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1  OUTLINE 
 
This report considers submissions and further submissions which were received in 
response to proposed Plan Change 15 to the Waitakere City District Plan (referred to in 
this report as “the Plan Change”).  Additional submissions to the Plan Change are 
onsidered in submission hearing reports under other topic headings. c

 
This report has been prepared in accordance with section 42(a) of the Resource 
Management Act to assist the Joint ARPS and District Plan Changes Hearings Panel (“the 
Hearings Panel”) with its consideration of submissions received in respect of the Plan 

hanges. C
 
The report discusses each submission or groups of similar submissions and includes a 
recommendation on submissions that has been made by staff preparing the report, but it 
is not the decision of the Waitakere City Council (“the Council”).  Recommendations 
are made following the summary of original submissions.  However, in keeping with 
standard practice, recommendations are not directly made with respect to further 
ubmissions in support of or in opposition to the original submissions.   s

 
Submitters and further submitters are invited to attend the hearing and present evidence in 
support of their submissions for the Hearings Panel to consider.  Alternatively if submitters 
and further submitters are unable to attend the hearing they may provide written evidence 

hich will be tabled for the Hearings Panel to consider. w
 
Following consideration of all the submissions and supporting evidence, if any, presented 
by the submitters and further submitters at the hearing to the Hearings Panel, the 
Hearings Panel will make recommendations to the Waitakere City Council.  The Council 
will consider those recommendations and then make a decision concerning each 
ubmission. s
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The suggested amendments to the Waitakere City District Plan arising from the staff 
recommendations discussed throughout this report are listed in full in Appendix 1.  The 
suggested amendments are set out in the same style as the Waitakere City District Plan.  
However, it should be noted that a number of submissions, that will be considered 
separately from this report, have sought broad amendments to the content and direction of 
other proposed changes and the inclusion of additional matters.  This may result in some 
changes to the wording, structure and format of these provisions, which is not reflected in 
Appendix 1. 
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2  BACKGROUND 
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Proposed Plan Changes 15 (“the Plan Change”) was notified on 31 March 2005 as a 
requirement of the Local Government (Auckland) Amendment Act 2004 (“the LGAAA”).  
Amongst other things, the Act required Auckland local authorities to prepare and notify 
changes to their district plans to provide for integrated land transport and land use 
rovisions that are consistent with the Auckland Regional Growth Strategy. p

 
The LGAAA and the relationship between the LGAAA and the Resource Management Act 

991 (“the RMA”) is discussed further in section 3 of this report. 1
 
In response to the requirements of the LGAAA, Waitakere City Council publicly notified six 

lan Changes (being Plan Changes 13 to 18 inclusive).  The Plan Changes provide for: P
 
• The establishment of three new peripheral urban growth areas, which are primarily 

intended to provide for the development of commercial and industrial activities (Plan 
hanges 13, 14 and 15); and C

 
• The introduction of a new chapter in the Policy Section of the District Plan to provide 

additional objectives and policies concerned with the management of growth (Plan 
hange 16); and C

 
• Specific rules and supporting policies intended to facilitate and encourage the 

intensification of development in and around the New Lynn town centre (Plan Change 
7); and 1

 
• The establishment of new rules to more effectively manage the impacts of growth and 

intensification (Plan Change 18). 
 
This report addresses those submissions that are specific to Plan Change 15.  However, 
some submissions made on Plan Change 15 which concern general issues are addressed 

 other reports.  in
 



 
3  STATUTORY FRAMEWORK 
 
3.1 LOCAL GOVERNMENT (AUCKLAND) AMENDMENT ACT 2004  

 

The LGAAA requires that all councils in the Auckland Region integrate their land transport 
and land use provisions and ensure these are consistent with the Auckland Regional 
Growth Strategy (ARGS), give effect to its growth concept and contribute to the matters 
specified in Schedule 5.  

Part 2 of the LGAAA focuses on “Auckland Region land transport and storm water” and 
includes sections 6 to 44. The purpose of Part 2 is set out in section 6: 

The purpose of this Part is to- 

(a) assign to the Auckland Regional Council principal responsibility for- 
i.) setting the strategy for the Auckland regional land transport system; and  
ii) integrating the planning, funding and development of the Auckland regional 

land transport system; and 

iii) stormwater funding in the long-term interests of the Auckland Region (to the 
extent that this function was, before the commencement of this Act, the 
responsibility of Infrastructure Auckland; and 

(b) establish the Auckland Regional Transport Authority and Auckland Regional 
Holdings to assist the Auckland Regional Council to discharge that responsibility; 
and 

(c) dissolve Infrastructure Auckland, and transfer its assets and liabilities to Auckland 
Regional Holdings and other organisations; and 

(d) require Auckland local authorities to prepare and notify changes to the policy 
statement and plans under the Resource Management Act 1991 to provide for 
integrated land transport and land use provisions that are consistent with the 
Auckland Regional Growth Strategy.  

The subsection of key interest here is section 6 (d).  It is important to note that the test in 
section 6 (d) is one of consistency. 

Section 40 on the extent of land transport and land use changes states: 

(1) A land transport and land use change is a change or variation to an Auckland 
planning document by including issues, objectives, policies, and descriptions of 
methods for the purpose of- 

(a)  Giving effect, in an integrated manner, to the growth concept in the Auckland 
Regional Growth Strategy prepared under section 37SE of the Local 
Government Act 1974; and 

(b) contributing, in an integrated manner, to the matters specified in Schedule 5. 
(2) A change for the purposes of subsection (1)(a) and a change for the purposes of 

subsection (l)(b) must, in relation to each other, be integrated. 

Section 40 (1) further underscores the importance of the ARGS by requiring changes or 
variations to give effect to the ARGS growth concept.  The importance of integration is 
stressed through Section 40 (1) (b) and (2).  
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Schedule 5: Land transport and land use changes, indicates that for section 40 (1) (b) the 
matters are as follows: 
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(a) providing increased certainty in the assessment of resource consents, designations, 
and plan changes related to transport and urban form, and ensuring that transport 
and land use patterns are aligned to achieve sustainability, efficiency, and liveability 
in the Auckland Region; and 

(b)  managing transport and transport infrastructure, facilitating a multimodal transport 
network, and facilitating integrated transport management; and 

(c)  reducing adverse effects of transport on the environment (including improving air 
and water quality, reducing noise and stormwater, improving heritage protection and 
reducing community disruption and transport land use), and reducing the adverse 
effects and increasing the positive interactions of transport and land use; and 

(d)  supporting compact sustainable urban form and sustainable urban land use 
intensification (including location, timing and sequencing issues, and associated 
quality, character, and values of urban form and design); and 

(e) integrating transport and land use policies to reinforce metropolitan urban and rural 
objectives of the Auckland Regional Policy Statement, the development of a 
competitive and efficient economy and a high quality of life, underpinned by a 
quality environment and amenity. 

The matters that the LGAAA requires to be included in changes to statutory documents 
support the RMA’s purpose of promoting sustainable management of natural and physical 
resources.   

 
3.2 RESOURCE MANAGEMENT ACT 1991 PROVISIONS 

 
The purpose of the RMA, as outlined in Part II of the Act, is the sustainable management 
of natural and physical resources.  Part II also outlines the matters, including those 
matters of national importance, to which Council must have regard to and provide for in 
chieving that purpose. a

 
The purpose of a district plan as outlined in section 72 is to assist Council to carry out its 
functions.  Councils’ functions are outlined in Section 31 as the control of actual and 
potential effects of the use, development or protection of land and associated natural and 
physical resources in order to achieve the purpose of the RMA.  Councils are obliged to 
establish, implement and review the objectives, policies and methods to achieve this and 
an also include rules, which prohibit, regulate or allow certain activities. c

 
Section 32(2) of the RMA 1991 requires a further “s.32” evaluation by the local authority 
before making any decision on submissions under clause 10 or clause 29(4) of Schedule 1 
of the RMA 1991.  As the preparation of recommendations is part of the process leading to 
decision by the Council, it is appropriate that the further evaluation be undertaken when 
reparing recommendations. p

 
he evaluation must examine: T

 



 
(a)  the extent to which each objective is the most appropriate way to achieve the 

purpose of this Act; and 
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, or 

 that s.32 has been complied with.  Where no changes are recommended, the 
original s.32 evaluation carried out in preparation of the notified Plan Change continues in 

t. 
 

trategy (ARGS) and to give 

rategically to enhance the region’s future.  Environmental protection and 

4) gave statutory recognition to the Auckland 
8 

y 

ues: 
viders of infrastructure to plan to 

ubsection 4 required that an (Auckland) regional growth strategy not be inconsistent with 

appearance of potential conflicts between the two statutes and their requirements, the 
LGAAA, as the more specific legislation applies.

(b) whether, having regard to their efficiency and effectiveness, the policies, rules
other methods are the most appropriate for achieving the objectives. 

 
Where the report recommends changes in response to submissions, the author has 
evaluated the recommended changes in accordance with (a) and (b) above and is 
satisfied

effec

3.3 THE RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN THE RMA AND THE LGAAA 
 
The matters that the LGAAA requires be included in changes to statutory documents, that 

, changes consistent with the Auckland Regional Growth Sis
effect to its growth concept, can be taken as promoting the RMA’s purpose of promoting 
sustainable management of natural and physical resources.   
 
The impetus for the Auckland Regional Growth Strategy (ARGS) grew out of the statutory 
processes surrounding the region’s first ARPS, and the region’s desire to work together 

ore stm
sustainable management of the region’s natural and physical resources is central to the 
ARGS.  
 

he Local Government Act (LGA 197T
Regional Growth Forum and legitimised work on a growth strategy through a 199
amendment.  Section SE37 stated that: 
 
(1)  The Auckland Regional Council must prepare and adopt a regional growth strateg

for its region. 
(2)  The objective of the strategy for the Auckland Region will be to ensure growth is 

accommodated in a way that meets the best interests of the inhabitants of the 
Auckland Region. 

(3)  The regional growth strategy prepared under this section may include (but need not 
be limited to) 

(a)  Identification of the anticipated and preferred locations of growth within the Auckland 
Region: 

(b)  A statement of key values for considering growth iss
c)  Information about future growth to assist regional pro(

meet future requirements: 
(d)  Such other matters as are considered appropriate. 
  

S
any operative or proposed regional policy statement, while 5 provided for reviews.  
 
It is acknowledged that the RMA and the LGAAA legislative language varies somewhat, 
and may give rise to a range of views about what is appropriate, and under what statute.  
For the avoidance of doubt, this hearing report assumes that the changes proposed are to 
meet the LGAAA requirements, and that these requirements fall within the RMA’s 
requirements.  Again, for the avoidance of doubt, if there are any doubts, or the 



 
4  OTHER RELEVANT DOCUMENTS AND STRATEGIES 

I:\transfer\PC15\PC 15 Planners Report to the Panel January 2007.doc 7

 

4.1 THE AUCKLAND REGIONAL GROWTH STRATEGY: 2050 
 
4.1.1 An Overview 
 
The ARGS represents the future vision for the Auckland region by its councils working 
jointly together in the Auckland Regional Growth Forum. It seeks to promote the 
sustainable management of the region’s resources within a sustainable development 
framework.  It was launched by Auckland councils in late 1999, with the then reviewed 

egional Land Transport Strategy (ARLTS).  R
 
The strategy provides a vision for what Auckland could look like in 2050 when it may have 
a population of 2 million. It built on the policy approach in the Auckland Regional Policy 
Statement (ARPS).   However it contrasts with the ARPS and District Plans that under the 
RMA are operative for 10 years, and tend to focus on a far shorter time horizon.  The 
Auckland Regional Growth Strategy (ARGS) seeks to take an integrated strategic 
pproach to regional growth management into the longer term.  Its vision is to sustain: a

 
• strong, supportive communities, 
• a high quality living environment, 
• a region that is easy to get around, and 
 protection of the coast and surrounding natural environment. •

 
he ARGS states that: T

 
Three key themes relating to the major issues and growth pressures facing the Auckland 
region emerge from these prioritised desired outcomes.  They are: 

 
 diversity and choice optimised, • desirable communities and

• accessibility optimised, 
 natural and physical environment optimised. •

 
When the ARGS was launched Auckland councils signed a Memorandum of 
Understanding committing themselves to its effective implementation through appropriate 
resourcing of growth work, committing to develop sector agreements within two years of 
the ARGS having been signed and implementing these.   

One crucial aspect of implementation includes ongoing changes to RMA policy statements 
and plans to incorporate relevant aspects of the ARGS and its sector agreements.   

4.1.2 The Growth Concept 
 
The “Growth Concept” is a snapshot of how the region could look at 2050 if growth is 

anaged according to the vision, outcomes and principles.  m
 

ey features of the “Growth Concept” are: K
 
• that growth will be managed by promoting quality, compact urban environments 

(intensification) to assist with managing the effects of growth; 



 
• most growth within the existing metropolitan area with development outside current 

urban limits only where environmental, accessibility and community principles can be 
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met;  
• most urban growth focused around town centres and major transport routes to create 

higher density communities, with a variety of housing, jobs, services, recreational and 
other activities (mixed use); 

• much less emphasis on general infill throughout suburban areas; 
 development of the most highly valued and sensitive natural areas is avoided. •

 
Looking out to 2050, some expansion in new greenfield areas was seen as necessary to 
provide sufficient land and locational choice for dwellings and businesses.  If all proposed 
greenfield development proceeds the Auckland region’s metropolitan area may increase 
y about 10% or 5000 hectares, over the 50-year timeframe.  b

 
By 2050, more than a quarter of the population (more than 500,000 people) could be living 
in higher density, multi-unit accommodation compared with less than an eighth or 125,000 
people in 1996.  However, even after 50 years, 70% of people could still live at lower 
densities in the suburbs and rural areas. 
 
It is acknowledged that the LGAAA requirement to give effect to the growth concept, is 
somewhat problematic for the Section 32 evaluation.  The Auckland Regional Growth 
Strategy (ARGS) is a broad brush strategic document, reliant on technical and 
onsultative work done to underpin it but which is not part of it.  The ARGS notes that: c

 
The Growth Concept is essentially a snapshot that illustrates how the Growth Forum 
believes the region could look in the year 2050 if growth is managed according to the 
vision, outcomes and principles contained in the strategy.  The Growth Concept provides 
one possible future scenario for the Auckland region.  The use of sector and local area 
agreements provides flexibility for a number of alternative scenarios to eventuate at a 
sector level.  Therefore sector and local area agreements may result in changes to this 
Growth Concept as other options are assessed against the vision, priority outcomes and 

 and its members at a sector level. (p27) principles and agreed by the Growth Forum
 
In other words, further work may raise issues with the focus of growth in a specific area, 
and which could compromise the vision, outcomes and principles.  Maintaining the 
commitment to the ARGS may require reconsideration of detailed aspects of sector and 

ther agreements and thus changes to them, and to the growth concept.   o
 
In addition, further technical work may well be needed to implement sector agreements 
and to include relevant aspects in district plans. At times, such work may require details of 
ector agreements to be reconsidered and may result in changes to them. s

 
The way that the ARGS is set up is important.  It outlines a vision, key principles and 
outcomes with a growth concept; these are to be implemented through Memoranda of 
Understanding between the councils (and also with others), through the development of 
sector agreements, and sector agreement implementation of these through various 
mechanisms including changes to statutory documents.  The ARGS broad brush picture 

 expected to remain the largely the same or similar, but the specifics may alter.  is
 
Each step in the process enables further consideration of whether what was envisaged in 
the higher, more general document actually continues to be a good fit with the ARGS 
vision, principles and outcomes, or whether further refinement is necessary.  The ARGS 



 
acknowledges it is a living strategy.  Consequently, reviews are important and 
implementation needs to reflect emerging issues.   
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.1.3  The Northern and Western Sectors Agreement 4

 
The Memorandum of Understanding signed by the Regional Growth Forum members 
committed the members to sector-based agreements as a method of implementing the 
ARPS.  Four geographic sectors were identified in the ARGS.  Issues for the northern and 
western sectors are combined in the Northern and Western Sectors Agreement, October 
2001.  This was prepared by North Shore City Council, Rodney District Council, Waitakere 

ity Council and Auckland Regional Council who are signatories to the agreement. C
 
The sector agreements are an important tool for implementation of the ARGS.  However, 
they are not a statutory document, nor are they incorporated by reference into the LGAAA, 
and were not expressly prepared under other legislation.  Therefore there is no 
requirement to “have regard to” or “give effect to” sector agreements.  Nevertheless where 
a submission refers to the Northern and Western Sectors Agreement, then regard may be 
had to the sector agreement within the context of that submission (refer submissions 85/8, 
251/49, 259/9, 257/258 and 250/166).  Also the implementation of the sector agreement 

ay be given as a reason for a particular recommendation on a submission. m
 
.3  THE NEW ZEALAND COASTAL POLICY STATEMENT 4

 
The New Zealand Coastal Policy Statement (NZCPS) is a national policy statement 
containing policies on the coastal environment.  The Waitakere City District Plan must give 
ffect to the NZCPS. e

 
The land area subject to the Plan Change is some distance from the coastline and is not 
part of the coastal environment.  Therefore many of the policies in the NZCPS are not 
directly applicable to the Plan Change.  However, changes to landuse in the catchment 
subject to the Plan Change have a theoretical potential to affect the adjacent Waitemata 
Harbour through stormwater runoff or other discharges.  Therefore those NZCPS policies 
concerned with coastal water quality and the effects of land use on coastal water and 
ecology are relevant.  No submissions expressly refer to the NZCPS, but Section 5.7 of 
this report addresses relevant submissions concerned with stormwater and its potential 
ffects on the coastal environment. e

 
.4  THE AUCKLAND REGIONAL POLICY STATEMENT 4

 
The Auckland Regional Policy Statement (ARPS) sets regional policy.  The ARPS 
contains a variety of policy relating to management of urban growth.  This includes 
relatively detailed new policy introduced by Proposed Change 6 to the ARPS under the 
GAAA.   L

 
The Waitakere City District Plan must give effect to the ARPS and the new policy 
introduced by Proposed Change 6 is relevant to Proposed Plan Change 15.  However, 
Proposed Change 6 is not operative yet and the Regional Council has not made decisions 
on submissions to Proposed Change 6. At the time of writing of this report, it was not clear 
what sequence is to be followed in the release of decisions on Proposed Change 6, 
elative to release of decisions on the proposed changes to the district plans. r

 
ome submissions have raised consistency with the ARPS as an issue. S
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tivities. No submissions have expressly 
ised consistency with the ARPSC as an issue.   

hange. No submissions have 

ange.  No 
 issue.   

lan Change 
5, or with stormwater generally are addressed in section 5.7 of this report.   

 

4.5  THE AUCKLAND REGIONAL PLAN: COASTAL  
 
The Auckland Regional Plan: Coastal (ARPC) contains policy and rules relating to the 
coastal marine area.  While the area of land subject to the Plan Change is not in the 
coastal marine area, the ARPC does contain policy relating to effects on the coastal 

arine area of the discharges from land-based acm
ra
 
 
4.6  THE AUCKLAND REGIONAL PLAN: AIR, LAND AND WATER 
 
The Auckland Regional Plan: Air, Land and Water(ARPALW) contains policy and rules 
relating to air quality, water quality, water quantity, alteration of water bodies and other 
elated matters.  Some of this policy is relevant to the Plan Cr

expressly raised consistency with the ARPALW as an issue. 
 
