbourhood park accessibility as a 600m walk (radial distance proxy 

450m) for low density residential areas and a 400m walk (radial distance proxy 300m) for 

medium density areas.  The urban design assessment by Harrison Grierson included in the 

original plan change application assessed open space using a 400m offset.  

It is my assessment that a 400m walk / 312m accessibility radius is appropriate for 

neighbourhood parks in medium density areas.  

Accessibility is restricted by mobility barriers that include rivers and high-volume roads.  No 

geographic barriers within the subject site have been identified, however high-volume roads 

and a future rail corridor edging the site are assessed as being geographic barriers.   

Distribution of open space can provide a movement function for active transport and may 

provide for biodiversity corridors, and planning should take account of opportunities for 

development patterns that provide for these outcomes. 

Medium density definition has the following definitions: 

‘Medium-density housing means comprehensive developments including four or more dwellings 

with an average density of less than 350 m² per unit. It can include stand-alone dwellings, semi-

detached (or duplex) dwellings, terraced housing or apartments within a building of four 

storeys or less. These can be located on either single or aggregated sites, or as part of larger 

master-planned developments’.6 

‘In New Zealand, LDH’ (low density housing) ‘includes stand-alone dwellings, generally 1–2 

storeys, on an individual section where the size is greater than 400 m2. HDH’ (high density 

housing) ‘includes apartment buildings greater than 6 storeys, with individual dwelling unit 

sizes ranging from studio apartments to 3–4-bedroom apartments.7 

 
5 ‘Best Practice Guide for Open Space’; Tauranga City Council, undated 
6 ‘medium-density-housing-case-study-wellington.pdf (environment.govt.nz)’; Sourced August 2021 
7 ‘MDH definitions :: BRANZ Medium-density housing’ Sourced August 2021 

https://environment.govt.nz/assets/Publications/Files/medium-density-housing-case-study-wellington.pdf
https://www.mdh.org.nz/what-is-mdh/mdh-definitions/
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The ‘General Purpose Residential Zone’ as proposed would have an average site size of 

400m2 and would allow for a minor residential unit as a permitted activity in addition to the 

principal residential unit.  It is my assessment that this zone is appropriately assessed as 

being medium density for the purposes of open spaces assessment  

For the purposes of this assessment, a neighbourhood park accessibility radius of 500m 

has been used for areas zoned as low density, and an accessibility radius of 312m used for 

medium density areas including the General Residential Zone. 

 

NEIGHBOURHOOD PARK – AREA REQUIREMENTS 

Open space is generally quantified and measured as park area per 1,000 population  

The Auckland Regional Council standards included in the Whangārei District Council open 

space strategy give the following open space quantity standards for neighbourhood 

reserves: 

• Provision of 1.2ha per 1,000 population 

A report prepared by Xyst for Whangārei District Council  in July 20178 included the 

following recommendation, however this figure has not been endorsed as part of a strategy:   

‘Nationally an average of 1.4 hectares per 1,000 residents is provided by other 
councils, and it is recommended that Whangārei adopts a similar level of service 
of park provision’. 

 
For the purposes of this assessment, a value of 1.2 ha of neighbourhood park per 1,000 

population has been used to assess area requirements of neighbourhood parks. 

NEIGHBOURHOOD PARKS- DESIGN 

The Auckland Regional Council standards included in the Whangārei District Council open 

space strategy give the following amenity recommendations for neighbourhood parks that 

are also relevant: 

• Adequate spaces for a variety of passive recreation activities;  

• Wide street frontage with views into and from the site for personal safety;  

• Some level, well drained areas; 

• Site lies to the sun (northerly aspect). 

 

It is also noted that the park area needs to be free of other functions, so for example a 

drainage reserve is unlikely to provide for neighbourhood park functions, although co-

location of a neighbourhood reserve with a drainage reserve may improve biodiversity and 

amenity outcomes.  

 
 8 ‘Open Space Review’ prepared for Whangārei District Council by Xyst Ltd, July 2017 



APPENDIX 2: OPEN SPACE CALCULATIONS  

  Zone  
Zone 
(ha) Est. Net area (ha) Area- park area Res units est.  Population est.  

