
SUMMARY STATEMENT OF EVIDENCE 

1.1 In my chief evidence I have relied on the evidence of Ms Robin Rawson in relation 
to the appropriate size, number, location and distribution of neighbour hood parks 
and town centre parks within the area of land proposed to be re-zoned in Plan 
Change 150 - Marden City Private Plan Change (PC150). 

 
1.2 I have read the planning evidence dated 20 October 2021 that Mr Badham has 

provided in rebuttal on behalf of applicant.  I would like to address comments 
made in this rebuttal. 
 

APPLICANTS REBUTTAL PLANNING EVIDENCE (Paragraphs 3.11 and 3.12) 

 
1.3 Mr Badham has discussed two new open space provisions in paragraphs 3.11 -3.12 

and indicates that the applicant has agreed to including these provisions in the plan 
change. 
 

1.4 To be absolutely clear: 
 

1.4.1 Whangarei District Council Parks and Recreation Department 
(WDC Parks), has not been a party to the discussions during which 
these provisions were developed 

1.4.2 WDC Parks does not consider that the provisions address the 
substance of the submission that WDC Parks made on PC150 
which seeks application of appropriate planning provisions to 
ensure that adequate parks can be provided for all of Marsden 
City (being the land subject to PC150). 

 
2.0 APPLICANTS REBUTTAL PLANNING EVIDENCE (Paragraphs 3.11 and 3.12) 

 
2.1 Mr Badham has discussed the WDC Parks submission and my evidence on provision 

of open space areas in paragraphs 4.8 - 4.14. 
 

2.2 Mr Badham refers to prior conversations held between the applicant and WDC 
Parks.  There are two points that I would like to note in relation to these 
conversations before I address the substance of Mr Badham’s comments.  First, I 
was not involved in the discussions because they occurred prior to the 
commencement of my current role as an Infrastructure Planner for the Whangarei 
District Council Infrastructure Group.  I have consulted with the previous planner 
(Ms Osborne) to obtain historical context for the WDC Parks submission and to 
ensure that I am appropriately informed. 
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2.3 Secondly, the WDC Parks submission was lodged as a formal response to PC150 as 
it was notified.  This was necessary because there was not agreement between the 
applicant and WDC Parks about the nature of appropriate provisions to provide for 
future parks and reserves within the Marsden City area. 

 
2.4 I agree with Mr Badham that zoning areas for future parks as Open Space Zone as 

was suggested by the inclusion of “indicative open space” in the original application 
is not appropriate.  The approach does not provide necessary flexibility for either 
WDC Parks or for developers.   

 
2.5 While initial discussions between WDC Parks and the applicant resulted in an 

agreement that future parks and reserves should not be provided by way of zoning, 
there was agreement that appropriate provisions needed to be provided to ensure 
parks were able to be acquired at the subdivision stage.  

 
2.6 A new policy was introduced to address the matter and I agree that the proposed 

policy is appropriate, but this needs to be supported with rules. 
 

2.7 We do not agree about the nature of the planning provisions required to support 
the policy.  The additional provisions which Mr Badham is supporting do not fully 
address the substance of the WDC Parks submission.  They do not provide for 
future parks throughout Marsden City, nor do they achieve the distribution as 
recommended by Ms Rawson. 

 
2.8 In my opinion, it is best to take an approach for Marsden City which is consistent 

with the approach taken within the Whangarei District Plan for the only other 
large-scale, largely undeveloped land area within Whangarei District; the Port 
Nikau Development Area (PNDA). 

 
2.9 The PNDA features: 

 
2.9.1 Rules to ensure future parks and open spaces are provided. 
2.9.2 A map to ensure that parks and open spaces are provided in 

sufficient numbers and sizes and at appropriate locations. 
2.9.3 A rule to ensure that the future parks and open spaces can be 

appropriately managed and operated once they are vested. 
 

2.10 Mr Badham has expressed concern about the way the provisions I have 
recommended are drafted and has questioned their interpretation and workability.  
I have reviewed the provisions and still consider that on balance they provide a 
workable solution.  If there are any points in particular that can be amended to 
improve their workability, I am open to discussion and amendments. 
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2.11 My previous evidence has indicated that WDC Parks is willing to work with the 
applicant to refine the provisions that I have recommended.  Since my evidence 
was circulated, there has not been further discussion with the applicant.   

 
2.12 I acknowledge that the private plan change process for PC150 is quite advanced.  

However, my view is that it would be far better to work on these provisions 
together now, and to appropriately provide for future parks and open spaces, than 
to do so within an appeal process. 
 

CONCLUSION 

 
1.1 At this time, I have not read any evidence that is sufficient to for me to change the 

planning recommendations that I have made within my evidence dated 10 August 
2021. 

 
1.2 WDC Parks is still willing to work with the applicant to refine the provisions 

(including the indicative map) presented within my evidence. 
 

 

 

 

 