4.7  THE AUCKLAND REGIONAL PLAN: SEDIMENT CONTROL 
 
The Auckland Regional Plan: Air, Land and Water (ARPSC) contains policy and rules 
elating to land disturbance.  Some of this policy is relevant to the Plan Chr

submissions have expressly raised consistency with the ARPSC as an
 
4.8  THE TOTARA CREEK INTEGRATED MANAGEMENT PLAN 
 
The Totara Creek Integrated Management Plan (TICMP) is a stormwater network 
discharge consent application which has been lodged with the Auckland Regional Council.  
This consent application is referenced as application 26185.  The application is for 
stormwater discharge for the entire Totara Catchment, which includes the entire land area 
subject to the Plan Change.  The application was notified for public submissions in 2006, 
but the Auckland Regional Council has made an administrative decision to delay further 
processing of the application until after the relevant LGAAA decisions are released. 

ubmissions concerned with consistency between the TICMP and Proposed PS
1



 
.  DISCUSSION OF SUBMISSIONS 
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5
 

5.1 Section Outline and Summary of Issues 
 
The original submissions and further submissions have been summarized by the Auckland 
Regional Council.  In this report the summaries of submissions are grouped into general 
topics presented in order ranging from general issues at the front, to more specific or 
detailed matters towards the end.  A brief overview of the issues raised in submissions 
nd the recommended response is provided below for each topic group. a

 
Section 5.2 Retain Plan Change  
This section addresses those submissions that support the plan change as notified.  
Generally it is recommended that these submissions be accepted in part to the effect that 
the Plan Change be accepted subject to some amendments made in response to other 

ore specific submissions. m
 
Section 5.3 Reject Plan Change 
This section addresses those submissions which request that the whole plan change be 
rejected. The submissions do not advance good reasons to reject the entire plan change, 
but some changes are recommended to address particular issues raised by some 
ubmitters. s

 
Section 5.4 General Sustainability / Effects / Efficient Use of Land 
This section addresses generalized submissions requesting general changes on the topics 
in the heading.  Overall it is recommended that the plan change does provide for 
ustainable management subject to some amendments. s

 
Section 5.5 General Objectives 
This section addresses submissions requesting insertion of additional objectives.  Overall 
he existing objectives are adequate and no additional objectives are recommended. t
 
Section 5.6 Integration with Transport Systems 
This section addresses submissions concerned about integration of the town centre with 
both private and public transport systems, and also the effects of those transportation 
ystems on the environment.   s

 
There are other interrelated submissions on the transportation topic which are addressed 
in the report: Transportation Report WCC 4 (Agenda Wednesday 25 October 2006).  It is 
recommended that report WCC 4 be reviewed prior to consideration of Section 5.6 of this 
eport. r

 
The submissions on the plan change range from generalized submissions seeking 
rejection of the entire plan change for transport related reasons, to more specific 
submissions seeking particular changes.  Successful sustainable integration of land-use 
with a multimodal transport system is an important requirement under the LGAAA.  A 
Transport Audit had been undertaken by WCC as requested in some submissions, and the 
esults of this audit have been considered in the preparation of recommendations. r

 
Some changes are recommended to the plan change in response to particular 
submissions.  In particular changes are recommended to update the Massey North 
Concept Plan with respect to the outcomes of the Audit and to provide for greater 

tegration of land use development and public transport provision. in
 



 
Section 5.7 Stormwater 
This section addresses submissions that query consistency with the corresponding Totara 
Integrated Catchment Management Plan (TICMP) network discharge consent, or request 
changes to assessment criteria relating to stormwater.  Some changes are recommended 

 response to these submission
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s, mainly with the intent of achieving consistency between 

d submissions on this 
re recommended. 

les are recommended to expressly provide for roading and infrastructure 

quirements across the town 

ditional areas or precincts be added to 

thin Massey outside of 

a in Precinct D have an underlying Massey North Employment 

riteria is recommended to 
le choices. 

in
land use and the Totara ICMP.  
 
Section 5.8 Transmission Lines 
This section addresses a submission relating to a map notation showing existing 

ranspower overhead transmission lines. There are more relateT
topic in the Infrastructure Report.  No changes a
 
Section 5.9 General Infrastructure Provision 
This section addresses submissions seeking changes related to the provision of 
infrastructure. Changes are recommended to update the Massey North Urban Concept 
plan to be consistent with the draft transport audit and the Totara ICMP 2006.  In addition 
hanges to the ruc

in the precincts. 
 
Section 5.10 Integration with Westgate (Precinct E) 
This section addresses submissions concerned with the degree of integration of the 
existing Westgate Centre with the proposed new Massey North Town Centre. No changes 
are recommended other than general changes to density re
centre as a whole which will also have an effect in Westgate. 
Section 5.11 New Precinct F and Other Areas to be Included in Special Areas 

his section addresses submissions that request adT
the Plan Change.  No changes are recommended. 
 
Section 5.12 Neon Boron Land – Change Zoning 

his section addresses a submission seeking a change to zoning wiT
the area subject to the Plan Change.  No change is recommended. 
 
Section 5.13 Location of Town Centre / Arrangement of Special Areas and Precincts 
This section addresses submissions seeking the Massey North town centre be located 
elsewhere, or that the precincts be altered, or that the purpose of precincts be changed.  It 
is recommended that the maximum building coverage rule be deleted, and that the 

ommunity Facility areC
Special Area land use. 
 
Section 5.14 Apartment Living Issues 
This section addresses submissions concerned with the quality of apartment living 
rovided for by the Plan Change.  An additional assessment cp

encourage provision of apratments for diverse lifesty
 
Section 5.15 Dwelling and Employment Targets 
This section addresses submissions seeking higher employment and residential densities 
within the Massey North.  The Plan Change has residential density standards for 
apartments but does not have standards for employment density whereas the Auckland 
Regional Policy Statement sets targets for both.  Options for controlling employment 
density are discussed.  It is recommended that higher employment densities be 
encouraged by controlling built form rather than targeting employment density directly.  
Changes are recommended to set minimum floor area ratios, change the parking rules to 
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idential 
d it is 

 with higher employment densities.  It is recommended that rules 
be removed.  However it is also recommended 

ction addresses submissions seeking alteration of rules controlling retail activity in 
e supermarket restriction be removed, and that 

ng alterations of rules controlling retail activity in 

in 
recinct C.  There is a degree of inconsistency between the provisions for this precinct.  

 areas within the precinct, the eastern boundary 

22 Retail Issues – Precinct E 
retail activity in 

s submissions relating to controls on buildings design, the layout of 
and activities.  Some changes are 

maximums, increase the apartment density standard and raise the maximum height 
standards. 
 

ection 5.16 Residential Mix S
This section addresses submissions seeking limitations on the proportion of res
activity in the Town Centre.  There are no limitations in the Plan Change, an
recommended that maximum standards be set for ground floor residential activity. 
 
Section 5.17 Retail General / Retail Mix / Retail Limits (refer also to individual 
precinct submissions) 
This section addresses submissions seeking alteration of rules controlling retail activity in 
the Town Centre.  There are a variety of submissions seeking either tightening or relaxing 
of the rules relating to the proportion of the town centre that is allocated to retail activity.  
Rules are necessary to prevent excessive dominance of retail activities and encourage a 

ore diverse town centrem
limiting supermarkets to one per precinct 
that additional standards be set limiting the size of other retail units and setting retail 
maximums for precincts  
 
Section 5.18 Retail Issues – Precinct A 

his seT
Precinct A. It is recommended that the on
the maximum floor area limit for super markets be generalized to apply to all large retail 
units. 
 

ection 5.19 Retail Issues – Precinct B S
This section addresses submissions seeki
Precinct B. Some changes to the precinct activity definitions are recommended.  It is also 
recommended that the rules controlling the size of retail units be simplified. 
 
Section 5.20 Retail Issues – Precinct C 

his section addresses submissions seeking alteration of rules controlling retail activity T
P
Changes are recommended to the activity
of the precinct and the rules to clarify the extent of retail activity that can be undertaken. 
 
 
Section 5.21 Retail Issues – Precinct D 
This section addresses submissions seeking alteration of rules controlling retail activity in 
Precinct D.  Changes are recommended to set a maximum retail threshold. 
 

ection 5.S
This section addresses submissions seeking alteration of rules controlling 
Precinct E.  Some changes are recommended including removal of the one supermarket 
limitation. 
 
Section 5.23 Building Design / Block Layout / Streetscape / Typology  

his section addresseT
streets, and the interface between streets 
recommended including the addition of indicative street typologies to the Massey North 
Urban Concept Plan. 
 
Section 5.24 Performance Standards General 



 
This section addresses a variety of submissions on performance standards.  Removal of 
he maximum building coverage standard is recommended
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. 

ensitivity 

ppendix.   

nt Plan / Consent Processing Issues 

re recommended 

g uses. 

es 

t
 
Section 5.35 General – Noise / Amenity / Dust / Traffic 
This section addresses submissions concerned with affects on general amenity values.  
Some changes to the policy and rules are recommended. 
 
Section 5.36 Reverse S
This section addresses submissions concerned with potential effects of new activities 
moving into an area on the ability of existing activities to continue.  No changes are 
ecommended. r

 
Section 5.37 Heritage 
This section addresses a submission seeking protection of a heritage building.  It is 
ecommended that the building be listed in the heritage ar

 
Section 5.38 Appendix XX 
This section addresses submissions on the Massey North Urban Concept Plan. Some 
changes are recommended to the explanatory material. 
 
Section 5.39 Comprehensive Developme
This section addresses submissions seeking changes to the comprehensive development 
plan rules and related consent administration processes.  Some changes are 
ecommended to clarify the application of rules. r

 
Section 5.40 Rules Assessment Criteria 
This section addresses submissions seeking changes to the assessment criteria used to 

ssess consent applications.  Various changes aa
 
Section 5.41 Consent Conditions 
This section addresses submissions seeking changes to the section on consent 
onditions.  Some changes are recommended. c

 
Section 5.42 Existing Uses 
This section addresses submissions seeking changes to the rules on existing uses.  

hanges are recommended to delete express rules on existinC
 
Section 5.43 Signs 
This section addresses submissions seeking changes to the rules on signs.  Changes are 
recommended to clarify the application of the rules on signs. 
 
Section 5.44 Natural Area Rul
This section addresses submissions seeking changes to the natural area rules that apply 
within Massey North.  Changes are recommended to earthworks rules applying to Massey 

orth. N
 
Section 5.45 City-wide Rules 
This section addresses submissions seeking changes to the way City-wide rules apply 

ithin Massey North.  Minor changes are recommended. w
 
Section 5.46 Other Rules Applying 
This section addresses submissions seeking changes clarify the way other rules apply 
within Massey North.  Minor changes are recommended. 
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Permissiveness / 

e recommended to clarify or simplify the plan. 

commended be corrected. 

ection 5.53 Consequential Changes 
 se resse hanges conseque missions. 

5.2 Retain Plan C

N0. 

Section 5.47 Default Rules 
This section addresses submissions seeking changes to clarify whether activities are 
discretionary or non-complying.  Changes to the rules are recommended to clarify the 
tatus of activities. s

 
Section 5.48 Financial Contributions 
This section addresses submissions seeking clarification of the application of financial 
contributions.  Changes to the explanation and assessment criteria are recommended. 
 

ection 5.49 Flexibility / Discretion in Policies & Rules / Control v S
Certainty 
This section addresses submissions seeking alterations to the wording of the plan change 
provisions to make them ether more or less precise in there meaning.  Changes are 
recommended to clarify the matters over which Council has discrection 
 
Section 5.50 Notification 
This section addresses submissions seeking changes to the rules regarding notification of 
resource consents.  Changes are recommended to clarify that limited discretionary 
onsents will not be notified. c

 
Section 5.51 Clarity / Word Economy 
This section addresses submissions seeking general changes to clarify the provisions of 
he plan.  Various changes art

 
Section 5.53 Errors 

his section addresses submissions seeking corrections of errors, which it is T
re
 
S
This ction add s submissions seeking c ntial to other sub
 

hange  
 

Submitter Summary of Decision Sought Further Submitter/s 
4/1 Rexford Family Retain the extension of the MUL at Hobsonville 

ouncil 
Trust Airbase, Hobsonville Village and Massey North 

(RPS Map Series 1, Maps 7, 7A and 8) 

Supported By:  
254 North Shore City 
C

4/4 
st 

 
pposed 

Rexford 
Family Tru

Retain in Plan Change 15 the provision for job 
opportunities embedded in these plan changes. Support and O

By:  
300 IMF Westland Ltd 

23/2 Retain plan change as supports plan change on  Phillip 
Glucina basis that existing Massey North complex is 

success, taking pressure off local roads. 
29/1 hange 15 - Massey North in the Supported By:  

stland Ltd 
Massey 
Gardens & 
Orchard 
Limited 

Retain Plan C
form notified. 300 IMF We

30/1 Maurice and
Maree 

 

Marinovic 

Retain Plan Change 15 - Massey North in the 
form notified. 

 

44/1 Sweet Red  
Trust 

Retain the entire Proposed Plan Change 15 - 
Massey North, and adopt in the form notified. 

85/8 Enterprise 
Waitakere 

Retain the Plan Change as notified as it is 
generally consistent with the Regional Growth 
Strategy and the Northern and Western Sector 
Agreements and other reasons set out in the 

upported By:  
300 IMF Westland Ltd 
S
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submission. 
95/30 w  Housing Ne

Zealand 
Corporation 
(1) 

Retain the provisions enabling and encouraging 
affordable residential development as notified in 
the plan change. 

140/5 Garelja 
Brothers 
Strawberry 
Gardens 

Retain Plan Change 15 and the creation of the 
Massey North Employment Special Area and 
the Massey North Town Centre Special Areas 
subject to the amendments sough
submissions 140/1-140/4. 

t in 

 

169/2 Robin J 
Crothall 

 Support growth policies, particularly in the 
Whenuapai/ Hobsonville area 

253/52 Manukau City nge Supported By:  
00 IMF Westland Ltd Council 

Retain the provisions notified in Plan Cha
15. 3

256/42 
ct Council’s further 

Rodney District 
Council 

Retain the Plan Change 15 subject to the 
outcome of Rodney Distri
business research being undertaken in Western 

 Rodney in consultation with Waitakere City
Council. 

 

260/1  it  Bristow, 
Barbour & 
Walker 

Retain proposed plan change 15 and support
becoming fully operative 

282/2  PA Purdy Retain proposed plan change 15 Massey North 
295/4 Edward & 

Merlene Cox 
and Kylie May 

Retain the Plan Change.  We support the 
concept plan and associated rules as this is a 
comprehensive growth plan. 

 

296/4 &  Mitchell 
Helena Cox 

Retain the Plan Change.  We support the 
concept plan and associated rules as this is a 
comprehensive growth plan. 

297/1  Judith Ann & 
Lisa Robin 
MacLaine 

Retain the Plan Change.  We support Auckland 
Regional Council’s move to provide a platform 
for sensible development of the Auckland 
Region. 

297/4 Judith Ann & 
Lisa Robin 
MacLaine 

Retain the Plan Change.  We support the 
concept plan and associated rules as this is a 
comprehensive growth plan. 

 

329/1 David Phillips Support the plan change for the new town 
centre 

 

330/2 The Michael 

st 

Supported By:  
140 Garelja Brothers 
Strawberry Gardens 

Bridgford 
Family Tru

Support the proposed plan change 15 - Massey 
North 

340/3 h  Grant Smit Retain intensification of urbanised areas 
543/2 Sandi Kem 
544/2 Margare

Cowper
t 

 
545/2  Suzanne

Maree 
Cameron 

546/2 Lorraine Snell 
547/2 Janine 

Lodge-
Osborn 

548/2 Jaimi-Leigh 
Fairbairin 

549/2 Virginia Kem 
550/2 R Rainbow 
551/2 Dominique 

Taku 
552/2 Harvey World 

Travel 
553/2 Nola Jewell 
554/2 

around, 
provide a safe and vibrant town centre, link to 
the current shopping centre and use existing 
infrastructure and transit road extensions, 
restrict sprawl by allowing growth to occur in a 
controlled, planned manner. 

 

Bounty 
 Scrapbook

Retain Plan Change 15 for reasons including 
that it will; create employment and services 
closer to where people live, reduce traffic, 
provide social, economic and environmental 
benefits, make available quality apartments for 
those desiring it, provide a range of commercial 
and community services particularly for those in 
the community who find it hard to get 
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Supplies Ltd 
555/2 Nailed It 
556/2 New Z

Driver 
Licensing Ltd 

ealand 

557/2 Westgate 
Fashion 

558/2 David 
Craddock 

559/2 Chris 
McLennan 

y Photograph
560/2 Deneece 

Goldsworthy 
561/2 Stacey Clegg 
562/2 Tina Hodson 
563/2 Debbie 

McIntosh 
564/2 Westgate 

Fashion 
565/2 Craft Wo

New Zeala
rld 
nd 

Ltd 
566/2 Harvey World 

Travel 
567/2 Deborah 

Collett 
568/2 Memories 

Forever 
569/2 Bounty 

Scrapbooks 
570/2 

s Ltd 

Bounty 
Scrapbooks 
Supplie

571/2 Catherin
Pearton 

a 

587/3 
Chartered 
Accountants 
Ltd 

 Chapmans Retain the proposed changes to include the 
Westgate area with the MUL as the 
development of a comprehensive town at 
Westgate it will bring jobs to this part of 
Auckland and reduce the need to travel. 

1074/2 Future 
Choices Ltd 

 Retain Plan Change 15 for reasons including 
that it will; create employment and services 
closer to where people live, reduce traffic, 
provide social, economic and environmental 
benefits, make available quality apartments for 
those desiring it, provide a range of commercial 
and community services particularly for those in 
the community who find it hard to get around, 
provide a safe and vibrant town centre, link to 
the current shopping centre and use existing 
infrastructure and transit road extensions, 
restrict sprawl by allowing growth to occur in a 
controlled, planned manner and people and 
their communities of interest it is responsive to 
their needs and accessibility. 

1075/2 Juponica 
Gardens 

 Retain Plan Change 15 for reasons including 
that it will; create employment and services 
closer to where people live, reduce traffic, 
provide social, economic and environmental 
benefits, make available quality apartments for 
those desiring it, provide a range of commercial 
and community services particularly for those in 
the community who find it hard to get around, 
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provide a safe and vibrant town centre, link to 
the current shopping centre and use existing 
infrastructure and transit road extensions, 
restrict sprawl by allowing growth to occur in a 
controlled, planned manner and make 
Whenuapai Airport/Hobsonvile Airport as 
international. 

1076/2 E H Grbic  Retain Plan Change 15 for reasons including 
that it will; create employment and services 
closer to where people live, reduce traffic, 
provide social, economic and environmental 
benefits, make available quality apartments for 
those desiring it, provide a range of commercial 
and community services particularly for those in 
the community who find it hard to get around, 
provide a safe and vibrant town centre, link to 
the current shopping centre and use existing 
infrastructure and transit road extensions, 
restrict sprawl by allowing growth to occur in a 
controlled, planned manner and seeks a 
continuous transport system for the elderly 
within the centre to minimise the amount of 
walking. 

1077/2 G E & H W 
Stone 

 Retain Plan Change 15 for reasons including 
that it will; create employment and services 
closer to where people live, reduce traffic, 
provide social, economic and environmental 
benefits, provide a range of commercial and 
community services particularly for those in the 
community who find it hard to get around, 
provide a safe and vibrant town centre, link to 
the current shopping centre and use existing 
infrastructure and transit road extensions, 
restrict sprawl by allowing growth to occur in a 
controlled, planned manner and as promoting 
town for young generations family houses are 
more suitable. 

1078/2 Gordon Kay  Retain Plan Change 15 for reasons including 
that it will; create employment and services 
closer to where people live, reduce traffic, 
provide social, economic and environmental 
benefits, make available quality apartments for 
those desiring it, provide a range of commercial 
and community services particularly for those in 
the community who find it hard to get around, 
provide a safe and vibrant town centre, link to 
the current shopping centre and use existing 
infrastructure and transit road extensions, 
restrict sprawl by allowing growth to occur in a 
controlled, planned manner and also seeks that 
provision be made for a decent bus transfer site 
rather than exposed shelters now at Westgate. 

1079/2 Peter & 
Sheila Le 
Masurier 

 Retain Plan Change 15 for reasons including 
that it will; create employment and services 
closer to where people live, reduce traffic, 
provide social, economic and environmental 
benefits, make available quality apartments for 
those desiring it, provide a range of commercial 
and community services particularly for those in 
the community who find it hard to get around, 
provide a safe and vibrant town centre, link to 
the current shopping centre and use existing 
infrastructure and transit road extensions, 
restrict sprawl by allowing growth to occur in a 
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controlled, planned manner and seeks that it 
includes medical facilities. 

1080/2 Darren 
Anderson 

1129/2 NZ Hardware 
Co 

1130/2 Judith Hildred 
1131/2 Danielle 

Hows 
1132/2 Momentum 

Magazine 
Group 

1133/2 Sally Ann 
Mitson 

1134/2 Stephen
Holyer 

 

1135/2 Debra Burns 
1137/2 Lynette Aroha 

McGookin 
1138/2 Angela Riggs 
1139/2 Xiong Zhang 
1140/2 Wu Qifen 
1141/2 Michael 

Alsweiler 
1142/2 Trish 

Alsweiler 
1143/2 Mr Mervyn

Mrs Margare
 & 

t 
Rix 

1144/2 Marama 
Moreliu 

1145/2 Chester John 
Sherab 

1146/2 Lisa Gamond 
1147/2  

ers 
Suburban

papNews
1148/2 Ceryl & Chris 

Patchell 
1149/2 Pauline R 

Langford 
1150/2 Alan Roy & 

Jenny 
Bleakley 

1151/2 Lita 
Summerfield 

1152/2 Alastair 
Munro 

1153/2 Gillian & 
James 
Lawson 

1154/2 Tracey 
Thomas 

1155/2 Steve & 
Karen Raine 

1156/2 Ben & Anita 
Kaa 

1157/2 Nadine Taupo 
1158/2 Tom & 

Martha 
Wubben 

1159/2 Jocelyn Avery 
1160/2 Bernard C 

Prewett 

Retain Plan Change 15 for reasons including 
that it will; create employment and services 
closer to where people live, reduce traffic, 
provide social, economic and environmental 
benefits, make available quality apartments for 
those desiring it, provide a range of commercial 
and community services particularly for those in 
the community who find it hard to get around, 
provide a safe and vibrant town centre, link to 
the current shopping centre and use existing 
infrastructure and transit road extensions, 
restrict sprawl by allowing growth to occur in a 
controlled, planned manner . 