Park area (ha) 
@1.2ha/1000 

Low density - 800-2000m2 residential lots, low 
residential density, (Assumed 1000m2 average 
site) E 9.89 8.90   89.01 222.53   

General residential - 400m2 average medium 
residential density  D 56.08 50.47 46.70 1167.55 2918.88   

          1256.56 3141.40 3.77 

Medium density - medium residential density  C 23.43 21.09 15.47 2343.00 4686.00 5.62 

          Totals for maximum of 2520 dwellings: 

Mixed use - medium to high residential density B   low est.    1263.44 2526.88 3.03 

Town Centre - same as Mixed use  A       
 

  

      high est.    2343.00 4686.00 5.62 

Commercial zone around edges - no residential   23.02 
Net area estimated at 90% zone 
area       

 

Using a maximum of 2520 dwellings, 6.80 hectares of neighbourhood park would be required, (3.77 ha for zones D and E, and 3.03 ha for 

zones A, B and C).  This is 5.35% of the gross site area and could be provided by 14 neighbourhood parks with a size of 5,000 m2. 

Using a higher development rate of 100 apartments per hectare, 9.39 hectares of neighbourhood park would be required, (3.77 ha for zones D 

and E, and 5.62 ha for zones A, B and C).  This is 7.4% of the gross site area and could be provided by 19 neighbourhood parks at 5000m2.  

These areas include the 1048m2 site already vested as Recreation Reserve.   
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Assumptions  

• Neighbourhood open space requirements of 1.2 hectares per 1,000 population. 

• 2.5 people per dwelling.  This figure is derived from the Whangārei District person per dwelling ratio from the Economic Assessment 

provided as further information.  While a person per dwelling ratio of 2.4 is noted for the Marsden Catchment area, the PC150 dwelling 

ratio is a new catchment, and the dwelling rate figure I have used for apartments is less which will reduce the catchment average.  

• 2.0 people per apartment (unverified practical estimate as information not available)  

• Population estimates do not include minor residential units in zones D and E. 

• Transport Assessment by Flow provided with application includes figure of 2520 dwellings total, also noted that the yield study on 

earlier proposal by Harrison Grierson does not provide dwelling numbers for Town Centre and zones B and C, but provides an estimate 

of 228 dwellings for zone E and 1404 dwellings for zone D. 

• Net areas were adjusted -10% for future roads.  This was checked using proposed road layout provided in structure plan provided with 

initial application and this stood up as a reasonable estimate. 

• Apartment density of 100 dwellings per hectare in medium density zone – it is recognised that this is a high level of development but is 

used to form the upper limit for expected residential densities.   
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APPENDIX 3: MARSDEN CITY INDICATIVE NEIGHBOURHOOD PARKS PLAN 

 

Note: Plan is not to scale in this document but can be provided at scale.  
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1. INTRODUCTION, QUALIFICATIONS AND EXPERIENCE 

 

1.1. My full name is Fraser Owen Campbell. I am in practice as an Environmental 

Engineer and the Principal of Campbell Consulting Ltd. 

 

1.2. I hold a Bachelor of Engineering (Agricultural Engineering) from the University of 

Canterbury and a Diploma in Economics from the University of Waikato.  I am a 

Chartered Professional Engineer, an International Professional Engineer and a 

Fellow of Engineering New Zealand (ENZ).  I have 40 years of experience in the field 

of civil/ environmental engineering. 

 

1.3. I have been an engineer with the Water and Soil Division of the Ministry of Works 

and Development (1980 to 1987), Drainage Manager and then Infrastructure & 

Services Manager with Palmerston North City Council (1987 to 1996).  Since 1996, I 

have developed a sole practitioner consultancy specialising in the fields of 

environmental engineering, infrastructure valuation and as an independent hearing 

commissioner. In the role as a consultant, I have worked extensively in the 

Northland region for the four local government agencies as well as private clients. 

 

1.4. As a consultant to Whangarei District Council, I have been involved advising on 

wastewater demand growth, wastewater treatment and disposal options, resource 

management consenting, Conservation Act concessions, private development 

agreements, Development Contributions Policy development and project 

management of construction contracts for treatment plant and disposal upgrades. 

