
Marsden City PC150 - Parks Planning hearing statement – Robin Rawson 

I have considered the rebuttal evidence of the Applicant’s Planner and changes to the proposal 

including zoning.  It remains my assessment that the precinct rules as currently proposed will not 
ensure that adequate land will be provided as neighbourhood parks to meet the needs of future 

residents, and that additional planning provisions are needed to ensure that sufficient parks are 
provided.   

As detailed in Appendix 1 of my parks planning evidence, an optimal neighbourhood park network 

has appropriately sized, designed and developed parks with a distribution that makes them 

accessible, and sufficient areas of parks to provide for the recreational needs of residents.  In 

medium density developments the number of parks needed to fulfill the area requirements for the 

resident population overtake the number of parks needed to provide an accessible distribution.  

This is not ‘double-dipping’ as described by the Applicant’s Planner, instead it is provision of 
sufficient park area to meet the neighbourhood park needs of the residents.  

While the Applicant’s Planner considers that the indicative neighbourhood park plan included in my 

evidence as Appendix 3 is ‘excessive and not sufficiently justified’, this statement is not supported 

by parks and recreation assessment or good practice.  This plan was clearly titled as an ‘indicative 

neighbourhood parks plan’ and the plan key noted that many of the parks were ‘possible location of 
additional neighbourhood parks’.  The plan was provided to show what good parks provision for 

medium density residential development looks like where parks need to be provided at a higher 
density than indicated by analysis by walking catchments.   

We are more familiar with low density development in New Zealand, and while the indicative plan 

showed a surprisingly high number of neighbourhood parks, this provision is consistent with Perth 

(Australia) planning rules requiring 10% of net site area of higher density developments to be set 

aside as open space, and open space provision in many denser cities including Sydney where 

parks are 9% of the city area.  Apartment dwellers and those living on small sections have greater 
reliance on public open space for recreation than those with larger sections.   



For retirement villages and larger apartment developments, I note that private open space may 
substitute for some but not all public open space.   

The applicant proposes two changes to the proposed rules relevant to open space provision.  

Firstly, an area of at least 1,800m2 is proposed to be set aside as a ‘publicly accessible open 

space’ within the Marsden Town Centre Zone.  As noted in my evidence, it is my assessment that 

this open space will have a civic function and will not substantially contribute to the neighbourhood 
park network. 

The second amendment to the proposed rules is that ‘An area of land within ...Lot 59 DP 465292 is 

proposed as publicly accessible open space reserve’.  It is now proposed that 16 hectares within 

Lot 59 will be zoned for residential development (zones B and D).  I calculate that if this property is 

developed to capacity as medium density development, that an area of 1.9 hectares of 

neighbourhood park would be needed for future residents to achieve provision of 1.2 hectares per 
1,000 residents.  This would be 4-6 neighbourhood parks at 0.3-0.5 hectares each.  

I acknowledge that population figures used for traffic modelling indicate that development may be 

at 70% of these population figures, suggesting that 1.3 hectares of land would be needed providing 

3-4 neighbourhood parks for future residents.  Even with these adjusted figures I consider that a 

rule that proposes ‘an area of land’ set aside as open space within Lot 59 misrepresents the likely 
demand for open space generated within this lot.   

Noisy areas of open space are less attractive to activity than quieter areas, however in limited 

situations including skate parks, open space in areas with higher noise control can be useful and 
may not detract from use.   

In summary it remains my assessment that the application as proposed does not provide sufficient 

assurance that open space requirements for neighbourhood parks will meet the needs of future 
residents of the PC150 area.   



Proposal on which evidence is based:

1.2ha /1000 / 2.5 people low density, 2.0 people medium
Zone  Zone ha Est. Net area (ha) Area ‐ park area Res units PopulationPark area (ha) 

Low density - 2000m2 ish residential lots, (very) low 
residential density, E 9.89 8.90 89 223 1000m2  average site
General residential - 400m2 average, low-medium 
residential density D 56.08 50.47 46.70 1168 2919 400m2 site 

1257 3141 3.77
Medium density - medium residential density C 23.43 21.09 15.47 2344 4688 5.63 2 people per apart. Park totals for site

Totals for 2520 dwellings 66m2 site 6.8 ha low est.
Mixed use - medium to high residential density B low est.  1260.5 2521.0 3.03 6.79 9.4 ha high est.

Town Centre - same as Mixed use A
(2517 dwellings total) 

14‐30 parks

 9.39
Commercial zone around edges - no residential 23.02 Net area estimated at 90% zone area

112.42

Proposal as amended prior to hearing:

Zone  Zone ha Est. Net area (ha) Area ‐ park area Res units PopulationPark area (ha) 
General residential - 400m2 average, low-medium 
residential density D 60.28 54.25 1356 3391 4.07

400m2 site 2.5 res / RU 1.2 ha/1000

Medium density - medium residential density C 23.43 21.09 15.47 2344 4688 5.63
66 m2 site 2 res /RU 1.2ha/1000 Total:

Mixed use - medium to high residential density B low est.  1161 2321 2.79 6.85
Town Centre - same as Mixed use A (2517 dwellings total)  ha
 high est.  2343.9 4688 5.6 9.69
Commercial zone around edges - no residential 26.61 Net area estimated at 90% zone area

110.32

Lot 59
Zone  Zone ha Est. Net area (ha) Area ‐ park area Res units PopulationPark area (ha) 

General residential - 400m2 average, low-medium 
residential density D 13.28 13.28 11.38 285 711 0.85 1.9 1.33

400m2 site 2.5 res / RU 1.2 ha/1000 0.3 6.33 4.43
Mixed use - medium to high residential density B 2.90 2.90 2.90 439 879 1.05 round down 6 4

439.4 1590 1.9 0.5 3.8 2.66
Park as proposed 0.18ha Total round up 4 3

4 to 6 3 to 4
0.2 4 to 9 3 to 6