 
 



 
1161/2 
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Gwen Nash  
1162/2 Vinka 

Williams 
 

1163/2 David John 
Thomson 

 

1164/2 Raymond & 
Maureen 
Barnett 

 

1165/2 Eric & Myrene 
Ramm 

 

1166/2 s 
ugesti 

 Mike Dicken
& Arti S  

1167/2 Asrian Blaser  
1168/2 Doris Mitchell  
1169/2 Garry Green  
1170/2 Ellis Memory  
1171/2 Constantinus 

Bonsel and 
Wilheimina 
Bonsel 

 

1172/2 Duthie 
Lidgard 

 

1173/2 Grimmer and 
Norma 
Gordon 

S
3

upported By:  
00 IMF Westland Ltd 

1174/2 RM D Barrett  
1175/2 K& R Clarke  
1176/2 David Chad  
1177/2 Casey Realty 

Ray White 
ts Royal Heigh

 

1178/2 Christine 
Barry Whit

& 
tle 

 

1179/2 Gerald 
Martens 

 

1180/2 Barry 
Johnstone 

 

1181/2 Murray Addis  
1182/2 Colin McHoln  
1183/2  Peter Hon 
1184/2  Charlene 

Moffat 
1185/2 Jackie 

Cochran 
 

1186/2 oni  John & N
l Carrol

1187/2 Cutting Edge 
NZ 
Consultants 
Ltd 

 

1188/2 Irene Levet  
1189/2 Amber & 

Raymond 
Sanchez 

Retain Plan Change 15 for reasons including 
that it will; create employment and services 
closer to where people live, reduce traffic, 
provide social, economic and environmental 
benefits, make available quality apartments for 
those desiring it, provide a range of commercial 
and community services particularly for those in 
the community who find it hard to get around, 

ovide a safe and vibrant town centre, link to 
e current shopping centre and use existing 

infrastructure and transit road extensions, 
restrict sprawl by allowing growth to occur in a 
controlled, planned manner and people and 
their communities of interest it is responsive to 
their needs and accessibility. 

 

pr
th

Discussion:   
These submissions support the proposed plan change 15 in general for the reasons given in submissions.  
The support of these submitters is acknowledged and is taken into account in consideration of other 
submissions requesting changes to the proposed plan change.  Some changes are recommended in 
response to other submissions.  However, these changes should not adversely affect the favourable 
attributes identified by the submitters. 
 
Recommendation:  



 
S
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ubmissions 4/1, 4/4, 23/2, 29/1, 30/1, 44/1, 85/8, 95/30, 140/5, 169/2, 253/52, 260/1, 282/2, 295/4, 296/4, 
543/2, 544/2, 545/2, 546/2, 547/2, 548/2, 549/2, 550/2, 551/2, 557/2, 

58/2, 559/2, 560/2, 561/2, 562/2, 563/2, 564/2, 565/2, 566/2, 567/2, 568/2, 569/2, 570/2, 571/2, 587/3, 
/2, 1 /2, 107 129/2, 1130/2, 11 , 1134/2, 
/2, 1 , 113 2, 11 , 1148/2, 
/2, 1 , 115 , 11 2, 

1162/2, 1163/2, 1164/2, 116  11
/2, 1 , 117  11 184/2, 1185/2, 

1186/2, 1187/2, 1188/2 and  be se 
submissions. 
 

5.3 Reject Plan Change 
 

ter/s 

297/1, 297/4, 329/1, 330/2, 340/3, 
5
1074 075/2, 1076 7/2, 1078/2, 1079/2, 1080/2, 1 31/2, 1132/2, 1133/2

147/21135
1149

137/2, 1138/2
150/2, 1151/2

9/2, 1140/2, 1141/2, 1142/2, 1143/2, 1144/
2/2, 1153/2, 1154/2, 1155/2, 1156/2, 1157/2
5/2, 1166/2, 1167/2, 1168/2, 1169/2, 1170/2,
8/2, 1179/2, 1180/2, 1181/2, 1182/2, 1183/2,

 1189/2 are accepted in part with no changes

45/2, 1146/2, 1
58/2, 1159/2, 1160/2, 1161/
71/2, 1172/2, 1173/2, 1174/2, 

1175 176/2, 1177/2 84/2, 1183/2, 1
ing made in response to the

N0. Submitter Summary of Decision Sought Further Submit
11/1 Dennis Terry Opposed By:  

108 Progressive Enterprises 
Limited 

11/3 Dennis Terry 
on of built-

up areas in the Auckland region- traffic 

 
es 

 

Opposes the development of a shopping, 
office, residential area at Massey North on 
the grounds of excessive expansi

congestion, stormwater run-off, extra strain 
on infrastructure, loss of fertile and productive
land  

Opposed By:  
108 Progressive Enterpris
Limited 
140 Garelja Brothers 
Strawberry Gardens 
76 Ivan & Milka Selak
74 Roy Wigg 

h 75 Steve Nuic
13/3 John Birkbeck Opposes creeping urbanisation (Westgate 

 be 
confined to existing boundaries. 

y Council 
rises 

and Hobsonville), development should
Opposed By:  
254 North Shore Cit
108 Progressive Enterp
Limited 
95 Housing New Zealand 
Corporation (1) 

13/12 John Birkbeck Opposes the extension of the MUL as show 
in Map Series 1 - Sheet 7a, it is in conflict 
with the stated aim of minimising the 
urbanisation of productive rural land. 

cil 
rs 

Opposed By: 
254 North Shore City Coun

the140 Garelja Bro
Strawberry Gardens 
76 Ivan & Milka Selak 
74 Roy Wigg 
75 Steve Nuich 

81/3 IB, GA and IE 
Midgley 

Delete Plan Change 15 in its entirety. Opposed By:  
300 IMF Westland Ltd 
108 Progressive Enterprises 
Limited 

198/11 PARANZ Limited Delete in its entirety. : 
64 Centre for Urban and 
ransport Studies 

Opposed By:  
108 Progressive Enterprises 
Limited 
208 Sylvia Park Business 

land) 

Waitakere Ranges 
y 

Supported By  
2
T

Centre Limited 
107 Westfield (New Zea
Limited 
204 The 
Protection Societ
Incorporated 

250/157 
Regional Council 

 
nclude Massey North is not 

successful or is amended, the Proposed Plan 
Change 15 be withdrawn or amended 
accordingly. 

Auckland In the event that the associated application to
move the MUL to i

 

251/49 Auckland City 
Council 

Reject Plan Change 15. 
Ltd 

 Enterprises 

Opposed By:  
300 IMF Westland 
108 Progressive
Limited 

284/21 Oratia 
Landowners 

up 

ge as it is ultra 
vires to the RMA and is contrary to sections 
6, 7, 31, 75, 76 and 32 and consultation has 
been incomplete. 

es 

ylvia Park Business 
Action Gro

Delete the whole plan chan Opposed By:  
108 Progressive Enterpris

mited Li
208 S
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07 Westfield (New Zealand) 
mited 

204 The Waitakere Ranges 
rotection Society 

Incorporated 

Centre Limited 
1
Li

P

335/1 Jeremy & 
Rebekah Opie 

ng New Zealand 
Corporation (1) 

Opposed By:  
254 North Shore City Council 
95 Housi

335/2 Jeremy & 
Rebekah Opie 

 

Opposes the proposed development at 
Westgate (Massey North) 

336/2 Denise Finlayson  of  Reject plan changes relating to extensions
MUL’s 

337/3 Heather Rogers  Reject plan changes relating to extensions of 
MUL’s 

340/4 Grant Smith Reject plan changes relating to extensions of
MUL’s 

  

1081/2 Emily Simes Delete Plan Change 15 for reasons set out in 
the submission including that another 

Opposed By:  
108 Progressive Enterp

shopping mall will not encourage Limite
employment, instead of driving to a new town 
it is better to walk to existing towns (New 
Lynn, Glen Eden etc), the needs of north 

rises 
d 

west Auckland could be provided for by 
revitalising and making better use of existing 
shops. 

1082/2 Sue Maloney Delete Plan Change 15 as not aware of any 
community consultation. 

 

Discussion: 
This group of submissions opposes the whole of Proposed Plan Change 15 for various reasons. 
  
Submissions 11/1, 11/3, 13/12, 335/1, 335/2, 336/2, 337/3, 340/4 and 1081/2  
These submissions have raised specific concerns set out in the full submissions about the effects of the 
proposed new township.  These are responded to as follows. 
 
The Council is promoting intensification of existing town centres as well as the development of the new tow
centre at Massey North, consistent with Councils long-standing policy of three town centres within Waitakere 
City; being New Lynn, Henderson and Massey North.   Redevelopment of New Lynn and Henderson is be

ndertaken in conjunction with the new town centre at Massey

n 

ing 
 North.   The overall aim is to provide 

 
road 

t be 
ncreased, and regional travel times will be reduced. An integrated bus-based public transport 

re 
 27, along with amendments to the Massey North 

n to align the Plan Change with the ICMP are recommended in response to this 

 
of the soil. New 

and consumers will not be adversely affected by the urban development of this area. 

u
employment opportunities within closer proximity to residential areas.  While some individuals may still 
choose to travel long distances to work, the opportunities to work closer to home will be improved for 
Waitakere City residents.   
 
Massey North will be located adjacent to the new State Highways 16 and 18 being constructed by Transit NZ
and therefore will have good access to the state highway network. The potential effects of traffic on 
congestion has been analysed and modelling indicates that traffic densities and congestion will no
ignificantly is

system has been provided for.  Some changes to the rules and are recommended in response to other 
submissions specifically concerned with transport issues discussed in section 5.6.  These recommended 
changes would assist in addressing the submitters concerns. 
 
Stormwater will be managed by the Integrated Catchment Management Plan - Totara Creek (ICMP) (ARC 
permit application 26185), to ensure that the harbour estuary is not adversely affected.  However, the link 
between the landuse controls in Proposed Plan Change 15 and the ICMP needs to be reinforced to ensu
ustainability.  Changes to Policy 11.44, rule 26.2 and rules

Urban Concept Pla
submission and other submissions refer (refer 250/165 in section 5.7) specifically concerned with 
stormwater. 
 
While the land is productive, it is not New Zealands or the regions best agricultural soil, and the productivity

at has been achieved is more of a testament to the skills of the farmers, than the quality th
Zealand agriculture 
 



 
The costs of infrastructure will be mostly funded by developers, and that cost will ultimately be reflected in 
the purchase cost of sites in Massey North.  Therefore ratepayers in other parts of the district will not be 
inancially disadvantaged. 
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 No change is recommended. 

ent 

 

iate for the reasons advanced in response to other related submissions by the same submitter. No 
d. 

sideration has been given to 
ort systems, and the urban design of the new town centre.  The provisions of 

igh quality urban 

bmis
is sub osed 
ange o relocate the Metropolitan Urban Limit (MUL).  
vious ed then the Plan Change cannot proceed in its current 

sion on a submission to withdraw the Plan Change, as 
aitake

se, it is not clear why the submitter believes that the Plan Change departs from the Auckland 

embers committed the 
rs 
and 

raphic 

f
 
Submission 13/3 
This submission opposes the plan change on the grounds of “creeping urbanisation” and wants developm
confined to existing boundaries.  In response, the plan change is one of a series of changes to address 
urban growth issues under the Auckland Regional Growth Strategy, which explicitly recognises that some
growth will be accommodated outside existing boundaries.  No change is recommended. 
  
Submission 81/3  
This submission seeks to replace the Proposed Plan Change 15 with an alternative town layout.  This is 

approprin
change is recommende
 
Submission 198/11  
This submission asserts that “The proposal does not prevent or correct ‘urban sprawl’ or ensure high 
standards of urban (or rural design) design. It encourages higher urban densities without addressing the 
social problems that occur.” In response: Waitakere City has a long-standing policy of three town centres 
being New Lynn, Henderson and Massey/Westgate.  While development of Massey North does involve 
evelopment of a greenfield site, it is not uncontrolled sprawl.  Careful cond

integration with transp
Proposed Plan Change 15 and the associated Proposed Plan Change 18 will require a h

esign.  d
 
Su sion 250/157  

een Proposed Plan Change 15 and the corresponding propTh mission refers to the link betw
ch  to the Auckland Regional Policy Statement t

provOb ly, if the extension to the MUL is not ap
form.  However, it is not necessary to have a deci
W re City Council can withdraw this proposed plan change at any time simply by giving notice, in the 
event that the MUL shift is not approved. No change is recommended. 
 
Submission 251/49  
This submission requests that Proposed Plan Change 15 be deleted entirely because:   
 
• it departs from the principles of the Regional Growth Strategy, the Regional Growth Memorandum 

and the Northern and Western Sectors Agreement and creates an unsuitable precedent; 
• there was a failure to consult; 
• the Section 32 evaluation was inadequate; 
• is contrary to the intent of the LGAAA; 
• does not achieve a compact urban form; 
• early release of land will compromise intensification and have negative affects on the roading 

network; 
• is inappropriate in advance of a review of the relevant sector agreement. 
 

 responIn
Regional Growth Strategy (ARGS) principles.  The ARGS principles are of a broad-brush nature and are set 
out in Table 4 of the ARGS (pages 23 -25).  The plan change appears to be consistent with these principles. 
 

he Memorandum of Understanding signed by the Regional Growth Forum mT
members to sector-based agreements as a method of implementing the ARPS.  Four geographic secto
were identified in the ARGS.  Issues for the northern and western sectors are combined in the Northern 
Western Sectors Agreement, October 2001.  This was prepared by North Shore City Council, Rodney 
District Council, Waitakere City Council and Auckland Regional Council who are signatories to the 

greement.  The submitter – Auckland City Council is not a party to the Northern and Western Sectors a
Agreement because the Auckland City district does not extend into the Northern and Western geog
sectors. 
 
The sector agreements are an important tool for implementation of the ARGS. They assist the signatories to 
coordinate their activities under the ARGS. However, the sector agreements are not a statutory document, 
and are not intended to function as a detailed urban development plan.  
 



 
The Northern and Western Sectors Agreement (NWSA) provides for a new Town Centre and major 
employment area at Massey North.  This is indicated in a sketchy manner within Figures 2 and 3 of the 

WSA.  The area of l
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and to be allocated for employment purposes at Massey North under the Plan Change 
 in the NWSA, but is still consistent with the locational frame work set in the NWSA.   

r 
mum floor area ratio, 

ards to maximums and corresponding changes to policy. 

al 
estion 

nd.  

d 
ions of the Act.  The submission is also concerned that consultation was not 

uate.  However, consultation was undertaken in the preparation of the Plan Change and is summarised 
tia; it is not obvious what if 

ny effects could be of concern to the submitter. No change is recommended. 

m wh t tion did occur in the 
preparation o posed Pla n 32 Report. No change is 

Recomm :  
Submissions 13/3, 13/12, 81 cted. 

1 1/2 are accepted in part to the 
o x 1

 

5.4 General Sustain and 

urther Submitter/s 

N
is larger than indicated
 
A section 32 evaluation has been prepared and it is not clear why the submitter considers it to be 
inadequate. 
 
The Plan Change as notified would allow for a relatively low density within the new Town Centre.  This issue 
is discussed in more detail section 5.15 of this report.  Amendments are recommended to provide for greate
ensity and thus consistency with the LGAAA.  These include insertion of a minid

changing the parking stand
 
A transport audit including traffic modelling has been undertaken.  This indicates reduced cross region
travel, particularly from west to south.  There will be a positive rather than adverse effect on road cong

 central Aucklain
  
Submission 284/21  
This submission alleges that sections 6, 7, 31, 75, 76 and 32 of the Act have not been complied with, but 
does not give reasons or other explanation of this statement.  Proposed Plan Change 15 has been prepare

 accordance with these sectin
adeq
in the Section 32 Report.  Further, given that Massey North is remote from Ora
a
 
Submiss
This sub

ion 1082/2  
ission queries 

f Pro
ether consultation has been undertaken. Consul

h
a

n C ange 15 and is summarised in the Sectio
recomme
 

nded. 

endation
/3, 198/11, 250/157, 284/21 and 1082/2 are reje

, 335/1, 335/2, 336/2, Submissio
extent sh

ns 11/1, 11/3, 25
wn in Appendi

/49 337/3, 340/4 and 108
. 

ability / Effects / Efficient Use of L
 
N0. Submitter Summary of Decision Sought F
257/222 Waitakere City 

ncil 
llowing 

� “efficient use of land for urban activities”
Cou

Amend Policy 10.18 by adding the fo
sentence: 

 

257/225 Waitakere City 
Council 

Amend Policy 11.7 by adding the following 
bullet: 
� “minimises adverse effects on the Upper 

Waitemata Harbour.”

Supported By:  
300 IMF Westland Ltd 

257/245 Waitakere City Amend the Plan Change to consider including Opposed By:  
Council reference to the need to avoid adverse 

cumulative effects. Further particulars of 
proposed amendments will be provided at 
any hearing of this Plan Change. 

108 Progressive Enterprises 
Limited 

329/4 David Phillips Amend Plan to ensure that the sustainability 
of the environment is the overall 

 

consideration in the new development 
Discussion:  
 
Submissions 257/222 and 257/225  
These submissions request amendments to ensure that policy appropriately reflects the outcomes sought fo
urban development and subdivision.  It is recommended that the changes requested be adopted.  
 
Submission 257/245  
This submission requests changes to address cumulative effects, but does not specify what particular 
changes are thought to be necessary.  The submitter has the option of presenting further detail at the 

r 



 
hearings.  However, opposing submitters should be given an opportunity to comment on any new material 

resented by the submitte
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r.  In the interim, no changes are recommended. 

d Plan Change 15 in submission 329/1.  However, this 
inability of development.  Other 

9/2), car free areas (329/3) and 
on of a green corridor. The submitter doesn’t want “another Westgate”.  In response: public transport 

sions. Also, in response to other submitters who are concerned 
ecifically with public transport, changes are recommended to discourage oversupply of parking and 

urag sport u r within the Draina nd Urban 
a d in the m  amended 
s P that the 

Drainage Eco n  bet way 16 
and development in precinc ffer be te Highway 
and development. 
 
Recommendation:  
Submission 257/245 is rejec
Submissions 257/222 and 2

io ept  1. 

5.5 General Objecti
 
N0. Submitter Further Submitter/s 

p
 
Submission 329/4  
The submitter indicates overall support for Propose
opposing submission 329/4 expresses a non-specific concern about susta
ubmissions by the same submitter focus on providing for public transport (32s

provisi
is provided for in the Plan Change provi
sp
enco e public tran

te
se. Open space is provided fo ge Ecological Area a

is beOpen Sp
to be con

ce indica
istent with the To

logical Area a

 Massey North  Urban Concept Plan.  It is reco
tara North Integrated Catchment Management 
d Urban Open Space is amended to extend

ts A and B.  This would provide a green bu

ted. 
57/225 are accepted. 

mended that th
lan, 2006, to the effect 
ween the new state high

 Statween the new

Submiss
 

n 329/4 is acc ed in part to the extent shown in Appendix

ves 

Summary of Decision Sought 
250/170 Auckland the plan change by adding objectives Supported By:  

Regional Council for the entire Westgate/Massey North area 
and for each of the Special Areas, which 
reflect the intention of the LG(A)AA, the 
principles of the Growth Concept, the 
strategic direction of the Auckland Regional 
Policy Statement (including Proposed Plan 
Change 6) and the specific vision for the 
areas. 

258 Auckland Regional 
Transport Authority 
Opposed By:  
300 IMF Westland Ltd 

Amend 

257/210 Waitakere City 
Council 

Amend the Plan Change to consider the 
inclusion of an additional objective into the 

ployment Special 
Areas. 

Opposed By:  
108 Progressive Enterprises 

District Plan to provide greater guidance on 
the policy outcomes sought for the Massey 

Limited 

North Town Centre and Em

Disc
Subm

ussio
issio d 2 g to pecial 

s, bu hat  a h rarchy of objectives and 
policies in an including  16.  This ranges from the general 
Objective 0, through interme … to specific policy such as 

1 .45.  T cy in the 
y  more  sert 

additional  Chan bm ers 
elsewhere in ort.  
 