 

1.5. I confirm that I have read the Code of Conduct for Expert Witnesses contained in 

the Environment Court Practice Note and I agree to comply with it.  I confirm I have 

considered all the material facts that I am aware of that might alter or detract from 

the opinions I express.  In particular, 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. 

 

2. OUTLINE OF EVIDENCE 

 

2.1. My statement of evidence includes the following: 

• Background information which will include a history and description of the 

wastewater treatment system and the Ruakaka/Marsden Wastewater 

Catchment. 

• An assessment of the existing waste water treatment system which will 

include an analysis of existing connections, expected connections and 

available capacity of the wastewater system in the Ruakaka/Marsden 

Wastewater Catchment. 
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• An assessment of the impact that the proposal will have on the available 

capacity of the Ruakaka Wastewater system. 

 

3. BACKGROUND INFORMATION  

 

3.1. In the following evidence I have referred to a number of terms which may require 

definition -   

• Wastewater or sewage as what is discharged from each property. 

• Sewer connection being the point where properties connect to the sewer 

network. 

• Sewer being the pipes that convey wastewater or sewage. 

• Sewer network is a collection of sewer pipes or lines and pumping stations. 

• Wastewater treatment plant (WWTP) in this instance being the facility that 

removes solids, reduces bacterial loads and reduces nitrogen and phosphorus as 

required by the resource consents. 

• Wastewater disposal which in Ruakaka / One Tree Point is a discharge to land 

(ground) which adds to the treatment undertaken at the WWTP. 

• Sewerage system as being the as being all of the infrastructure to collect, treat 

and dispose of wastewater. 

3.2. The Ruakaka Sewerage System was first installed in the mid to late 1980’s to serve 

the residential area adjacent to the Marsden Power Station and the harbour side 

area of One Tree Point.  The system consists of a pipe network, a series of pumping 

stations and a treatment plant incorporating land based disposal. 

3.3. The existing two-pond treatment plant, wetland polishing and land disposal area 

was constructed to meet the requirements of the resource consents granted since 

the 1980s by the Northland Regional Council (NRC) and its predecessor.  The 

treatment plant and associated land disposal system have been upgraded a number 

of times since first constructed.  They now consist of incoming automatic and 

manual screens, two oxidation ponds operating in parallel, one aerator, artificial 

wetlands and two land disposal areas. 

The following oblique aerial photograph sows the key elements of the treatment and 

disposal facilities. 
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3.4. The treatment and disposal system operates under four discharge consents which 

were granted by NRC in 2012.  The consent AUT.021532.02 provides for discharge 

to land adjacent to the ponds (Zone 3) and Consent 03 covers discharge to air 

(mainly odour) from the treatment plant.  Both these consents have been put into 

effect and have an expiry date of 31 May 2046. Consent 05 provides for a discharge 

to land to an area referred to as the Rama Rd Block which is north of the treatment 

plant.  Associated with this discharge is a further Consent 06 which provides for 

discharge to air (mainly odour) which arises from the application of the treated 

wastewater to the land.  These two consents have an expiry date of 31 May 2031. 

3.5. The treated wastewater is able to be discharged to Zone 3 up to a consented annual 

daily average flow of 660 m3/day.  The wastewater is applied to the land using four 

outlets from the wetland and soaks into the ground via localised low points.  The 

Rama Rd Block is consented for a sixth month average daily discharge of 1,700 

m3/day for the months October to March and a lower rate of 1,030 m3/day during 

the balance of the year. Some of the wastewater is spray irrigated and the balance 

discharged via a network of perforated low pressure pipes. 

 

3.6. The current wastewater treatment plant has an assessed capacity to treat up to 

1,675 m3/day during the winter period and 2,500 m3/day during the summer 

period.  This capacity can be expanded by the addition of further aerators on the 

two ponds. 

Treatment 

ponds 

Wetlands 

Zone 3 

Disposal area 

Rama Rd Block 

Disposal areas 



5 
 

3.7. The sewer network has been expanded over to service properties in Ruakaka South, 

Marsden Bay, Tamure Place and the land covered by Plan Change 150 (PC150).  

Wastewater was collected initially by a gravity network to a series of pump stations 

which then discharged to the treatment plant by rising mains.  More recently, 

pressure sewage pumps have been installed on each property which then discharge 

into small diameter pressure mains which again discharge into larger pump stations. 