Recommendation:  

and 2 wn in Appen

5.6 Integration with
 
N0. Submitter Further Submitter/s 

n: 
ns 250/170 an

t do not state w
 the pl

57/210 seek the addition of objectives relatin
 those objectives should be.  There is already
 the policies inserted by plan changes 15 and
diate level policy such as policies 0.1, 0.2 etc
aking into account ot

 the Massey North s
area ie

policies 1
hierarch

.44 and 11
of policy it is
 objectives. 

this rep

her submissions, and the ne
 appropriate to refine the specific policies 11.44
ges are recommended in response to other su

57/210 are accepted in part to th

ed to retain consisten
and 11.45, rather than in
issions by these submitt

Submissions 250/170 e extent sho

 Transport Systems 

Summary of Decision Sought 

dix 1. 

4/7 Rexford Family 
Trust 

 Delete the indicative road identification over 
the submitters land (81 &91 State Highway 
16, Pt Lot 3 DP 98668 and Lot 1 DP 98668) 
or designate them. 

108/98 Progressive r 
t 
ct 

Supported By:  
Enterprises 
Limited 

Amend the Plan Change, to clarify whether o
not access to the land adjoining Road [tha
part of the Indicative Road shown in Precin

208 Sylvia Park Business 
Centre Limited 
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 C on the Massey North Urban Concept Plan
which is adjoined on both sides by Urban 
Open Space] will be available. 

300 IMF Westland Ltd 

108/99 Progressive asis 
d 

osed infrastructure, such as the 
Road [that part of the Indicative Road shown 
in Precinct C on the Massey North Urban 

es 
an Open Space], will necessarily serve 

more than one precinct in the Massey North 
Town Centre Special Area. 

Supported By:  
 Business Enterprises 

Limited 

Amend the Plan Change to clarify the b
on which the development of Precinct A an
Precinct C will develop, having regard to the 
fact that prop

Concept Plan which is adjoined on both sid
by Urb

208 Sylvia Park
Centre Limited 
300 IMF Westland Ltd 

108/100 Progressive 
Enterprises 

Amend the Plan Change so that Council 
promulgate the Road [that part of the 

h is 
Limited Indicative Road shown in Precinct C on the 

Massey North Urban Concept Plan whic
adjoined on both sides by Urban Open 
Space] as a public work. 

Supported By:  
208 Sylvia Park Business 
Centre Limited 
300 IMF Westland Ltd 

109/105 The Warehouse 
Ltd 

 (i) from Assessment Criterion 
26(x). 

 Enterprises 

Delete Item Opposed By:  
208 Sylvia Park Business 
Centre Limited 
108 Progressive
Limited 

110/105 Item (i) from Assessment Criterion 
26(x). d) 

 Business 

Warehouse 
Stationery 
Limited 

Delete Opposed By:  
107 Westfield (New Zealan
Limited 
108 Progressive Enterprises 
Limited 
208 Sylvia Park
Centre Limited 

110/113 h 11 

t and 
table for access by public 

transport. 

d) 

ia Park Business 

Warehouse 
Stationery 
Limited 

Delete the final sentence from paragrap
of the explanation as many high traffic-
generating activities are not multi-visi
are not sui

Opposed By:  
107 Westfield (New Zealan
Limited 
300 IMF Westland Ltd 
108 Progressive Enterprises 
Limited 
208 Sylv
Centre Limited 

111/102 
Trading 
Company of New 
Zealand Limited 

ealand) 

es 

The National Delete Item (i) from Assessment Criterion 
26(x). 

Opposed By:  
107 Westfield (New Z
Limited 
208 Sylvia Park Business 
Centre Limited 
108 Progressive Enterpris
Limited 

111/110 The National 
Trading 
Company of New 
Zealand Limited 

ealand) 
Limited 
208 Sylvia Park Business 
Centre Limited 

 Ltd 
s 

Delete the final sentence from paragraph 11 
of the explanation as many high traffic-
generating activities are not multi-visit and 
are not suitable for access by public 
transport. 

Opposed By:  
107 Westfield (New Z

300 IMF Westland
108 Progressive Enterprise
Limited 

127/23 d 
a

pri
to 

address
system 
transpo
growth 
discussi
matters

ed By:  

t Authority 

ressive Enterprises 

81 IB, GA and IE Midgley 
140 Garelja Brothers 
Strawberry Gardens 

Land Transport 
New Zealand 

Withdraw Proposed Plan Change 15.  Lan
Tr nsport NZ may review its position on this 

mary relief once it has had the opportunity 
review a complete and robust s32 analysis 

from the Council that includes a 
comprehensive transportation study that 

es the impacts on the land transport 
including State highways and public 
rt networks compared with alternative 
scenarios, and has held further 
ons with the Council to address the 
 set out in this submission. 

Support
258 Auckland Regional 
Transpor
Opposed By:  
300 IMF Westland Ltd 
108 Prog
Limited 

203/43 AMP NZ 
Property 

Amend 
follows (ad ns in 

Supported By:  
81 IB, GA and IE Midgley 

Rule 26 - Transportation Criteria as 
ditions underlined, and deletio
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Development Ltd 
& AMP Capital 
Investors (NZ) 
Ltd 

"  (not
crite ddressed in a Transport 
Man
standards

strikethrough): 
e:  all of the following assessment 
ria are to be a
agement Plan prepared to satisfy the 

 in Rule 26.2 (fg) (xiii)) 
extent to which provision has 
 made for upgrading roads
port systems to and around the 

sey North Special Area, suffic
able efficient and safe transport

ements having regard to traf
ration from the Special Area a
ole 

26(s) The 
been  and 
trans
Mas ient 
to en  
mov fic 
gene s 
a wh and the growth of traffic 
generally through the area. 

extent to wh26(ab) The ich carparking is 
 

 

designed having regard to: 
.................... 
(iii) a perimeter block layout where 

carparking is provided behind 
buildings or in basements or on
roofs, except for kerbside 
parking, so that the main “activity 
frontage” for buildings along 
roads that are important to the 
development of pedestrian 
amenity and character of the 
Town Centre is oriented towards 
those roads rather than parking 

estfield (New Zealand) 
ited 

108 Progressive Enterprises 
Limited 
Opposed By:  
250 Auckland Regional 
Council 
300 IMF Westland Ltd 

areas;........." 
 

107 W
Lim

250/158 
Regional Council 

 

e a comprehensive ‘transport concept’ 
(the vision for an efficient, integrated, multi 
modal transport network and the required 

erprises 
Auckland Amend the Plan Change so that Waitakere

City Council (in consultation with ARTA) 
prepar

infrastructure) for the whole of the Massey 
North Urban Concept Plan area. 

Supported By:  
108 Progressive Ent
Limited 
127 Land Transport New 
Zealand 
Opposed By:  
300 IMF Westland Ltd 

250/159 Auckland 
ouncil 

nfirm that both 

 

Supported By:  
gional Regional C

Amend the Plan Change to co
Transit NZ and ARTA support the plan 
change and will deliver the mitigating and
integrating roading infrastructure and public 
transport services. 

258 Auckland Re
Transport Authority 
127 Land Transport New 
Zealand 
Opposed By:  
300 IMF Westland Ltd 

250/160 Auckland 
Regional Council 

Amend the plan change to confirm the final 
form of Hobsonville Road - whether it will 
remain a state highway or become a local 
road. 

Supported By:  
258 Auckland Regional 
Transport Authority 
Opposed By:  
300 IMF Westland Ltd 
108 Progressive Enterpri
Limited 

ses 

250/162 Auckland 
Regional Council 

Amend the Plan Change to confirm that the 
proposal meets the requirements of the Land 
Transport Management Act. 

Opposed By:  
300 IMF Westland Ltd 

250/163 Auckland 
Regional Council 

 through a congested 

Supported By:  
108 Progressive Enterprises 
Limited 

pposed By:  
300 IMF Westland Ltd 

Amend the plan change by deleting the 
proposed location for the Park and Ride 
because vehicle access
Westgate interchange at peak periods will be 
problematic.   

O

250/164 Auckland 
Regional Council 

us routes. 

Opposed By:  
300 IMF Westland Ltd 
Support and Opposed By:  
108 Progressive Enterprises 
Limited 
258 Auckland Regional 
Transport Authority 

Amend the plan change to confirm that bus 
lanes have been provided for through the 
State Highway 16 and 18 interchanges; and 
ascertain the appropriate location for public 
transport interchanges, located to suit local 
services or regional b



 
250/175 
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uncil 

ge 

ed By:  
300 IMF Westland Ltd 

Auckland 
Regional Co

Amend the plan change by adding provisions 
for a bus station and associated public 
transport services to be located at walking 
distance (200 metres) from the northern ed
apartments; and retain the provisions for 
residential apartments. 

Oppos

257/230 Waitakere City 
Council 

Amend Policy 11.20 by deleting those words
struck through, and adding those in italics 
and underlined: 
“Activities located on sites in the periphery 
area of the Henderson 

 

and New Lynn and the 
Massey North Town Centre Special Area 
(precincts B, C & D) shall should be designe
and carried out in…” 

d 

 

257/231 Waitakere City 
Council 

Amend Policy 11.21 by adding those words in 
italics and underlined: 
“Off-street carparking within the core of the 
Henderson Community Environment, the 
Massey North Town Centre Special Area, 

 

 

and the entire Community Environment (New
Lynn).” 

257/233 Waitakere City 
Council 

 

tified at 
 

 

Supported By:  
250 Auckland Regional 
Council 

nd Opposed By:  
58 Auckland Regional 

Transport Authority 

Amend and clarify Policy 11.44 to emphasis
the importance of providing for a high 
standard of pedestrian amenity.  State that 

 idenmain pedestrian routes are to be
CDP stage and are to adequately provide for
circulation around a precinct, between 
precincts, to schools, parks and community 
services, and integrated with public transport
nodes and bus stops. 

Support a
2

257/251 Waitakere City 
Council 

Amend Policy 11.44 to provide clarification 
regarding the need to provide adequately for 
carparking - normal district plan parking 
requirements to be met unless it can be 
shown, at CDP and individual development 
stages, that a lesser requirement can be 
justified, through such means as indicating 
likely employee numbers and provision to be 

ses 

made for access by public transport. 

Opposed By:  
108 Progressive Enterpri
Limited 
258 Auckland Regional 
Transport Authority 

257/291 Waitakere City 
Council 

Amend Assessment Criteria for 
Transportation and Infrastructure to confirm 
that these criteria shall be considered for all 
applications, rather than solely where a 
Comprehensive Development Plan is relied 
upon. 

 

257/295 Waitakere 
Council 

City 

l 

fy likely demand. 

 
Amend Assessment Criterion 26(y) to refer to 
the Waitakere City Council Parking and 
Driveway Guideline, as a guideline for 
“standard” carparking requirements, and a 
statement making it clear that reductions wil
only be given where it can be confirmed that 
a lesser number of carparking spaces will 
satis

Opposed By:  
258 Auckland Regional
Transport Authority 
Support and Opposed By:  
250 Auckland Regional 
Council 

257/296 Waitakere City 
Council 

Amend Rule 26.3(f) by requiring parking to 
comply with the rules of Rule 14.1(a) 
Community Environment. 

 and Opposed By:  Support
250 Auckland Regional 
Council 

257/303 Waitakere City 
Council 

Amend Rule 27 to include additional controls 
and assessment criteria within the Massey 
North Employment Node to address access 
onto Highway 16. 

Supported By:  
140 Garelja Brothers 
Strawberry Gardens 

258/202 

) 

Opposed By:  
300 IMF Westland Ltd 

nd Opposed By:  
08 Progressive Enterprises 

Limited 

Auckland 
Regional 
Transport 
Authority 

Amend to add objectives for urban 
development for the Massey North area be 
included in the plan change.  The objective(s
should include specific transport outcomes 

Support a
1
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sought for the area. 
259/9 Transit New 

Zealand 
Reject and withdraw Proposed Plan Change
15. 

 pposed By:  
1 IB, GA and IE Midgley 

108 Progressive Enterprises 
Limited 
140 Garelja Brothers 

trawberry Gardens 

300 IMF Westland Ltd 

O
8

S
157 Federated Farmers of 
New Zealand (Inc) 

295/5 Edward & 
Merlene Cox and 
Kylie May  

 Amend the Plan Change to ensure roading 
infrastructure (e.g. extension of SH16) within 
the proposed development area is integrated
with Transit NZ’s motorway system. 

296/5 Mitchell & 
Helena Cox 

 
 

 Amend the Plan Change to ensure roading
infrastructure (e.g. extension of SH16) within
the proposed development area is integrated 
with Transit NZ’s motorway system. 

297/5 Judith Ann & 
Lisa Robin 
MacLaine 

 Amend the Plan Change to ensure roading 
infrastructure (e.g. extension of SH16) within 
the proposed development area is integrated 
with Transit NZ’s motorway system. 

300/51 Westland 
Ltd 

6(s) as follows: IMF Amend Assessment Criteria 2
Utilising information, provided by Council in 
respect of areas beyond that proposed by the 
applicant, demonstrate the provision for 
upgrading roads and traffic systems to and 
around the Massey North Special Area, 
sufficient to enable efficient and safe traffic 
movements having regard to likely traffic 
generation from the Special Area and the 
growth of traffic generally through the area. 
Provide a basis for such provision to be 
delivered incrementally, as development 
progresses including the utilisation of 
temporary measures, as well as the proposed 
staging to final provision. 

 
Support and Opposed By:  
81 IB, GA and IE Midgley 

300/52 IMF Westland Criteria 26(w) to insert 

s with transport 
c 

in the 
pment 

 

ons for 

 
pposed By:  Ltd 

Amend Assessment 
the following words in italics: 
The extent to which development has been 
designed to integrate land use
systems, including provision for publi
transport within the precinct, and between 
precincts. (Note, it is expected that 
development of comprehensive develo
plans, there will be consultation with the 
Auckland Regional Council, the Auckland 
Regional Land Transport Authority and 
Transit New Zealand). Consultation shall be 
limited to the issues relevant to that authority
and the authority shall have 20 working days 
within which to respond with specific needs 
and requirements, including the reas
such requirements. 

Support and O
81 IB, GA and IE Midgley 

300/78 IMF Westland 
Ltd 

, the 
 legend of the map to insert 

be uplifted’ 

Opposed By:  
259 Transit New Zealand 

pposed By:  

Amend the Human Environments Map
notation within the
the following words in italics: 
‘Designation TSNZ4 - to 

Support and O
81 IB, GA and IE Midgley 

300/80 IMF
upport and Opposed By:  

81 IB, GA and IE Midgley 

 Westland 
Ltd 

Amend the Human Environments Map, to 
show the position of the indicative 
reconfigured interchange. 

 
S

300/81 IMF Westland 
Ltd 

Amend the map to show the position of the 
indicative northern roading connection from
the eastern side of the proposed motorway
extension. 

 
 

upport and Opposed By:  
81 IB, GA and IE Midgley 

 
S
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Westland Urban 
Concept Plan, to remove indicative road and 
transport interchange in Precinct E. 

Support and Opposed By:  
81 IB, GA and IE Midgley 
108 Progressive Enterprises 

300/85 IMF 
Ltd 

Amend Appendix XX - Massey North 

Limited 
329/2 David Phillips Amend plan change to include investigation 

of a potential Henderson rail line and 
provision for this. 

 

329/3 David Phillips Amend Plan Change to prohibit traffic in the 
centre of the new town. 

Opposed By:  
108 Progressive Enterprises 
Limited 

585/1 Leanne Raewyn 
Karl 

Seeks that the Plan Change not be allowed 
unless public transport facilities are factored 
in. 

 

1080/3 Darren Anderson Seeks that in the long term there is a train  
connecting Henderson, Westgate and the 
North Shore as it will not just be West 
Aucklanders working there. 

Discussion: 
 
Submitter 4/7 

e 
f the area.   

able 

he proposed road that the submitter is concerned about runs North - South through the eastern half of the 
s to the submitter’s property from the proposed Northside Drive, 

gh 

sit and the submitter, and a 
ansport audit has been completed by WCC. This has resulted in some modifications to the roading 

004 
 

 be pursued through separate statutory processes and Waitakere City Council is currently 
viewing the extent of designations required to implement the Massey North Urban Concept Plan, but it is 

 available to the road linking precincts C 
nd D and how development is to be sequenced across the precincts. They also request that the road be 

 a 
d 

he normal process for road development is that the property developer provides the road, which is then 
bsequent maintenance. However in this particular case, 

o 
 

A.  This point is discussed further 
 section 5.20. 

 a separate 
designation process in the event that the plan change proceeds. 

This submission requests that the indicative roads in the Massey North Urban Concept Plan be removed 
from their property at 81 & 91 State Highway 16. In response the road indicated is a key element of th
roading network for the Massey North Special Area and it is necessary for the development o
 
The submitter’s property currently has direct access to State Highway 16 which is a limited access road 
operated by Transit New Zealand who are also a submitter.  Direct access to State Highway 16 is accept
while the current rural landuse continues, but would not be acceptable, for safety reasons, once the land is 
developed for industrial purposes.  Therefore the indicative roading network in Massey North has been 
designed to facilitate development of the property without direct access to State Highway 16. 
 
T
submitters property.  It would provide acces
which would in turn provide access from State Highway 16 through a controlled intersection built to Transit 
standards.  Thus future industrial development of the property is dependent on the new road running throu
it. 
 
Since notification further pre-hearing meetings have been held with both Tran
tr
network, but it is necessary for the road running through the submitter’s property to remain. 
 
The normal process for road development is that the property developer provides the road, which is then 
vested in the Council, who is responsible for subsequent maintenance.  Section 4(b) of the LGAAA2
prevents any new designation being introduced through plan changes made under the LGAAA2004 process. 
Designations can
re
unlikely that this particular section of roading would be designated. No change is recommended. 
 
Submission 108/98, 108/99 and 108/100 
These submissions seek clarification as to whether access will be
a
promulgated as a public work.  In response, the road is a key element of the roading network that links
number of precincts and access points off the state highway. It is necessary for this road to be a public roa
to ensure appropriate development of the town centre as a whole.  
 
T
vested in the Council, who is responsible for su
because the extension to Fernhill Drive will provide an important connection to Precincts A and C, and als
connects to State Highway 16, a designation would be appropriate for that part of the Fernhill Drive
extension that runs from State Highway 16, through Precinct C to Precinct 
in
 
Section 4(b) of the LGAAA2004 prevents any new designation being introduced through plan changes made 
under the LGAAA2004 process.  However, designations can be pursued through separate statutory 
processes.  The panel can make a recommendation to the effect that the Council consider
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ended to clearly identify the key 
0/83 in section 5.9 and submission 

commended. 

.45 

 and is partly inaccurate to the extent that: 

lt 

 which 
taken 

sit (refer: Draft Transport Audit for the Auckland Regional Transport Authority of 
 

l 

ey North Urban Concept Plan should be 

 

is relatively compact with walkable distances and it is not appropriate 
l 

It is also recommended the Massey North Urban Concept plan be am
lements of the roading network (see also response to submission 30e

259/9 below).  Amendments to policies 11.44 and 11.45, and the assessment criteria for rules 26 and 27 are 
also recommended to expressly refer to sequencing of land development in relation to transport services. 
 
Submissions 109/105, 110/105 and 111/102 
These submissions seek removal of the need to consider adverse effects on the capacity of roads giving 
access to a site.  In response, it is appropriate and necessary to consider the effects of proposed 

evelopments on the public road network. No change is red
 
Submissions 110/113 and 111/110 
These two submissions seek deletion of the last sentence of paragraph 11 of the explanation for policy 11
on the grounds that it is inaccurate.  In response, it is recommended that it be deleted because it is 

eripheral to the subject matter of policy 11.45p
• it implies no public transport will be available in the Massey North Special Employment Area, which is 

incorrect, and 
• some trips to high traffic generating activities may be single-visit. 
 
However, high traffic generating retail activities are often clustered together in compatible groups to facilitate 
multi-visit shopping.  Also, in principle, there is no reason why the public should not have the option to 
access retail activities by public transport if they wish.  Not all shopping involves bulky items that are difficu
to move on buses. Consequentially, it is appropriate to provide for retail principally within Precincts B, A and 
E of the Massey North Town Centre Special Area which provides for a range of compatible activities with 
good access to the roading network and public transport.  
 

ubmission 203/43  S
This submission concerns two separate submission topics.  The first of these seeks an amendment to 
assessment criteria 26(s) (renumbered as (t) in Appendix 1) objecting to the need to have regard to “the 
growth of traffic generally through the area.”   
 
The Massey North Town Centre development will consist of a network of interconnected public streets
will in turn connect to the adjacent state highway network.  The general growth in traffic needs to be 
into account because the Town Centre is part of a wider package of development initiatives in NorSGA.  
However, it is the initial responsibility of Waitakere City Council as promoter of the Plan Change, to ensure 
(in conjunction with ARTA and Transit) that provision of the public roading network will be appropriate to the 
predicted growth in demand. A transport audit has been prepared in response to submissions from LTNZ, 

RTA, ARC and TranA
Waitakere City Councils Proposal to Develop the Massey North to Hobsonville Corridor).  The audit analyses
traffic growth and indicates key public roads, intersections and public transport facilities necessary to a 
sustainable roading network. The particular layout of key routes and intersections with State Highway 16 is 
critical to the efficient functioning of the road network and public transport.   
 
Given the requirements of the Fifth Schedule of the LGAAA regarding certainty, integration and multi-moda
transport, it is important that the plan provides sufficient certainty about the key elements of the transport 
system. This point is discussed in more detail in responses to other transport submissions below.    It is 
ecommended that the current assessment criteria and Massr

updated to reflect the outcomes of the transport audit (refer also to the discussion of 259/9 below).  
Assessment criteria 26(s) (renumbered as (t) in Appendix 1) should be amended to focus more on 
consistency with the revised Massey North Urban Concept Plan.  This will provide the consent applicant with 
the alternative of either adopting the key elements of the transport network as set out in the revised Massey 
North Urban Concept Plan, or alternatively expend resources to demonstrate the feasibility of an alternative
network layout.  
 
The second matter raised in the submission is a request to alter assessment criteria 26(ab)(iii) (renumbered 
as (iv) in Appendix 1) to limit the perimeter block layout development format set in the plan change to areas 

long roads that are important to the development of the pedestrian amenity and character of the Town “a
Centre”.  In response, the Town Centre 
that any part of the Town Centre should have low amenity values dominated by ground level parking.  Al
parts of the Town Centre streetscape are intended to be accessible to pedestrians, though the amount of 
pedestrian traffic may vary.  Maintaining amenity values is important to all users of the Town Centre, 
including those that work, visit and live in particular areas.    
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 planning and 
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assey North Urban Concept Plan.  Also Transit is already committed to funding of the 
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y Council has committed funding for the bus 
 measures and park and ride.  The main routes will be part of ARTA’s ‘Quality 

 a 
d 

 

 
n 

rt.  There is no obvious deficiency in this respect. No change is recommended. 

This assessment criterion also needs to be considered in the context of the policies in the plan.  Policy 11.
asserts the importance of street amenity values and a perimeter block layout.  Policy 11.45 (incorrectly 
numbered) and related standards and assessment criteria in Proposed Plan Change 18 also addresses this
issue in more detail.  The overall policy, rules and assessment criteria reinforce the perimeter block layout, 
but provide some flexibility to make a case for a modest amount of street front parking depending on the 
street typology that applies.   
 
It is considered that the plan provisions provide adequate flexibility in this regard and changes to assessme
riteria 26(ab) should be limited to a cross referc

 
Submissions 250/158 and 250/159  
These submissions seek preparation of a comprehensive ‘transport concept’ (the vision for an efficient, 
integrated, multi modal transport network and the required infrastructure) for the whole of the Massey North
Urban Concept Plan area.  They also seek confirmation that Transit and ARTA support the plan change and 
will provide the relevant road and public transport infrastructure.  In response, both Transit and ARTA have 
each made separate submissions on Proposed Plan Change 15 and the issues raised in those submissi

re dealt with elsewhere in this report and the Transport Report.   a
 
Clauses (a) and (b) of the Fifth Schedule of the LGAAA require a multi-modal and integrated approach to 
land use planning in the district plan.  The district plan cannot compel the delivery of a transport service.  

evertheless, the LGAAA implies greater evidence of practical integration between land useN
transport service delivery than may have been apparent in the past.  There are three aspects to this.  Firstly
the proposed Plan Change needs to be of a form that will result in land use that facilitates delivery of a 
multimodal transport system.  Secondly, there needs to be some evidence that the transport system is likely 
to be delivered in practice.  Thirdly, land-use planning can control the sequencing of land development 
that it matches the transport service delivery.   
 
Since notification of the Plan Change, a transport audit has been undertaken in consultation with ART
Transit. The Draft Transport Audit for the Auckland Regional Transport Authority of Waitakere City Councils 
Proposal to Develop the Massey North to Hobsonville Corridor confirms that the local roading network can 

e successfully integrated into the state highway network, subject to some amendments to the roading b
network shown in the M
new state highways 16 and 18.  Waitakere City Council has also committed funding in the LTCCP fo
intersection work.  Some funding will also provided through development contributions.  
 
However, the proposed roading network layout needs to be updated to be consistent with the audit.  In 
addition, some clarification is required as to how important elements of the internal roading network are to be 
delivered.  Changes are recommended as detailed in response to submission 259/9 below. 
 
The draft transport audit and the Statement of Evidence of Darren Davis, 31 October 2006, also discusse
public transport.  Subject to some changes, the proposed planning framework for the Town Centre will be
ffective in facilitating public transport. Waitakere Cite

interchange, bus priority
Transit Network’.  Provision of funding for some local connection routes remains to be clarified.   
 
Overall it is likely that appropriate multimodal transport infrastructure will be delivered.  Changes are 
recommended to update the Plan Change to be consistent with the audit and provide for better sequencing 

f development and public transport as detailed in response to submission 250/164 and 250/165 below. o
 
Submission 250/160  

his submission requests confirmation of the status of the existing State Highway 16 in the future.  T
Discussions with Transit New Zealand indicate that it is likely that the existing State Highway 16 will remain
state highway in the medium term. Accordingly, the Massey North Urban Concept Plan has been develope
on the assumption that Hobsonville Rd will remain a state highway, with limited access provisions.  Further 
consideration has been given to the specific location of intersections with the existing State Highway 16 and 
details are provided in the Draft Transport Audit for the Auckland Regional Transport Authority of Waitakere
City Councils Proposal to Develop the Massey North to Hobsonville Corridor. It is recommended that the 
Massey North Urban Concept Plan be updated to reflect the key roads and intersections in the revised 
roading network as set out in the audit report. 
 
Submission 250/162  
This submission seeks confirmation that Proposed Plan Change 15 meets the requirements of the Land 
Transport Management Act.  It is not clear why the submitter thinks the Plan Change may not meet the
requirements of the Land Transport Act 2003, which is primarily concerned with the allocation of Crow
funding for land transpo
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ute to the overall 
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 well as 
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ommended in 
 

 
Submissions 250/163, 250/164 and 250/175  
These submissions all request specific clarification regarding provision of public transport facilities.  
 
In response to the request that a bus station be located within 200 metres of the apartments  - the current 
Massey North Urban Concept Plan shows a public transport interchange near the northern side of the 

partments, which should meet this requesa
audit report indicates that the most efficient location of a bus interchange is on a revised Fernhill Drive 
alignment, in the block to the north of Fernlea Drive.  The bus interchange is funded in the Waitakere C
Council Long Term Council Community Plan 2006-2016, Volume 3, page 94. A local connector bus route is 
proposed, which would provide convenient access from apartments to public transport to the effect that all 
apartments will be within 400m of a bus stop.  The bus interchange would also be serviced by ARTA Quality 
Transit Network providing connections to other parts of Waitakere City, Rodney, Auckland and North Shore. 
Funding for the connector loop within Massey North has not been expressly secured at this time and 

partment residents would ba
However, the cost of this connector loop is relatively low, so provision of this service should not be a 
significant obstacle. 
 
t is also important to ensure that development of the precincts occursI
of public transport, so that the public transport is available from the start of occupation and use of the sites.  
Further, the sequencing of precinct development is important to effective public transport delivery because 
the proposed bus routes from Precincts D and C will all run through the bus interchange in Precinct A. The 
district plan cannot expressly require the delivery of a public transport service, but can regulate land use 
according to the availability of the service. 
  
Therefore amendments to Policy 11.44 and assessment criteria are recommended to coordinate land 

evelopment with provision of public transport. This would discourage intensive urban land use in d
absence of the service, and would also encourage contemporaneous provision of the service.   In addition, it 
is recommended that rule 26.2(f)(iv) (renumbered as (e)(v) in Appendix 1) and assessment criteria 26(v) and 
(w) (renumbered as (w) and (x) in Appendix 1) be amended to cross reference to the revised Massey North 
Urban Concept Plan. Corresponding changes are recommended for 27(q) & (r)  (renumbered as (r) and (s) 
respectively in Appendix 1. 
 
The draft audit report indicates that bus lanes are to be provided at the state highway interchanges and also
to facilitate bus access to the interchange. Funding for these is provided for in the Waitakere City Council 

ong Term Council ComL
 
The park and ride is funded in the Waitakere City Council Long Term Council Community Plan 2006-2016, 
Volume 3, page 94.  The current position of the park and ride within the Massey North Urban Concept plan is
indicative only. The actual position of the park and ride may change as Massey North develops.  Also further 

nalysis contained in the audit indicates a
privileged location furth
within Massey North, on the Kumeu/Helensville bus route. The reason for this is that the park and ride 
should be located in a position that discourages direct bus journey substitution by park and ride.  
 
Therefore it is recommended that the park and ride facility notation in the Massey North Urban Concept Pla
be amended to indicate that it is temporary and indicative.  Waitakere City Council may need to consider 
designating a final site for the park and ride, but it would be premature to do this until the final decisions have

een made on the overall Plan Change.  Note that while the park and ride facility will contribb
sustainability of the tran
 
It is recommended that the residential apartment provisions be retained, with some changes in response to 
other submissions.   
 
Submission 257/230 and 257/231 

hese submissions seek that policies 11.20 and 11.21 be amended to apply to Massey North asT
Henderson and New Lynn.  This change is appropriate.  It is recommended that the policies be amende
requested by the submitter. 
 
Submission 257/233 
This submission seeks changes to policy 11.44 to emphasise the importance of pedestrian amenity and 
onnectivity.  In response, this request is partly met by the amendments to Policy 11.20 recc

response to submission 257/230.  However, this also needs to be expressed in the assessment criteria for
Rule 26, for reference in the consideration of limited discretionary consent applications for comprehensive 



 
development plans.  Therefore it is recommended that an additional assessment criterion (refer to Appendix 

 for details) be added as well as the recommended amendments to Policy 11.20. 
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ria. Note also submission 257/211 seeking a 

1
 
Submission 257/291 

his submission seeks that the assessment criteria for transport and infrastructure apply to all consent T
applications, not just consent applications for comprehensive development plans.  This submission needs to 
be considered in the context of submission 257/285 in section 5.40 which seeks specific changes to the 
ross referencing between the rules and assessment critec

reduction in the number and complexity of rules relating to comprehensive development plans. 
 
Some discussion of the rules is required to clarify this matter.  For a discretionary activity (without any 
limitations) the Council can take into account any of the assessment criteria, as is noted in the paragraph at 
the end of rule 26.4.  For a limited discretionary activity (described as a restricted discretionary activity in 
section 77(B) (4) of the RMA), the Council must expressly state those matters over which it is restricting its 

iscretion.  These can include assessment criteria. The last paragraph of rule 26.2 states:  d
 
“Assessment of Limited Discretionary Activity applications will be limited to the matters referred to in Rule 
26.2 and matters of provision to be made for transport systems and the integration of those systems with 

nd use, health anla d safety design, construction, location, health and safety and matters within Assessment 
sessment criteria in the Specified City-Wide Rules.”   

 addressed in a Transport Management Plan 
standards in Rule 26.2 (g)(xiii))” 

(e) 
could give rise 

t transport assessment criteria apply only to comprehensive development plans.  
its 

 
 

ese s
ange ese submissions seek a demand led 
proac nd other submissions requesting a more 

exible approach to parking.  No change is recommended. 

y Council indicates that vehicle access to 
nd 

Criteria 26(a) – 26(ar) and relevant as
 
This implies that all the assessment criteria except (as) are to be taken into account for all limited 
discretionary applications.  However, the start of the first paragraph of the transportation criteria states: 
 
(note: all of the following assessment criteria are to be“

prepared to satisfy the 
 
The reference to 26.2(g)(xiii) is an error and the note is intended to refer to 26.2.(f)(xiii) (renumbered as (e) 
(xiv) in Appendix 1).  There is no similar notation for rules 26.2(c) (renumbered as (b) in appendix 1), 26.2

enumbered as (d) in Appendix 1) which relate to building and subdivision respectively.  This (r
to an interpretation tha
Overall these rules are confusing and it is not entirely clear what the Council is restricting the exercise of 
discretion to.  This general issue is discussed further in the response to submission 257/285. 
 
Many of the transport assessment criteria are relevant to new buildings.  Therefore to that extent it is
recommended that the notations relating to rules be amended to clarify which transport assessment criteria

pply to buildings. a
 
Submissions 257/251 and 257/295 
Th ubmissions seek express inclusion of the Waitakere City Council Parking Guidelines in the Plan 
Ch  and rigorous enforcement of the guidelines.  In response, th

p h to parking which is inconsistent with submission 257/220 aa
fl
 
Submission 257/296 
This submission seeks to alter rule 14 in the Massey North Town Centre to the effect of requiring less 
parking.  However, this is still a demand led approach, inconsistent with submission 257/220 and other 
submissions requesting a more flexible approach to parking.  No change is recommended. 
 
Submission 257/303  
This submission seeks better control of vehicle access onto State Highway 16 for reasons of traffic safety 

nd efficiency.  The transport audit undertaken by Waitakere Cita
State Highway 16 needs to limited to Strategic Access Points (intersections) for reasons of traffic safety a
efficiency.  This has been confirmed with Transit. It is also necessary to maintain amenity values.  Therefore 
it is recommended that:  
 
• the Massey North Urban Concept Plan be amended to show the Strategic Access Points,  
• the rules be amended to the effect that vehicle access to the state highway other than through these 

Strategic Access Points is a Non-complying Activity, 
• policy be amended to ensure appropriate decision making. 
 
 
Submission 258/202  



 
This submission seeks additional objectives on the Massey North area, relating to transport outcomes but 
does not state what those objectives should be.  There is already a hierarchy of objectives and policies i
plan including the policy inserted by plan changes 15 and 16.  This ranges from the general Objective 0,
through intermediate level policy such as policies 0.1, 0.2 etc… to specific policy such as policies 11.44 
11.45.  Taking into account other submissions requesting brevity, and the need to retain consistency in the 
hierarchy of policy, it is more appropriate to refine the specific policies 11.44 and 11.45, rather than insert 
additional objectives; to the extent that changes are required.   
 
Further pre-hearing meetings with the submitter were undertaken as part of the transport audit. At those 
meetings, the submitter indicated a specific concern with the effects on the viability of public transport, of the 
rules that require the provision of car parking.  This issue is discussed in more detail in the Transport Report,
including discussion of submission 258/225, which requests a cap on parking and 257/220 which requests 
more flexible approach to parking to facilitate multimodal transport.   Consequentially, to the 
recommendations in the Transport Report, it is further recommended that policies11.44 and 11.45, and rul
6, and the relevant assessment criteria be amended to ensu

I:\transfer\PC15\PC 15 Planners Report to the Panel January 2007.doc 35

n the 
 
and 

 
a 

es 
re that car parking provisions are flexible 

c

 
ct equirement to obtain 

ariety of activities.  Rule 14 also sets minimum parking ratios but these ratios 

y 

ort 
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2
enough to facilitate multimodal transport use as expressed in the Fifth Schedule of the LGAAA.  This is 
be ause there is evidence that increased public transport use is correlated with reduced accessibility of 
private carparking though the extent of the benefit has not been quantified for Massey North specifically. 
Further details of the recommended changes are outlined below. 
 
The existing rules for the Massey North Town Centre Special Area require resource consent for new urban

ivities as either a limited discretionary or discretionary activity.  This includes a ra
resource consent for Comprehensive Development Plan (CDP) for each precinct.  Assessment criteria 
26(y)(renumbered as (aa) in Appendix 1) to (ad) relate to parking and apply to consent applications.  In 
addition, rule 14 of the Community Environment applies with its associated standards and a host of 
assessment criteria relating to parking.  Assessment criterion 26(y) refers to “relevant parking guidelines”, 
which could include the Council’s existing non-statutory parking guidelines.  These guidelines contain 

inimum parking ratios for a vm
are different to the guidelines.  The net result is an array of rules, standards and assessment criteria on 
parking that emphasise a demand led approach to provision of parking, although providing a limited degree 
of flexibility.  Application of these rules is likely to lead to over provision of parking to the extent that Masse
North may not be able to meet the density standards in the ARPS, and could be inconsistent with the 
LGAAA, the flexible approach required in policy 11.44 and the changes recommended in the Transp

eport.  Accordingly changes to the Massey North Town Centre Area rules arR
following general effect (refer to Appendix 1 for details): 
 
• remove the cross reference to Community Environment Rule 14, but relocate some of the relevant rule 

14 assessment criteria and amalgamate them with the assessment criteria of rule 26; 
• insert a new rule that sets a maximum parking standard based on the ratios contained in Rule 14, 

changing Rule 14 from a minimum standard to a maximum standard (for Massey North). 
• amend the conte

provide a more flexible approach to the assessment of parking requirements. 
 
These changes do not set a specific cap on parking, but do provide for an appropriate balance between 
facilitating public transport use, while also ensuring that development dependent on car access remains 
via le.  These changes will also encourage a built form that facilitates higher employment densities (refer 
submissions 250/169, 257/234, 257/266, 257/286 and 258/203), by putting an upper limit on the proportion o
land occupied by carparking. 
 
The existing rules for the Massey North Employment Special Area require resource consent for development 

 building as either a limited discretionary or discretionary activan ity.  Assessment criteria 27(m) 
(re umbered as (n) in Appendix 1) and (n) (renumbered as (o) in Appendix 1) relate to parking and ap

sent applications. A change to assessment con criterion 27(m) (renumbered as (n) in Appendix 1) is 
recommended to refer to public transport, cycle and pedestrian alternatives.  
 
Rule 9 of the Working Environment applies with associated standards and assessment criteria relating to 
parking.  However, there is no basis within submissions for altering the application of Rule 9.  Also, within an 
industrial area, there is more risk of market under provision of parking than there is in the Massey North 
Town Centre Special Area, where retail activities will want more parking for customers.  Therefore no 
changes are recommended to the parking rules in the Massey North Employment Special Area. 
 
Submission 259/9  
This submission requests that the plan change be declined in total on the grounds that: 
 



 
• there is insufficient technical analysis of the transport implications to make an informed decision, 
• the proposed changes are inconsistent with the proposed State Highway16 and State Highway18 and 

would require a redesign of the roads and interchanges, 
• the extent of the development is greater than previously a

agreement for this area, 
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y the submitter are important to the overall sustainability of the project under the 
MA, and the Fifth Schedule of LGAAA. Effects on the efficiency of the state highway network need to be 
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n associated with development of the notified plan includes the report “Auckland Regional 
ransport (ART) Model for NorSGA and Land Use Allocations” Sinclair Knight Merz, 10 November 2004. 

 raised by the submitter. 

  
the t for the Auckland Regional Transport Authority of Waitakere City Councils Proposal 

 The analysis confirms that development of the 

a w rnal 
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e
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e 
a
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ect 

e with respect to the 

ritical to 

necessary traffic on the existing State Highway 16.   
The correct roading and intersection controls are also critical to the bus-based public transport system. 

• the concentration of commercial activity around the State Highway16 and State Highway18 interchanges
is inappropriate because of high anticipated travel demand, 

• the new business zones will encourage local journeys on the state highway network which could 
compromise its strategic through function, 

• development adjacent to state highway 16 may cause adverse affects on the existing State Highway 1
if the development occurs before the construction of the new State Highway 16.  

 
Some of the issues raised b
R
taken into account. But at the same time, it needs to be noted that the state highway network is centrally 
funded on an open and equal access basis.  Any person wishing to use the network has an equal right of 
use, irrespective of the length or origin of their journey.  There is no basis to discriminate in favour of effect
on the efficiency of the network from long-distance journeys in comparison to short distance or local jou
on the state highway network.  Therefore consideration of the effects on the efficiency of the network needs 
to be in terms of the overall efficiency, not the origin or length of journeys. 
 
The documentatio
T
This provides an analysis of predicted change (generally low) in traffic quantities, but does not indicate what 
the effect on the state highway network will be in terms of congestion and traffic flow.  Therefore it is not a 
sufficient basis to resolve the issues
 
More detailed investigations have been undertaken since the plan change was notified and are reported in

 Draft Transport Audi
to Develop the Massey North to Hobsonville Corridor. 
Massey North Town Centre Special Area and Massey North Special Employment Area can be undertaken in 

ay that will not adversely affect the functioning of the state highway system provided that the inte
roading network is revised as indicated in the audit report.  This is discussed more detail in the statem
v ence of Ross O’Neill Hill, and Jeff Brian Murray, both dated 31 October 2006, and presented at the 

nsport Topic hearings   
 
Th refore, to provide for a sustainable outcome, the Massey North Urban Concept Plan would need to be 

ated to reflect the revised internal road layout, positioning of intersections with existing State Highway 1
and slip lanes adjacent to State Highway 16 as shown in the figures contained in the transport audit.  Th
dr ft audit indicates that revised layout would ensure efficient traffic flow both within the state highway 

work and within the local roading network within Massey North and surrounding areas.  This applies ev
if the new State Highway 16 is not constructed prior to development of Massey North.  It has also been 

e igned to ensure efficient public transport operation without compromising other vehicle movement on thed
state highways.  
 