3.8. The internal sewer networks with the land covered by PC 150, flow to two terminal 

pump stations which then discharge via initially 200mm and 315 mm lines and then 

combine into a 450mm line through to the treatment plant.  These sewer trunk 

mains were installed during 2009-2010. 

 

4. SECTION TWO – ASSESSMENT  

 

Wastewater System Capacity 

 

4.1. The wastewater system is broken into three parts namely the network, the 

treatment plant and the disposal system.  I have not assessed the capacity of the 

network which was designed to convey wastewater from a mix of residential, 

commercial and industrial land use activities. 

4.2. The current treatment plant is limited by winter capacity to 1,675 m3/day.  With the 

addition of two further aerators the plant capacity can be increased to 2,085 

m3/day.  Further capacity can be provided by three more aerators to give a total 

capacity of 2,800 m3/day1. 

4.3.  The land disposal system is limited by the current winter period consent to a 

combined average daily flow of 1,690m3/day (660 m3/day Zone 3 and 1,030 

m3/day Rama Rd).  WDC currently does not have any other land consented for 

winter wastewater disposal. 

4.4. WDC were also granted three other consents which allow for the construction and 

operation of an ocean outfall and discharge to the marine environment.  The 

discharge consent 09 provides for a maximum daily dry weather discharge of 185 

litres per second (l/s) or 16,000 m3/day and a maximum wet weather flow of 740 

l/s.  This discharge would require a higher standard of treatment than the current 

twin pond and wetland system could achieve. 

4.5. Current average winter inflow to the wastewater treatment ponds in 2020 was 

1,195 m3/day.  Over the last five years this flow rate has increased from 828m3/day 

(2015) representing a compounded annual growth rate of approximately 7.6%.  The 

number of sewer connections, as household unit equivalents or (HUE’s) over that 

period has increased from 2,882 (end of 2015) to 3,638 (end of 2020) which 

represents a compounded 5% annual increase. See Table 1 below for more details 

 
1 Page 28 Ruakaka Wastewater Treatment Plant – Treatment System Review Report MWH July 2016  
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4.6. The WDC growth projections for Ruakaka/ One Tree Point has assumed growth of 

an annual average of 5.7% from 2020 to 2023 and an annual average of 6.0% from 

2024 to 2028. From then on, the forecast increases fall to 1.1% per annum.  The 

projections for the first eight years are similar to the historical growth rate in the 

plant inflows and numbers of sewer connections.   

 

4.7. The historical inflow rates and projected inflows have been plotted to estimate 

when the available wastewater disposal capacity would be consumed.  An 

additional allowance for future flows from business activities has been shown.  This 

amounts to an additional 10% of the forecasted residential flows. The attached 

graph as Appendix 3, indicates that this is expected to occur around the year 2027.  

If significant additional flows from business activities occurred, then this date would 

be expected to be brought forward. 

4.8. Prior to those dates, decisions and actions would be required to provide additional 

disposal capacity.  The planned staging of these and further works is discussed 

further in the evidence of Mr Simon Charles, The Whangarei District Councill (WDC) 

Waste and Drainage Manager 

PC150 Wastewater Demand 

4.9. The land covered by the proposed plan change was originally zoned for primarily 

mixed-use commercial and industrial activities, with limited opportunities for 

residential development. Assessments undertaken in 2008 as part of a development 

agreement between WDC and a number of landowners in the area, estimated the 

total daily demand for the land associated with PC 150 to be 1,650m3/day2.  This 

agreement, which is referred to as the BBLOA Agreement, set out the 

responsibilities of the members of the BBLOA and the WDC on the provision and 

funding of wastewater infrastructure in the area.  Land included in the agreement 
was able to be developed and infrastructure provided on an as required basis.  Thus, 

infrastructure was constructed in response to the actual growth in wastewater flows based 

on a programme of works.  The Agreement had a defined life of ten years after which it 

terminated.  The Termination Agreement dated July 2018 set out the agreed capacity 

allocated to each member based on the investment that each member made during the 

time the agreement was in place.  It was anticipated in the BBLOA agreement that the 

ultimate combined system would be able to handle dry weather flows in excess of 

11,000 m3/day. This was conditional on significant further investment in treatment 

and disposal facilities.  The terminated BBLOA made provision for 122 HUE for Marsden 

City Ltd Partnership and 69 HUE for GNLC Ltd based on historical contribution to upgrades 

of the WWTP and disposal areas. 