Consequently, the compatibility of Massey North with the state highway network is contingent on the corr
layout of the internal roading network across the precincts and the positioning of and control of intersections 
with State Highway 16.  However:  
 
 The existing Massey North Urban Concept Plan (as notified in 2005) is out of dat•

results of the audit. 
• These roads are not designated or vested as yet. 
• It is not clear from the existing plan change what elements of the roading and intersections are c

efficient transportation, or the relative roles of the Council and developers in providing for this.  
• The Waitakere City Council Long Term Council Community Plan 2006-2016, Volume 3, page 94 

provides a funding contribution for Northside Drive and FernHill Drive, but it is not clear how the other 
critical elements (such as the other State Highway 16 intersections) are to be delivered. 

• The existing plan change does not require conjunctive applications for adjoining CDP applications, and 
CDP are not required in the Massey North Area where the land is in separate ownership.  This could 
lead to a disjointed approach to development, which may have effects on State Highway 16. 

• The plan does not prevent use of employment area sites prior to the development of the important 
Northside Drive link to Trig Rd, which, if it did occur, could result in excessive traffic through the town 
centre and additional un

• 



 
 

his situation introdu
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ces a degree of uncertainty as to whether the roading network and associated public 
 by the audit, under the existing Plan Change.  Therefore it is 
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 policy and relevant assessment criteria so that widespread commercial and industrial use of new 
sites in the Massey North Special Employment Area is discouraged prior to completion of Northside 

; 
 the 

ote also the recommendations in section 5.9 of this report in response to submissions 300/56 and 300/83 

e 
d 

ubmitter 297 gives their address as No. 107A State 
ighway 16.  These properties are located at the north-western corner of Massey North.   

 
te 

ay 
 

s 
ighway 16 and the new State Highway 18 are 

ufficient. 

ban 

 the 
sibility of Council.  It also asks for allowance to be 

 
refe atters 

 
eneral growth in traffic needs to be taken into account because the Town Centre is part of a wider package 

es in NorSGA.  However, it is the initial responsibility of Waitakere City Council as 

s 

s of the Fifth Schedule of the LGAAA regarding certainty, integration and multi-modal 

should be updated to reflect the outcomes of the transport audit.  In particular assessment criteria 26(s) 

T
transport can be delivered as anticipated
recommended, in accordance with the Schedule 5 of the LGAAA, that more certainty be provided in the 
delivery of the key components of local roading network for Massey North, to the extent possible considering 
that the district plan primarily controls the effects of activities rather than directing the delivery of services.  
Generalised changes are recommended as follows (refer to Appendix 1 for details): 
 
• update the Massey North Urban Concept Plan to show the revised roading network as per the audit 

report; 
• indicate on the Massey North Urban Concept Plan, which of those roads are the key roads and 

intersections; 
• amend policy 11.44 and 11.45 and relevant assessment criteria to cross reference to the revised Massey 

North Urban Concept Plan so that decisions on consent applications can be effective in implementing th
desired roading network and associated public transport networks; 

• amend

Drive connection to Trig Rd (site development can still occur prior to the connection being established)
• amend policy to ensure that individual traffic generators are managed so as not to adversely affect

state highway network. 
 
N
on infrastructure.  
 
Submissions 295/5, 296/5 and 297/5  
These submissions generally support the plan change but request an assurance “that roading infrastructur
within the proposed development is to be integrated with Transit’s Motorway System.” Submitters 295 an
296 give their address as No. 97 State Highway 16, and s
H
 
In response, the proposed Northside Drive, as indicated in the Massey North Urban Concept Plan, will run
across the southwest corner of No. 97 State Highway 16.  This will provide a connection to the existing Sta
Highway 16 to the west.  Northside Drive will also continue eastward crossing over the new State Highway 
16 via a bridge and then connect to Trig Road.  Trig Road will in turn be connected to the new State Highw
18 by north facing ramps.  There will be no direct connection between the new Northside Drive and the new
State Highway 16, as Transit NZ has declined a request for such a connection.  Traffic modelling indicate
that these proposed connections to the existing State H
s
 
No particular changes are requested by these submissions but it is recommended that the Massey North 
Urban Concept Plan be updated to include the indicative position of Northside Drive running over the 
proposed new State Highway 16 through to Trig road.  This is not shown in the existing Massey North Ur
Concept Plan, but will be an important part of the roading network.  
 
Submission 300/51 
This submission seeks amendments to the effect that provision of information on traffic growth outside
area proposed to be developed, to be the primary respon
made for staged delivery over time to the final provision with the use of temporary measures; presumably

rring to development of the transport network.  These points are interrelated in part with the m
raised in submissions 108/99, 108/100 and 203/43.  

G
of development initiativ
promoter of the plan change, to ensure (in conjunction with ARTA and Transit) that provision of the public 
roading network will be appropriate to the predicted growth in demand. A transport audit has been prepared 
in response to submissions from ARTA, ARC and Transit.  The audit analyses traffic growth and indicate
key public roads, intersections and public transport facilities necessary to a sustainable roading network in 
and around Massey North. The particular layout of key routes and intersections is critical to the efficient 
functioning of the road network and public transport.   
 
Given the requirement
transport, it is important that the plan provides sufficient certainty about the key elements of the transport 
system. It is recommended that the current assessment criteria and Massey North Urban Concept Plan 



 
(renumbered as (t) in Appendix 1)  should be amended to focus more on consistency with the key elements 

f the roading network as shown in the Massey North Urban Concept Plan revised in accordance with the
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 the applicant with the alternative of either adopting the key elements of the transport 

sts alteration of assessment criteria 26(w) (renumbered as (x) in Appendix 1) to limit 

s 
nges are recommended. 

ests that the indicative position of Northside Drive and connections to State Highways 
nt maps. In response, roads are only indicated on the Human 

 the 

in Precinct 
 from the Massey North Urban 

oncept Plan and that the interchange in Precinct A be relocated to the position shown in the audit report.  
s would continue to run through Westgate and the interchange site will continue to 

ed 
t 

o
audit.  This will provide
network as set out in the audit, or alternatively expend resources to demonstrate the feasibility of an 
alternative network layout. It is also recommended that: 
• assessment criterion 26(s) (renumbered as (t) in Appendix 1) is amended to provide for staging and 

temporary measures as the town centre will be developed over time rather than all at once.  
• assessment criterion 26(w) (renumbered as (x) in Appendix 1) is amended to refer to sequencing and 

consistency with the transport audit.    
 

ubmission 300/52  S
This submission reque
the subject matter and time frame for consultation. Note also submissions 257/290 and 257/306, which 
request alterations to this criteria, on the basis that the Act does not contain an express requirement to 
consult.  It is recommended that this notation is best expressed as a recommendation to consult on transport 
matters, rather than an ‘expectation’.  However, there is no statutory basis to limit the length of time for 
consultation.    
 
Submission 300/78  
This submission requests that a notation be inserted into the Human Environment Maps to the effect that 
designation TSNZ4 is to be uplifted.   It is possible that part of the designation will be uplifted by agreement 
with Transit in the future.  However, it is inappropriate to include any imprecise notations at this stage unles

ore details can be provided with the agreement of Transit NZ. No cham
 
Submission 300/80  
This submission requests that the Hobsonville Rd interchange be included in the Human Environment maps. 
In response, it is already included in the Massey North Urban Concept Plan in an indicative fashion. Roads 
are only indicated on the Human Environment maps as Transport Environment, which is the area held for 
roading purposes.    The Human Environment maps will be progressively updated over time to show the new 
roads as Transport Environment, as land purchases proceed, In the interim all land held by Transit NZ for 
motorway purposes is deemed (under the district plan rules) to be Transport Environment, even if it is not 
currently indicated as Transport Environment in the maps. No changes are recommended. 
 
Submission 300/81  

his submission requT
be shown in the Human Environme
Environment maps as Transport Environment, which is the area held for roading purposes. At this point in 
time, the exact route of Northside Drive and other Massey North roads and the associated property vestings 
have not been finalised.  Therefore it would be inappropriate to include it on the Human Environment maps 
in an indicative way as this creates uncertainty. Note that all land held by WCC for roading purposes is 
deemed (under the district plan rules) to be Transport Environment, even if it is not indicated as Transport 
Environment in the maps.  Therefore as land is transferred to WCC for roading purposes, the relevant rules 
will apply.  It is recommended that the Massey North Urban Concept Plan be amended to show Northside 

rive extending between State Highway 16 and Trig Road. D
 
Submission 300/85 
This submission requests removal of the transport interchange shown located within precinct E (Westgate) 
within the Massey North Urban Concept Plan.  The Massey North Urban Concept Plan also shows a second 
transport interchange in Precinct A within Massey North Town Centre.  Both these interchanges were 
intended for bus based public transport.  Provision of public transport has been analysed in more detail in
draft transport audit which has concluded that there should only be one interchange for the Massey 
North/Westgate area, and that this should be located within the Town Centre off Fernhill Drive with
A.  Therefore it is recommended that the Precinct E interchange be removed
C
Note that bus service
serve as a bus stop. 
 
Submissions 329/2 and 1080/3  
These submissions request provision of rail connections between Henderson, Westgate and North Shore.  
This is not possible because of the absence of an existing rail corridor connecting these areas, and the high 
cost associated with purchasing and constructing a new rail corridor.   However, an extensive bus-bas
public transport system will be provided (refer to: Draft Transport Audit for the Auckland Regional Transpor
Authority of Waitakere City Councils Proposal to Develop the Massey North to Hobsonville Corridor).  This 



 
will include ‘Quality Transit’ links between Henderson, Massey North and North Shore. Dedicated bus lane
are to be provided for in the construction of the new State Highway 18. No changes are recommended. 
 
Submission 329/3 
This submission requests that traffic be prohibited from the Town Centre.  In response, the Town Cen
oncept involve
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s 

tre 
s a “mainstreet” with car access.  Approximately half of the total width of the mainstreet road 

le for pedestrian use and landscaping. The remainder will be carriage way for cars and 

 
nded routes are contained in the Draft Transport Audit for 

e Auckland Regional Transport Authority of Waitakere City Councils Proposal to Develop the Massey 
r.  In summary, the public transport system will consist of longer distance 

cting routes.  The location of the roading network, bus routes and bus stops 
ensure a relatively short walki will be nt 

. hange .  Th cility will 
i s d bu  provided 

for in the e  be  future 
passenger ferries at Westpa nges are recommended to the 
Massey North Urban Conce  reinforce public transport by 
altering parking rules and as 02).  In addition, it 
is recommended that the as mended to cross reference to the transport audit, and that 
the assessment criteria be amended to facilitate contemporaneous provision of public transport with 
development. 
 
Recommendation:  
Submissions 4/7, 109/105, 1 , 257/296, 300/78, 300/80, 329/2 
and 1080/3 are rejected. 
Submissions 108/98, 108/99  in part, with no changes made 
as a result of these submiss
Submissions 110/113, 111/1 1, 258/202, 259/9, 295/5, 296/5, 
297/5, 300/51, 300/52, 300/  shown in Appendix 1. 

1 cepted with changes as shown in 
ix

 

5.7 Stormwater  
 
N0. Submitter Further Submitter/s 

c
reserve will be availab
limited parking.  Other roads in the Town Centre will generally have a higher proportion of carriage way but 
all areas are intended to be pedestrian friendly and accessible, and the plan contains resource consent 
assessment criteria to that effect. A complete prohibition on cars would not be consistent with mainstreet 
model and connectivity. However, it is recommended that a new assessment criterion be inserted 
emphasising the importance of pedestrian amenity, safety and connectivity. 
 
Submission 585/1  
This submission seeks confirmation that public transport has been provided for.  In response, bus-based

ublic transport is to be provided for.  Details of intep
th
North to Hobsonville Corrido

uality’ links and shorter conne‘q
will 
inter

ng distance to a bus stop, and services 
 and park and ride facility are 

provided at freque
e bus interchange favals

have ded
A bus interc to be provided

 at the state highway interchange.  Dedicate
 new State Highway 18. Connections will also
rk Marina and Hobsonville airbase. Some cha
pt Plan and the policies and rules of the plan to
sessment criteria (see also the response to submission 258/2
sessment criteria be a

cated lane acces
construction of th

s lanes are also to be
 provided to proposed

10/105, 111/102,111/102, 250/162, 257/295

, 108/100, 295/5, 296/5 and 297/5 are accepted
ions. 
10, 203/43, 250/159, 250/160, 250/164, 257/29

81 and 585/1 are accepted in part to the extent
58, 257/295, 257/303 and 300/85 aSubmissio

Append
ns 250/163, 250/

 1. 
re ac

Summary of Decision Sought 
250/165 Auckland 

Regional Council 
t and 

t Management Plan 
processes, and does not reflect the outcomes 

 processes. 

infrastructure to include a requirement that 

Opposed By:  
300 IMF Westland Ltd 

Reject Plan Change 15 because it has not 
been fully informed by the stormwater and 
wastewater Network Discharge Consen
Integrated Catchmen

of these
 
Or; 
 
Amend the assessment criteria in relation to 

development be consistent with the 
Integrated Catchment Management Plan; and 
promotes Low Impact Design and source 
control for stormwater management; and fully 
incorporates and reflects the outcomes of the 
Upper Waitemata Harbour Study. 

300/54 IMF Westland 
Ltd 

Reject Assessment Criteria 26(ag) and 
replace with: 
Demonstration of the basis upon which 

 
Support and Opposed By:  
81 IB, GA and IE Midgley 



 
sustainable stormwater management 
techniques are incorporated into road design, 
to deliver the required quality and quantity 
performance standards, and with regard to 
the appropriateness of the techniques to the 
character desired for and objectives of 
particular precincts. 
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Discussion: 
 
Submissions 250/165 and 300/54 
Submission 250/165 is concerned with effective integration of regulation of stormwater discharge from 
Massey North and regulation of land use within Massey North. Submission 300/54 is concerned abo
practicalities of inserting low impact design stormwater design methods within a compact urban 
development. 

ut the 

 

AA. 

king process for the network discharge consent application has by agreement 

ind

inte
ma

acc

of t side for Drainage/Ecological Space has 
ands have been determined. The ICMP has a 

ta n for stormwater 
n selected (refer to Option 9 discussed in sections 11 and 12 of the ICMP).  The 

etention tanks.  This option will allow a compact urban form, is relatively cost effective, and will be effective 

 is important that the Massey North Urban Development Plan and consequent development remain 
isten MP an consent.  There ed that the 

 N Plan , da d 27 July 2005, of the ICMP.  
In addition t re th t 
with the ICMP. In particular:

• the ICMP is not referred be amended to require consistency 
with the discharge cons

 

t 

Massey North is within the Totara Catchment, which drains to the Brighams sub-estuary of the Upper 
Waitemata Harbour.  The Upper Waitemata Harbour is a sensitive estuarine environment.  It is a recognised
estuarine settling zone and is therefore potentially susceptible to the accumulation of contaminants via 
stormwater from adjacent land-based activities including urban activities.  It is important that the future 
development proposed under the Plan Change does not contribute significantly to long-term degradation of 
the upper harbour.  This is a significant sustainability test for the Plan Change under the RMA and LGA
Accordingly Waitakere City Council has prepared the Integrated Catchment Management Plan - Totara 
Creek (ICMP), which forms the documentation for the Totara Catchment network consent application (ARC 
permit application 26185). This included detailed modelling of effects on the Upper Waitemata Harbour.  The 
ICMP was first submitted to the Auckland Regional Council (ARC) on 31 August 2005 in association with a 
network discharge consent application. The ARC issued a section 92 notice (request for further information) 
on the 10 November 2005. Responses to the information request are incorporated to the current ICMP 
document dated 27 April 2006, which has been publicly notified by the ARC for submissions. At the 
completion of any hearings of submissions, the ARC may make a decision on the network consent 
application.  The decision ma
been phased to be contemporaneous with the decision making process for the Plan Change, but will be 

ependent of the LGAAA process. 
Preparation of the ICMP and preparation of the Massey North Urban Concept plan have been fully 

grated.  The contents of the ICMP show that the discharge of stormwater from the urban area can be 
naged to ensure that the urban development is in accordance with the ICMP and the Massey North 

Concept Plan and will not significantly alter long-term contaminant accumulation rates in the Upper 
Waitemata Harbour.  In addition, the proposed development will not cause significant contaminant 

umulation in the immediate Brighams Creek sub-estuary.  
The ICMP has been amended as a result of the section 92 requests and further detailed analysis has 
resulted in some changes to the ICMP and the Massey North UrbanConcept Plan since original notification 

he Proposed Plan Change.   In particular, the area to be set a
been refined, and the locations of stormwater treatment wetl

e iled and integrated approach to stormwater management. A preferred optiod
management has bee
preferred option will comprise three essential elements: source control of zinc coating systems, seven 
onstructed wetlands to provide treatment and detention for the entire developed catchment, and rainwater c

d
in the long-term. 
It
cons t with the IC d the ultimate network discharge fore it is recommend
Massey orth Concept 

, relevant text of 
 be updated to be consistent with Figure 3-5
he plan change should be amended to ensu
  

te
at development is consisten

 to in the policies and Policy 11.44 should 
ent; 

• rule 26.2(f) (renumbered as (e) in Appendix 1) should refer to the ICMP so that comprehensive 
development plan applications specifically provide for the ICMP and that Low Impact Design relevant to
the ICMP is used;  

• also the assessment criteria 26(al) (renumbered as (aj) in Appendix 1) which applies to Limited 
Discretionary Activities, is open ended and should be amended to ensure that development is consisten
with the ICMP; 
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ria 26(ag), can be deleted as the recommended changes to 26.2(f) (renumbered as (e) 
e subject matter of the criteria;  

istency. 

ecommendation:  
miss /165 a in part to the ex pendix 1. 

5.8 Transmission L

N0. r 

• assessment Crite
in Appendix 1) supersede th

• similar changes to rule 27 are required for cons
 
R
Sub ions 250 nd 300/54: are accepted tent shown in Ap
 

ines  
 

Submitte Summary of Decision Sought Further Submitter/s 
300/79 IMF Westland 

Ltd 
e Amend the Human Environments Map, th

notation within the legend of the map as 
follows: 
‘TP2 High Voltage Electricity Lines (over 
33kv) - to be uplifted’ 

 
Support and Opposed By:  
1 IB, GA and IE Midgley 8

Discussion: 
ts an ed l e indicating the route of 

w ion res  
district pla ap marks the ch cros  far 
as the report writer is aware ent to alte ission 
lines.  Therefore it would be  in time.  As the line is a notation 
on the map (not a designatio  a minor amendment, once 

en rea he future location of the transmission line. 

This submi
Transpo

ssion reques
er’s transmiss
n m

 alteration to the notation related to the dash
lines on the Human Environment map C8.  In 
current route of the transmission lines whi
 there is no formal (or informal) agreem
 inappropriate to alter the notation at this point
n) it can be altered at any time in the future as

ched over t

in
ponse, the dashed line on the

  Asses over Massey North.
r the route of the transm

agreement as has be
 
Recommendation:  
Submission 300/79 is rejected. 

 5.9 General Infrastructure Provision 
 
N0. Submitter Summary of Decision Sought Further Submitter/s 
257/239 Waitakere City 

Council 
Amend Policy 11.44 to explicitly refer to the 
re

Supported By:  
quirement to provide adequate 1207 Watercare Services Ltd 

infrastructure. 
257/249 Waitakere City 

Council 
Amend Policy 11.44 to require the need to 
“provide for adequate infrastructure (etc)” 
rather than simply “require development 
contributions”. 

Supported By:  
1207 Watercare Services Ltd 

300/56 IMF Westland 
Ltd 

Amend Plan Change to provide for Council to 
identify through an Infrastructure Plan the 
potential for certain infrastructure to be 
provided or facilitated by the relevant owner 
or the Council acting as a public authority. 

 
Support and Opposed By:  
81 IB, GA and IE Midgley 

300/83 IMF Westland 
Ltd 

Amend Appendix XX - Massey North Urban 
Concept Plan to provide further plans 
denoting the locations of anticipated 
indicative major civil infrastructure and 
designations for roading etc are inserted into 

 
Support and Opposed By:  
81 IB, GA and IE Midgley 

the UCP. 
Discussion: 
 

ubmissiS ons 257/239 and 257249 
iate 

 

 

rea Definitions for each precinct.  If 
consistent with the 

n the current district plan 

These submissions request that policy 11.44 be amended to include a requirement to provide appropr
infrastructure.  In response, policy 11.44 already includes a bullet which reads: “ensuring provision is made
for roading, stormwater and wastewater drainage and all other infrastructure.” Therefore the existing policy 
adequately provides for the submitters request and no changes to the plan are recommended.  However, it is
recommended that key roading infrastructure and drainage open space be more clearly identified (refer to 
response to 300/83 below).   
 
It is also recommended that roads, bridges, infrastructure and any activity necessary to implement the Totara 

reC ek Integrated Management Plan be included within Rule 1.2 Special A
these activities are not included they would be non-complying activities which would be in

 they are not included ipolicy.  Roads and bridges need to be specifically listed as



 
eatment devices, such as swa
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les and ponds are 
 provided for by generic reference to the ICMP. 

tive way 
 

em.   

irculation roads between the special areas and precincts,  

the public transport interchange and priority measures,  
es. 

he second key item of infrastructure is the area of land to be set aside as Drainage/Ecological Open Space.  
 area ry for c th ICMP and asso nt and is 

en verall s mmen ated to be 
ten MP (2 in

 
Providing for the public road d planning of other utilities.  However, the 

p r wastew ealt with 
c n

 
The third element infrastructure i es community facilities, government 
services not-for-profit services and medical services.  The Massey North Urb ins areas 
indicated as potential sites for community facilities.  These are most likely to ed by 
Waitakere City Council but could be used for community facilities provided b the 
map notation of these areas are recommended in response to submissions d . 
 
Section 4(b) of the LGAAA 2004 prevents any designations being introduced de under 
the LGAAA process.  Therefore any designations will need to be undertaken t be 
interpreted as a commitment to use designations as under the normal proces velopment of greenfield 

  provide e Co designations 
may be ne  ast
 
Recommendation:  
Submissions 257/239, 257/2 o th
 
 

n n with
 
N0. Submitter 

definition of infrastructure.  Also some modern stormwater tr
d need to benot included in the definition of infrastructure an

 
Submission 300/56 and 300/83 
These submissions seek more explicit identification of major infrastructure within the plan including any 
designations. The existing Proposed Plan Change 15 provisions do not provide a detailed plan of 
infrastructure, although a roading network, Transport Interchange, Park and Ride and the Drainage / 

cological Space Area and potential Community Facility locations, are all shown in a general indicaE
on the Massey North Urban Concept Plan.  The Drainage / Ecological Space Area is necessary to the Totara
North ICMP. Other physical infrastructure not shown includes stormwater, wastewater, telecommunications 
and electricity. 
 
There are three forms of infrastructure that the plan needs to address with an appropriate degree of 
certainty. 
 
The fist of these is the key elements of the roading network.  This is necessary to provide for efficient 
operation of both public and private transport because the layout and location of key intersections with the 
tate highway and connecting routes between precincts is critical to the functioning of the transport systs

It is recommended that the indicative road network be amended to show the road network in a manner 
consistent with the Transport Audit for the Auckland Regional Transport Authority of Waitakere City Councils 
Proposal to Develop the Massey North to Hobsonville Corridor.  Further, the key elements of the roading 
network should be clearly distinguished with a notation to the effect that these are intended to become public 
roads.  Details are shown in Appendix 1 including: 
 the Northside Drive connection between state highways 16 and 18,  •

• the main internal c
• the key strategic intersections with state highway 16,  

any indicative controls on intersections that have implications for land use or access,  • 
• 
• the main indicative public transport rout
 
T
This  is necessa onsistency with the Totara Nor ciated network conse

 updfundam
consis

tal to the o
t with the IC

ustainability of the Town Centre.  It is reco
006) including the intended locations of the ma

ing network will facilitate provision an

ded that this be
 stormwater wetlands. 

detailed 
through 

lanning fo
omprehensive co

ater, water supply, telecommunications, and electricity; is best d
sent applications. 

s social infrastructure.  This includ
an Concept Plan conta
be used for facilities provid
y others.  Some changes to 
iscussed in Section 5.29

 via plan changes ma
separately.  This should no
s for de

sites, the developer
cessary in some

s the roads, which are then transferred to th
cases to implement and efficient road and infr

49, 300/56 and 300/83 are accepted in part t

uncil. However, 
ructure network. 

e extent shown in Appendix 1. 

5.10 I tegratio  Westgate 

Summary of Decision Sought Further Submitter/s 
118/1 Westgate 

Properties 
Limited 

 

isting 
Westgate Shopping Centre. 

ses 
Amend objectives, policies and rules as
necessary to ensure that the proposed town 
centre is integrated with the ex

Opposed By:  
108 Progressive Enterpri
Limited 

250/161 Auckland Amend the Plan Change to resolve the issues Supported By:  
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Regional Council regarding the integration of the town centre 
across Hobsonville Road. 

g 

land Regional 
Transport Authority 

 Enterprises 
Limited 

111 The National Tradin
Company of New Zealand 
Limited 
258 Auck

1198 Magsons Hardware Ltd 
(Mitre 10) 
1206 Bilimab Holdings Ltd 
Opposed By:  
300 IMF Westland Ltd 
108 Progressive

250/167 Auckland Amend pl
Regional Council intensification and significant improvements 

in urban design and amenity within the 
existing Westgate shopping centre; and 
include plans for the town centre mainstreet 
to be extended south of Hobsonville Road 
through the existing Westgate shopping 
centre. 

108 Progressive Enterprise
Limited 
258 Auckland Regional 
Transport Authority 
Opposed By:  
300 IMF Westland Ltd 

an change provisions to require Supported By:  
s 

250/168 Auckland 
Regional Council 

Amend the plan change by deleting the 
proposed dissection of the town centre by 
Hobsonville Road (State Highway 16) in order 

Supported By:  
111 The National Trading 
Company of New Zealand 

td 
Opposed By:  
300 IMF Westland Ltd 
108 Progressive Enterprises 
Limited 

to achieve a successful integrated sub-
regional centre, pedestrian movement, public 
transport and vehicle access. 

Limited 
258 Auckland Regional 
Transport Authority 
1198 Magsons Hardware Ltd 
(Mitre 10) 
1206 Bilimab Holdings L

Discussion: 
ubmission 118/1 S

This submission request additional objectives, policies and rules for integration of the Town Centre and the 
 what provisions 
ration by 

corporating the existing Westgate shopping Centre within the Town Centre as shown on the Massey North 
n Co nd Ru nge is re

Submiss and
These sub s concern obsonvil ary for 
250/168 is not entirely accu e issue reg  town 
centre by Hobsonville Rd (State Highway 16) and the implications for pedest cle 
movement be resolved.”  In response, the existing Hobsonville Rd will remai hway, at least until 

the n way ss, vement and 
public tran ddress  sh
integrate cross a ain as a physical 
feature se ng precincts
 

iss
subm nspecified changes to require intensification and ts in 

Precinct E xtension of the Mainstreet into Precinct E.  In respons
Proposed Plan Cha 5 will assist in achieving better urban design within e of 
Hobsonville Rd prevents extension of the main street into Precinct E.  It is re
amendments are made to achieve higher building intensity over time, as disc  response to 
submission 250/169 in section 5.15. 
 
Recommendation:  

issio , 118/4, 2
issio  is acce 1. 

 
5.11 New Precinct F and Other Areas to be Included in Spec
 
N0. Submitter Summary of Decision Sought itter/s 

Westgate shopping Centre.  In response this submission is very general and it is not clear
e submitter thinks would be relevant.  Also, Proposed Plan Change 15 provides for integth

in
Urba ncept Plan a

ions 250/161 
mission

le 1.2 Special Area Definitions.  No cha

 250/168 
 the dissection of the Town Centre by H
rate as the relief requested is “That th

commended. 
 

le Rd.  The summ
arding the dissection of the
rian, public transport and vehi
n a State Hig

after ew State High
sport are a

movements a
parati

 16 is completed.  The issues of vehicle acce
ed in more detail in the Transport Audit.  This
 Hobsonville Rd, though the width of the highw
 A and E.  No change is recommended. 

 pedestrian mo
ows that it is possible to 
y will rem

Subm
This 

ion 250/167 
ission requests u
, including e

nge 1

urban design improvemen
e, existing provisions of 
Precinct E.  The existenc
commended that some 
ussed in

Subm
Subm

ns 118/1
n 250/167

50/1 and 250/168 are rejected. 
pted in part to the extent shown in Appendix 

ial Areas 

Further Subm
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22/1 JW Hull and 
Clover Farms 
Limited 

Amend or delete Massey North Urban 
Concept Plan to make provision for the 
completion of the Totara Structure as 
originally committed to the Council. 

Supported By:  
264 Centre for Urban and 
Transport Studies 
Opposed By:  

s 204 The Waitakere Range
 Protection Society

Incorporated 
52/1 F are 

Ltd (Chick. 
Broiler Farm 
Unit) 

d) 

s 

rances Cl Opposed By:  
107 Westfield (New Zealan
Limited 
259 Transit New Zealand 
108 Progressive Enterprise
Limited 

52/2 Frances Clare 
Ltd (Chick. 
Broiler Farm 
Unit) 

Amend the plan change/maps to extend the 
proposed MUL to include the land within the 
triangle formed by SH16 and Brigham Creek 
Road and the new motorway extension as 
industrial/commercial zoning (refer 
submission). 

cil 

Supported By:  
110 Warehouse Stationery 
Limited 
111 The National Trading 

 Zealand Company of New
Limited 
109 The Warehouse Ltd 
Opposed By:  
254 North Shore City Coun
259 Transit New Zealand 

71/2 Henry B 
Norcross ardware Ltd 

 

Supported By:  
1198 Magsons H
(Mitre 10) 
1206 Bilimab Holdings Ltd 
111 The National Trading 
Company of New Zealand 
Limited 
Opposed By:  
204 The Waitakere Ranges
Protection Society 
Incorporated 
254 North Shore City Council 
259 Transit New Zealand 

71/3 Henry B 
Norcross 

Amend to include the land east of the ridge 
line within the Living Environment zone (as 
shown on plan submitted). 

td 

d By:  
04 The Waitakere Ranges 

Protection Society 
Incorporated 
259 Transit New Zealand 

Supported By:  
l Trading 111 The Nationa

Company of New Zealand 
Limited 
1198 Magsons Hardware L
(Mitre 10) 
1206 Bilimab Holdings Ltd 

pposeO
2

74/2 Roy Wigg Amend so that the MUL be altered as shown 
on map attached to submission. 

Supported By:  
1198 Magsons Hardware Ltd 
(Mitre 10) 
1206 Bilimab Holdings Ltd 
111 The National Trading 
Company of Ne
Limited 

w Zealand 

Opposed By:  
254 North Shore City Council 
108 Progressive Enterprises 
Limited 
107 Westfield (New Zealand) 
Limited 

74/3 Roy Wigg 
ecial 

1198 Magsons Hardware Ltd 
(Mitre 10) 
1206 Bilimab Holdings Ltd 
Opposed By:  
108 Progressive Enterprises 
Limited 

Amend to expand the area within the 
proposed Massey North Town Centre Sp
Area to include the additional land as shown 
on the plan attached to this submission 

Supported By:  
111 The National Trading 
Company of New Zealand 
Limited 
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259 Transit New Zealand 
107 Westfield (New Zealand) 
Limited 

74/4 Roy Wigg Amend  
ving e living 
viron

residen

 the zone for ‘urban development’ to
‘li nvironment’ or a combination of ‘
en ment’ and low level apartment 

tial in the area within 300m of SH 16. 
74/5 Roy Wigg Amend  

rea no

new pre
followin

Opposed By:  
108 Progressive Enterprises 
Limited 
259 Transit New Zealand 
107 Westfield (New Zealand) 
Limited 

by extending the proposed expansion
a t zoned ‘living environment’ with 
extensions of Precinct Areas C and D or a 

cinct F (in the manner detailed in 
g submissions). 

74/6 Roy Wigg 

Town C
Town C
compro
Massey
North U s 

ek to 
surroun
periphe
integrat pping 

 

ille Road.  In particular the precinct 
seeks to; 

ent 
development will be encouraged to 

e conventional residential 
development where this is located 

re of 

he Town 
Centre Precinct Area F does not 
compromise the objectives for the 

supermarkets / department stores 
and /or significant retail units that 

n 

• maintain areas of open space and 
riparian margins to provide for 

Opposed By:  
110 Warehouse Stationery 
Limited 
107 Westfield (New Zealand) 
Limited 
108 Progressive Enterprises 
Limited 
111 The National Trading 
Company of New Zealand 
Limited 
109 The Warehouse Ltd 

Amend 11.4 by adding new clause: 
entre Precinct Area F 
entre Precinct Area F shall not 
mise the objectives for the overall 
 North Town Centre and Massey 
rban Concept Plan.  Those objective

se establish an integrated town centre 
ded by a supportive town centre 
ry.  In particular, this precinct seeks to 
e the existing Westgate Sho

Centre into an expanded Town Centre, with
connections where possible across 
Hobsonv

• enable apartment and mixed use 
activities to occur and utilise the 
amenity value for the riparian 
margins for residents.  The apartm

locate mixed use activities on the 
ground floors. 

• enabl

further than 800m from the cent
the Massey North Centre. 

• ensure that development of t

Town Centre as a whole. 
• avoid the establishment of 

might detract from the intensificatio
outcomes sought within the Town 
Centre Core A Area, 

stormwater mitigation and passive 
recreational opportunities. 

74/7 Roy Wigg Rule 26.2 by adding “Town Centre 
Precinct Area F” after ‘Town centre Precinct 

 Enterprises 

Amend 

Area E’ 

Opposed By:  
107 Westfield (New Zealand) 
Limited 
108 Progressive
Limited 

74/8 Roy Wigg , assessment criterion 26n 
(c), by adding “Town Centre Precinct Area F” 

d By:  

 Enterprises 

Amend Rule 26.2

after ‘Town Centre Precinct Area E’ 

Oppose
107 Westfield (New Zealand) 
Limited 
108 Progressive
Limited 

74/9 Roy Wigg 

Area D’ 

d By:  
) 

 Enterprises 

Amend Rule 26.2 by adding “And F” to the 
heading that reads ‘Town Centre Precinct 

Oppose
107 Westfield (New Zealand
Limited 
108 Progressive
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Limited 
74/10  

 

Roy Wigg Amend Rule 26.3 by adding “(vi) Town
Centre Precinct Area F - 10 metres” 

Opposed By:  
107 Westfield (New Zealand) 
Limited 
108 Progressive Enterprises
Limited 

74/11 Roy Wigg 
ot 

nterprises 

Amend Rule 26.3(c ) by adding “(vi) Town 
Centre Precinct Area F - this rule does n
apply” 

Opposed By:  
107 Westfield (New Zealand) 
Limited 
108 Progressive E
Limited 

74/12 Roy Wigg 
d) 

Amend Rule 26.3 (d) by adding “(vi) Town 
Centre Precinct Area F - 60% net site area” 

Opposed By:  
107 Westfield (New Zealan
Limited 
108 Progressive Enterprises 
Limited 

74/13 Roy Wigg Amend Rule 26.3 (e) by adding “(vi) Town 
Centre Precinct Area F - this rule does not 
apply”. 

Opposed By:  
107 Westfield (New Zealand) 
Limited 
108 Progressive Enterprises 
Limited 

74/14 g the 
t D 

Roy Wigg Amend Special Area Rule 1 by addin
words underlined: “Massey North Precinc
and F Activities” 

O
107 W

pposed By:  
estfield (New Zealand) 

Limited 
108 Progressive Enterprises 
Limited 

75/1 Steve Nuich Amend so that all references within proposed 
Plan Change 6 to the Massey North Centre 
should include the land identified in this 
submission (map attached to submission). 

Opposed By:  
108 Progressive Enterprises 
Limited 
257 Waitakere City Council 
95 Housing New Zealand 
Corporation (1) 

ew Zealand) 107 Westfield (N
Limited 

75/2 Steve Nuich e 
pecial 

 as 

Amend to expand the area within th
proposed Massey North Town Centre S
Area and the Massey North Employment 
Special Area to include the additional land
shown on the plan attached to this 
submission; and to expand the MUL to 
include this area. 

Opposed By:  
108 Progressive Enterprises 
Limited 
257 Waitakere City Council 
95 Housing New Zealand 
Corporation (1) 
107 Westfield (New Zealand) 
Limited 

75/5 Steve Nuich 
cial 

ion. 
Company of New Zealand 
Limited 
1198 Magsons Hardware Ltd 
(Mitre 10) 
1206 Bilimab Holdings Ltd 
Opposed By:  
108 Progressive Enterprises 
Limited 
107 Westfield (New Zealand) 
Limited 

Amend to expand the area within the 
proposed Massey North Town Centre Spe
Area to include the additional land as shown 
on the plan attached to this submiss

Supported By:  
111 The National Trading 

75/6 Steve Nuich Amend 
develop nvironment’ or a 
com na ow 
level ap  
300m o

 to zone the zoned for ‘urban 
ment’ to ‘living e

bi tion of ‘living environment’ and l
artment residential in the area within
f SH 16. 

75/7 Steve Nuich Amend expansion 
are o
extensio
new pre
75/8). 

Opposed By:  
108 Progressive Enterprises 
Limited 
107 Westfield (New Zealand) 
Limited 

by extending the proposed 
a n t zoned ‘living environment’ with 

ns of Precinct Areas C and D or a 
cinct F (as outlined in submission 

75/8 Steve Nuich Am  clause: 
“Town C
Town C
compro
Massey

Opposed By:  
110 Warehouse Stationery 
Limited 
107 Westfield (New Zealand) 
Limited 
108 Progressive Enterprises 

end Policy 11.44 by adding new 
entre Precinct Area F”  

entre Precinct Area F shall not 
mise the objectives for the overall 
 North Town Centre and Massey 
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North Urban s 
see
surroun
periphe
integrat pping 

 

ille Road.  In particular the precinct 
seeks to; 

partment 
development will be encouraged to 

nable conventional residential 
development where this is located 

Centre Precinct Area F does not 
compromise the objectives for the 

supermarkets / department stores 
and /or significant retail units that 

n 

• maintain areas of open space and 

Limited 
111 The National Trading 
Company of New Zealand 
Limited 
109 The Warehouse Ltd 

Concept Plan.  Those objective
k to establish an integrated town centre 

ded by a supportive town centre 
ry.  In particular, this precinct seeks to 
e the existing Westgate Sho

Centre into an expanded Town Centre, with
connections where possible across 
Hobsonv

• enable apartment and mixed use 
activities to occur and utilise the 
amenity value for the riparian 
margins for residents.  The a

locate mixed use activities on the 
ground floors. 

• e

further than 800m from the centre of 
the Massey North Centre. 

• ensure that developemnt of the Town 

Town Centre as a whole. 
• avoid the establishment of 

might detract from the intensificatio
outcomes sought within the Town 
Centre Core A Area, 

riparian margins to provide for 
stormwater mitigation and passive 
recreational opportunities. 

75/9 Steve Nuich 26.2 by adding “Town Centre 
d (New Zealand) 

Amend Rule 
Precinct Area F” after ‘Town Centre Precinct 
Area E’. 

Opposed By:  
107 Westfiel
Limited 
108 Progressive Enterprises 
Limited 

75/10 Steve Nuich ssment criterion 26n 
” d (New Zealand) 

Amend Rule 26.2, asse
(c), by adding “Town Centre Precinct Area F
after ‘Town Centre Precinct Area E’ 

Opposed By:  
107 Westfiel
Limited 
108 Progressive Enterprises 
Limited 

75/11 Steve Nuich 
ecinct 

108 Progressive Enterprises 

Amend Rule 26.2 (g) by adding “And F” to the 
heading that reads ‘Town Centre Pr
Area D’. 

Opposed By:  
107 Westfield (New Zealand) 
Limited 

Limited 
75/12 Steve Nuich Amend Rule 26.3 (a) by adding “(vi) Town 

Centre Precinct Area F - 10 metres” 
Opposed By: 
107 Westfield (New Zealand) 
Limited 
108 Prog

 

ressive Enterprises 
Limited 

75/13 Steve Nuich Amend Rule 26.3 (c) by adding “(vi) Town 
Centre Precinct Area F - this rule does not 
apply” 

Opposed By:  
ew Zealand) 107 Westfield (N

Limited 
108 Progressive Enterprises 
Limited 

75/14 Steve Nuich Amend Rule 26.3 (d) by adding “(vi) Town 
 area”. d (New Zealand) 

mited 
108 Progressive Enterprises 
Limited 

Centre Precinct Area F - 60% net site
Opposed By:  
07 Westfiel1

Li

75/15 Steve Nuich 
rea F - this rule does not 

Opposed By:  
107 Westfield (New Zealand) 
Limited 

Amend Rule 26.3 (e) by adding “(vi) Town 
Centre Precinct A
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apply”. 108 Progressive Enterprises 
Limited 

75/16 Steve Nuich  
t D 

Amend Special Area Rules by adding those
words underlined: “Massey North Precinc
and F Activities” 

Opposed By:  
107 Westfield (New Zealand) 
Limited 
108 Progressive Enterprises 
Limited 

75/17 Steve Nuich 
cial 

:  
s 

Amend to expand the area within the 
proposed Massey North Town Centre Spe
Area and the Massey North Employment 
Special Area to include the additional land as 
shown on the plan attached to this 
submission; and to expand the MUL to 
include this area. 