4.10. Subsequent changes to the types of activities provided for on the proposed plan 

change area, revised the daily flow to 1,325m3/day3. This was based on a mixture of 

 
2 Schedule 8 of the Development Agreement between WDC and the Bream Bay Land Owners Association 
(BBLOA) 
3 Assessment of wastewater demand for North Holdings (now Marsden City Ltd) and Great Northern Land 
Company (now GNLC) 
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residential, commercial, light industry and general industry.  It was acknowledged 

that these daily discharges would be subject to the availability of a new disposal 

system (and associated treatment plant). 

4.11.  Using the Wastewater Assessment from the Maven report 4 the dry weather peak 

daily flow (DWPDF) for the PC 150 area has been assessed to be 4,739 m3/day.  I 

have estimated the dry weather average daily flow to be 1,737 m3/day based on 

peaking factors for residential dwellings of 2.5. 

4.12. Thus, from the above analysis the average daily dry weather flows have changed 

from the original assessment of 1,650 m3/day (2008) and the revised flow of 1,325 

m3/day (2016), to the most recent assessment of 1,737 m3/day.  The peak daily 

flows generally occur in the morning and evening in residential areas due to the 

activities of the residents such as washing, showering, food preparation and toilet 

use.  For business activities they tend not to have these diurnal peaks. 

4.13. The existing wastewater treatment and disposal facilities were not designed to 

meet the original or more recent reassessments of demand from the land covered 

by PC150 nor from other land that was covered by the previous BBLOA agreement.  

It was always expected that a significant expansion of treatment and disposal 

capacity would be required. 

4.14. The current wastewater treatment plant and land-based disposal is not impacted by 

diurnal peaks and thus the capacity of these facilities is based on average daily 

flows. The treatment system using large ponds buffer the incoming flows to the 

extent that the treatment process is not impacted.   The design of the reticulation 

network, particularly those using gravity connections is based on peak daily flows 

(both dry and wet weather).  Future treatment plants are likely to be designed to 

accommodate these diurnal peaks.  

Catchment Demand 

4.15. I have reviewed the number of new connections to the Ruakaka/ One Tree Point 

Wastewater Network over the last 12 years.  The table below shows the number of 

new connections per year based on HUE equivalents.  As can be seen there was a 

significant increase in the number of connections during 2013 as an established part 

of Ruakaka South was changed over from septic tanks to the reticulated network. 

Table 1: Wastewater Connections 

Sewer Connections (no.) 

Year 
Connected 

Annual 
Total 

Running 
Total 

2008 1,482 1,482 

2009 84 1,566 

2010 41 1,607 

2011 158 1,765 

 
4 Wastewater Section 6.2 of Infrastructure Report for PPC Request, Ken Ha Maven Associates, 15 July 2021 
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2012 66 1,831 

2013 868 2,699 

2014 90 2,789 

2015 93 2,882 

2016 163 3,045 

2017 120 3,165 

2018 144 3,309 

2019 223 3,532 

2020 96 3,628 

2021 10 3,638 

Grand Total 3,638  

 

The geographic spread of these sewer connections is shown on the plot in 

Appendix 1 together with the location of the areas and developments in the table 

below. 

These connections have resulted in an annual average inflow to the WWTP of 1,203 

m3/day during the 2020 calendar year. 

4.16. Analysing the number of consented5 residential and commercial allotments and the 

number of sewer connections installed the following table was prepared. The land 

that the listed “Area or Development” refers to is shown in the map attached as 

Appendix 2. 

Table 2: Connections and Remaining Capacity  

Area or 
Development 

Consented 
Demand (HUE) 

Connections 
(HUEs) 

Remaining 
Demand HUE 

One Tree Point 1010 979 31 

Marsden Cove 600 256 344 

Marsden Bay 125 120 5 

Marsden Point 262 262 
 

Ruakaka 604 603 1 

Marsden City 150 4 146 

GLNC 94 72 22 

Marsden Point Rd 393 378 15 

Tamure Pl other 220 196 24 

Tamure Pl- Keith 88 0 88 

Ruakaka South 768 732 36 

The Landing 454 36 418 

St Just Enterprises 310 0 310 

Totals 5,078 3,638 1,440 

 
5 Consented in this instance refers to the number HUEs approved by way of granted subdivision consents as 
opposed to building or land use consent.  The developments these consents have provided for are being 
subdivided and constructed over varying time frames. 
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Taking the total winter disposal capacity of 1,690m3/day and deducting the 2020 

average winter plant inflow of 1,195 m3/day gives a current capacity surplus of 495 

m3/day.  From the table above the remaining demand, based on already consented 

developments, is 1,440 HUE’s. This would lead to a further flow to the WWTP of 

approximately 720 m3/day based on a flow of 0.5 m3/day per HUE.  This is greater 

than the existing surplus capacity of 495 m3/day and thus would exceed the 

capacity of the existing treatment and disposal facilities.  The above table provides 

for 244 HUEs associated with PC150 land.  The PC150 proposed zoning would 

require 3,474 HUEs (based on average daily flow of 1,737m3/day and 0.5 m3/day 

per HUE.  Thus, the proposed zoning of PC150 if fully developed as proposed would 

lead to wastewater flows well in excess of the existing treatment and disposal 

facilities capacity. 

The above table does not take into account other land within the drainage area 

than can physically be serviced by the wastewater scheme that has not been 

subdivided or granted a subdivision consent.  Most of this land has a business or 

commercial zoning and is either in pasture or has a business use that relies on on-

site wastewater disposal. 

4.17. Mr Simon Charles, the Whangarei District Waste and Drainage Manager will provide 

evidence on the Councils plans to fund and provide additional wastewater 

treatment and disposal capacity. 

 

5. KEY FINDINGS 

 

5.1. The Ruakaka/ One Tree Point Wastewater Scheme currently has 1,690 m3/day 

capacity based on the consented winter discharge limit. 

5.2. Resource consents have been granted for treatment and disposal projects that 

would provide a future capacity of up to 16,000 m3/day (dry weather flow). 

5.3. Currently wastewater treatment capacity is limited to 1,675 m3/day and disposal 

capacity of 1,690 m3/day 

5.4. Given the current and projected rates of growth there is approximately 5-6 years 

capacity before further treatment and disposal capacity is required.  The actual 

timing is dependent on the rate of growth of both new sewer connections and flows 

to the treatment plant. 

5.5. To provide for long term projected growth a new wastewater treatment plant is 

planned together with an ocean outfall to receive the treated wastewater. 

5.6. The development proposed by Plan Change 150 cannot be accommodated with the 

existing treatment and land disposal facilities either in isolation or in combination 

with other consented developments within the catchment. 

5.7. I have not reviewed in detail the assumptions and basis of the wastewater flows in 

the Maven Infrastructure Report with previous assessments but my conclusion is 
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that the Maven calculated average daily flows and peak flows are greater than the 

original 2008 estimates and the more recent 2016 estimates. 

 

6. CONCLUSIONs 

 

6.1 In my opinion there is not adequate capacity in the existing treatment and 

disposal facilities to receive the assessed flow from the developments promoted 

by Plan Change 150. 

6.2 Notwithstanding this I have been advised that WDC has made provision for 

constructing a new wastewater treatment plant within the 2021-31 Long Term 

Plan and that provision has been made in the 30 Year Infrastructure Strategy for 

an ocean outfall. 

6.3 The timing of developments associated with PC150 and other land holdings 

within the Ruakaka One Tree Point wastewater catchment are linked with the 

provision of further wastewater and disposal facilities. 

6.4 I would like to thank the PC150 Hearing Panel and the Marsden City Ltd 

Partnership for their time and consideration of this evidence. 

 

Fraser Campbell 

Principal  

Campbell Consulting Ltd 
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Appendix 1 Ruakaka sewer Connections Over Time 
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Appendix 2 Ruakaka Wastewater Development Areas 



 

Appendix 3 Winter Inflow Projections – Treatment and Disposal Trigger Points 
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