Opposed By:  
107 Westfield (New Zealand) 
Limited 
Support and Opposed By
108 Progressive Enterprise
Limited 

76/3 Ivan & Milka 
Selak l 

Supported By:  
111 The National Trading 
Company of New Zealand 
Limited 
1198 Magsons Hardware Ltd 
(Mitre 10) 
1206 Bilimab Holdings Ltd 
Opposed By:  
108 Progressive Enterprises 
Limited 
107 Westfield (New Zealand) 
Limited 

Amend to expand the area within the 
proposed Massey North Town Centre Specia
Area to include the additional land as shown 
on the plan attached to this submission 

76/4 Ivan & Milka 
Selak 

Amend 
develop nvironment’ or a 
com na ow 
level ap  
300m o

 to zone the zoned for ‘urban 
ment’ to ‘living e

bi tion of ‘living environment’ and l
artment residential in the area within
f SH 16. 

76/5 Ivan & Milka 
Selak 

Amend expansion 
are o
extensio  
new pre
76/6). 

Opposed By:  
108 Progressive Enterprises 
Limited 
107 Westfield (New Zealand) 
Limited 

by extending the proposed 
a n t zoned ‘living environment’ with 

ns of Precinct Areas C and D or a
cinct F (as set out in submission 

76/6 Ivan & Milka 
Selak 

Am  clause: 
“Town C

end Policy 11.44 by adding new 
entre Precinct Area F”   

entre Precinct Area F shall not 
mise the objectives for the overall 
 North Town Centre and Massey 
rban Concept Plan.  T

Town C
compro
Massey
North U hose objectives 
see
surroun  
periphe
integrat pping 

 

ille Road.  In particular the precinct 
seeks to; 

artment 
development will be encouraged to 

nable conventional residential 
development where this is located 

e Town 
Centre Precinct Area F does not 
compromise the objectives for the 

110 Warehouse Stationery 
Limited 
107 Westfield (New Zealand) 
Limited 
108 Progressive Enterprises 
Limited 
111 The National Trading 
Company of New Zealand 
Limited 
109 The Warehouse Ltd 

k to establish an integrated town centre 
ded by a supportive town centre
ry.  In particular, this precinct seeks to 
e the existing Westgate Sho

Centre into an expanded Town Centre, with
connections where possible across 
Hobsonv

• enable apartment and mixed use 
activities to occur and utilise the 
amenity value for the riparian 
margins for residents.  The ap

locate mixed use activities on the 
ground floors. 

• e

further than 800m from the centre of 
the Massey North Centre. 

• ensure that developemnt of th

Town Centre as a whole. 
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avoid the establishment of 
supermarkets / department stores 
and /or significant retail units that 

Centre Core A Area, 
• maintain areas of open space and 

recreational opportunities. 

• 

might detract from the intensification 
outcomes sought within the Town 

riparian margins to provide for 
stormwater mitigation and passive 

76/7 Ivan & Milka Amend Rule 26.2 by adding “Town Centre 
ew Zealand) Selak Precinct Area F” after ‘Town centre Precinct 

Area E’. 

Opposed By:  
107 Westfield (N
Limited 
108 Progressive Enterprises 
Limited 

76/8 Ivan & Milka Amend Rule 26.2, assessment criterion 26n 
” ew Zealand) Selak (c), by adding “Town Centre Precinct Area F

after ‘Town Centre Precinct Area E’. 

Opposed By:  
107 Westfield (N
Limited 
108 Progressive Enterprises 
Limited 

76/9 Ivan & Milka 
Selak 

e 

es 
Limited 

Amend Rule 26.2 (g) by adding “And F” to th
heading that reads ‘Town Centre Precinct 
Area D’. 

Opposed By:  
107 Westfield (New Zealand) 
Limited 
108 Progressive Enterpris

76/10 Ivan & Milka 
Selak 

 Town 
”. 

Opposed By:  
107 Westfield (New Zealand) 

mited 
08 Progressive Enterprises 

Limited 

Amend Rule 26.3 (a) by adding “(vi)
Centre Precinct Area F - 10 metres

Li
1

76/11 ilka 
Selak 

Opposed By:  
107 Westfield (New Zealand) 
Limited 

 Enterprises 

Ivan & M Amend Rule 26.3 (c) by adding “(vi) Town 
Centre Precinct Area F - this rule does not 
apply”. 

108 Progressive
Limited 

76/12 Ivan & Milka 
Selak 

i) Town 
Centre Precinct Area F - 60% net site area”. 
Amend Rule 26.3 (d) by adding “(v Opposed By:  

107 Westfield (New Zealand) 
Limited 
108 Progressive Enterprises 
Limited 

76/13 Ivan & Milka 
Selak 

Amend Rule 26.3 (e) by adding “(vi) Town 
Centre Precinct Area F - this rule does not 
apply”. 

Opposed By:  
107 Westfield (New Zealand) 
Limited 
108 Progressive Enterprises 

mited Li
76/14 Ivan & Milka 

Selak 
Amend Special Area Rule 1 by adding those 
words underlined: “Massey North Precinct D 
and F Activities”. 

Opposed By:  
d) 107 Westfield (New Zealan

Limited 
108 Progressive Enterprises 
Limited 

118/4 Westgate 
Properties 
Limited 

e
Wor
exis
wes

pr

Opposed By:  
110 Warehouse Stationery 

mited 
1 The National Trading 

Company of New Zealand 
Limited 
109 The Warehouse Ltd 

Am nd Section 3.9 so that the land zoned 
king Environment and adjoining the 
ting Westgate Shopping Centre to the 
t is included in the Massey North Town 

Li
11

Centre Special Area. So as to provide 
ap opriate rules in regard to the land zoned 
Working Environment, consistent with those 
embodied in Rule 27, to protect its Working 
Environment status and non-retail 
employment capabilities. 

118/5 Westgate 
Properties 
Limited 

Amend the plan so that the adjoining 
residential area on Westgate Drive, that is 
currently used for commercial parking for the 
existing shopping centre and Westgate Outlet 
Centre, becomes Community Environment. 

 

154/1 Joan Winnifred 
Boyle 

Amend to extend the MUL as shown in the 
map attached to the submission cil 

Opposed By:  
254 North Shore City Coun
259 Transit New Zealand 
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108 Progressive Enterprises 
Limited 
107 Westfield (New Zealand) 
Limited 

154/2 Joan Winnifred 
Boyle 

 employment special 
area to include land to the north of the 
motorway designation as shown on the map 
attached to the submission. 

Amend the proposed Opposed By:  
259 Transit New Zealand 

300/43 IMF Westland 

• Residential (Westgate Parking area) be 

 
Ltd 

Seeks that if Submission 300/27 is not 
accepted, amend the bullet list under the 
subheading ‘Town Centre Precinct E’ to insert 
the following additional bullets: 
• Working Environment (Fernhill Drive) be 

amended by the creation of a new 
Precinct F with the same rules as that 
pertaining to the Massey North 
Employment Special Area 

Support and Opposed By:  
81 IB, GA and IE Midgley 

amended to be included in Precinct E  
298/46 Landco Limited Reject the Plan Change, OR amend to allow 

a much larger area of land to be included 
within the extensions to the MUL. 

Supported By:  
111 The National Trading 
Company of New Zealand 
Limited 
1198 Magsons Hardware Ltd 
(Mitre 10) 
1206 Bilimab Holdings Ltd 
Opposed By:  
300 IMF Westland Ltd 
108 Progressive Enterprises 
Limited 
259 Transit New Zealand 
107 Westfield (New Zealand) 
Limited 

1116/1 Land Sea Air 
Trust 

Seeks that the site at 105 State Highway 16, 
Whenuapai (Lot 4, DP 105 157) be included 
in the Plan Change 

Opposed By:  
108 Progressive Enterprises 
Limited 
259 Transit New Zealand 
107 Westfield (New Zealand) 
Limited 

Discussion: 
 
This group of submissions seeks extension or amendment of the plan to include rural areas outside of the 
current Massey North Urban Concept Plan.  Many of these submissions would require extensions to the 
Metropolitan Urban Limit (MUL) beyond that provided for in the existing LGAAA plan changes.  Section 4(a) 
of the LGAAA prevents any extension of the MUL being included within these plan changes without the 
agreement of the Auckland Regional Council (ARC).  The ARC has not made further submissions oppo
these submissions. However, none of the submissions have provided any evidence of a formal agreem
with the ARC to extent the MUL, and in the absence of any evidence to the contrary it must be assumed that 
no agreement exists.  Additional comments related to the particular submissions are included below. 
 
Submission 22/1 

his submission relates to land at 13 Sinton Rd, outside of and w

sing 
ent 

ell to the East of the Massey North Urban 
 
.  

T
Concept Plan area.  The submission is effectively requesting a plan change to allow rural subdivision down
to 2 Ha sometimes termed “countryside living”.  This would not necessarily require an extension to the MUL
However, Plan Change 15 and related plan changes are about planning for urban growth as required under 
the LGAAA.  It is inappropriate for the plan change to address country side living issues within the wider 
district. Furthermore policy 2.6.17.3 of the ARPS indicates that Countryside Living will be limited to that 
provision made in District Plans prior to March 2005. It would be premature for the Council to initiate further 
structure planning until this policy is determined. WCC Plan Change 16 Policy 0.11 identifies that no further 
intensive settlement is needed to accommodate population growth prior to 2021.  No change is 
recommended. 
 
Submissions 52/1 and 52/2 
This submission seeks extension of the Massey North Special Area northwards to include the triangle of land 
between the existing State Highway 16 and the proposed new State Highway 16.  In response, it would be 
inappropriate to include this area in the absence of detailed analysis of the potential effects on transport 
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ty growth and downstream effects on the upper Waitemata Harbour.  It 

n Buck Rd and State 
 the Massey North Urban Concept Area and is currently zoned as Foothills 

y, 

 growth needs It would be inappropriate to zone the area for urban 
point in time.   No change is recommended. 

y 
s Countryside Environment and Foothills 

he area zoned Foothills is subject to an Appeal to the Environment Court.  That part of 

n order to provide an integrated 
te to zone 
hills area. 

 would also be contrary to section 
ment with the ARC. No change is recommended. 

 

 on 13 Westgate Drive as Community Environment. This area of land is currently used as 

 

d 

hould not be excluded. 

systems, regional, sector and Ci
would also be contrary to section 4(a) of the LGAAA in the absence of any agreement with the ARC.  No 
change is recommended. 
 
Submissions 71/2 and 71/3 

hese submissions concern a block of land immediately to the south west of DoT
Highway 16.  The land is outside
Environment. However, the zoning is subject to an Appeal to the Environment Court.  The block is part of a 
wider area known as “Redhills”, in turn part of the Northern Strategic Growth Area.  The block is outside the 
current MUL but is within the area scheduled for development in the Northern and Western Sectors 
Agreement 2001, Proposed Plan change 16 and Proposed Change 6 to the Auckland Regional Policy 
Statement.  These documents delay urban development of the redhills area until after 2021 in order to 
provide an integrated approach to urban development throughout the Northern Strategic Growth Area. The
and relevant background data, have determined that Plan Changes, 13, 14, and 15 are more suited to 

rbanisation to meet the City’s immediateu
development at this 
 
Submissions 74/1, 74/2, 74/3, 74/4, 74/5, 74/6, 74/7, 74/8, 74/9, 74/10, 74/11, 74/12, 74/13, 74/14, 75/5, 
75/6, 75/6, 75/7, 75/8, 75/9, 75/10, 75/11, 75/12, 75/13, 75/14, 75/15, 75/16, 75/17, 76/3, 76/4, 76/5, 76/6, 
76/7, 76/8, 76/9, 76/10, 76/11, 76/12, 76/13, 76/14 
These submissions all propose rezoning an area of land south west of Don Buck Rd and State Highway 16.  
so that it becomes part of the Town Centre with provision for residential use. The land is outside the Masse

orth Urban Concept Area and the MUL and is currently zoned aN
Environment. Part of t
the proposed area south of Dunlop Road is part of a wider area known as “Redhills”, in turn part of the 
Northern Strategic Growth Area contained within the Northern and Western Sectors Agreement 2001.  That 

development of the redhills area until after 2021 iagreement delays urban 
approach to urban development within the Northern Strategic Growth Area. It would be inappropria
the area for urban development at this point in time.  The remainder of the area is outside The Red

tion has been provided. ItNo analysis of the potential effects of urbanisa
(a) of the LGAAA in the absence of any agree4

 
Submission 118/4 and 300/43 
This submission requests inclusion of the existing Working Environment adjacent to the Westgate Shopping
Centre, within the Massey North Town Centre Special Area.  In response, a review of the existing Working 
Environment area may be appropriate.  However, this would require a separate plan change process to 
adequately research and address the issues.   No change is recommended. 
 
Submission 118/5 and 300/43 
This submission requests re-identification of a small area of undeveloped Living Environment Land adjacent 

estgateW
carparking for Westgate shopping Centre and is surrounded by Open Space Environment except along the 
road frontage.  Given the location and context, a change to commercial use would be appropriate.  However, 
it would be more appropriate to re-identify this site as part of Precinct E in the Massey North Town Centre
Special Area, rather than as Community Environment, and it is recommended that Massey North Urban 
Concept Plan be amended to that effect. 
 
Submission 154/2 
This submission relates to the triangle of land lying between the proposed routes of the new state highways 
16 and 18 and Northside Drive.  The submission requests that this land be added to the Massey North 
Employment Special Area.  In response, this area is outside the current MUL boundary and the Northern and 
Western Sectors Agreement.  No analysis of the sustainability of extending the MUL is provided as required 
in the Regional Policy Statement.  It is not clear whether the land is suitable for industrial use and can be 
integrated with transport systems.  No change is recommended. 
 

ubmission 298/46 S
This submission seeks that either the plan change be declined or that a much larger area of land be include
within the MUL.  The reasons given by the submitter are summarised as: 
• contrary to the RMA, 
• the Massey North extension could compromise wider development and integrated planning of 

opportunities particularly in association with the Whenuapai airfield, 
• the Redhills area s
 



 
The LGAAA seeks alignment of District Plans with the ARGS Growth Concept.  This strategy identifies that 
sequencing and timing of growth areas will be determined at sector and City level.  Redhills is identified for 
uture urban growth post 2021, as a low priority, whereas Massey North is id
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entified as a high priority.  No 
 that the proposed Massey North extension of the MUL compromises development of 

.  

he Airforce has indicated that it will occupy and use Whenuapai until at least 2014.  It will not be possible to 
h a co n future  that time.  The M  

m tilise  bec aircraft 
mi eque ot be

Massey N al Empl
 
In the interim it is inappropri u  
arifield, as Waitakere City h table employment la eeds to be addressed 

urther delay would serve no useful purpose.  In any case it is unlikely that the whole remaining 

d 

uture development of Redhills is anticipated within the Northern and Western Sectors Agreement 2001.  
s urban development of the redhills area until after 2021 in order to provide an 

velopment within the Northern Strategic Growth Area. It would be 
appropriate to zone the area for urban development at this point in time.  No change is recommended. 

his submission relates to a site at 105 State Highway 16.  It is immediately adjacent to the North-western 
er of the Massey North e submission see  in the 
ey N ent stificati n of why this 

would be t with su ontrary A in 
the absence of any agreement with the ARC. No change is recommended. 
 
Recommendation:  

issio  52/ , 74/6, 74/7, 74/8, 74/9, 74/10, 74/11, 
, 74 5, 7 , 7

75/17, 76 76/5, 76/6 76 /1 
are rejected 

5.12  Neon Boron Land - Change Zoning 

N0. r 

f
evidence is presented
other areas in the vicinity.  In this context the Massey North Urban Concept Plan shows the Town Centre 
confined as an integral unit between the existing state highway 16 and the proposed new state highway 16
Therefore it will not functionally compromise adjacent areas.  The type of development allowed for in 
precincts C and D will be compatible with eventual development of Redhills, as will the proposed intersection 
layout.   
 
T
reac nclusion o  use of the airfield until around assey North Special

isting Employ
noise e

ent Area will u
ssions.  Cons
orth Speci

 an area that is unsuitable for residential use
ntly, future commercial airfield use should n
oyment Area.   

ate to disallow any development based on spec
as a predicted shortfall of sui

ause of the ex
 adversely affected by the 

lation as to future use of the
nd that n

proactively.  F
Whenuapai/Hobsonville area could or would be developed as one single MUL shift because of the difficulties 
of integrating transport and infrastructure and the achievement of a compact urban form over such a large 
area in one stage. Therefore any future shifts of the MUL will of necessity be discrete.  The current proposed 
Massey North MUL extension is a suitable discrete shift to the MUL taken in the context of surrounding lan
use and the construction of new state highways 16 and 18. 
 
F
That agreement delay
integrated approach to urban de
in
 
Submission 1116/1 
T
corn Employment Special Area.  Th ks that it be included
Mass orth Employm

consisten
Special Area, but does not provide any ju
stainable management.  It would also be c

on or explanatio
 to section 4(a) of the LGAA

Subm
74/12

ns 22/1, 52/1,
/13, 74/14, 75/
/3, 76/4, 

2, 71/2, 71/3, 74/1, 74/2, 74/3, 74/4, 74/5
5/6, 75/6, 75/7, 75/8, 75/9, 75/10, 75/11, 75/12
, 76/7, 76/8, 76/9, 76/10, 76/11, 76/12, 76/13, 

5/13, 75/14, 75/15, 75/16, 
/14, 154/2, 298/46 and 1116

 
Submitte Summary of Decision Sought Further Submitter/s 

1128/2 Neon Limited 
and Boron 
Limited 

ing of the land between 
Westgate shopping centre and Royal Rd 
Massey and bordering SH 16 (Lot1 DP 

8449  Zealand 

Seeks that the zon

205681, Lot 2 DP 320466 and lot 8 DP 4
be rezoned as commercial. 

Opposed By:  
108 Progressive Enterprises 
Limited 
259 Transit New
107 Westfield (New Zealand) 
Limited 

Discussion: 
This submission seeks re-identi i unity 
Environment.  It may be appropriate e
effects of such a change is provided ion unity Environment may 
adversely affect the intensification o her adverse effects. 
Resolution of this submission wo alysis and plan change process. 
No change is recommended. 
 
Recommendation:  
Submission 1128/2 is rejected. 
 

fication of an existing area of undeveloped L
 to review the zoning of this area.  How
 in the submission.  Rezoning of addit
utcomes sought in Massey North or have ot
 be better addressed as a sep

ving Environment as Comm
ver, no analysis of the potential 
al Comm

uld arate an
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5.13  Location of Town C  Areas and Precincts  
 
N0. Submitter Summa Further Submitter/s 

entre / Arrangement of Special

ry of Decision Sought 
81/4 IB, GA and IE 

Midgley 
Amend by relocating the core retail and 
commercial area to be within Precinct C. 

Opposed By:  
107 Westfield (New Zealand) 
Limited 
300 IMF Westland Ltd 
108 Progressive Enterprises 
Limited 

81/5 IB, GA and IE 
Midgley ercial core. 

d By:  
107 Westfield (New Zealand) 

Delete the policies and rules promoting 
Precinct A as the retail and comm

Oppose

Limited 
300 IMF Westland Ltd 
108 Progressive Enterprises 
Limited 

81/6 IB, GA and IE 
Midgley 

Amend by inserting policies and rules 
promoting Precinct A as the retail and 
commercial core. 

Opposed By:  
107 Westfield (New Zea
Limited 

land) 

es 
300 IMF Westland Ltd 
108 Progressive Enterpris
Limited 

81/7 IB, GA and IE Amend the policies and rules relating to 

e 

 

d fifth bullet 

 
ghout the Town 

(f) ighth bullet point 

w Zealand) 

s 

Midgley Precinct C by: 
a) delete the introductory statement and 

replace with wording to the effect that 
Precinct C will be or form part of th
retail and commercial core of the 
Massey North Town Centre 

b) delete from the first bullet point the
word “limited” 

c) delete references to “green network” 
in the second bullet point 

d) delete the third, fourth an
points 

e) delete the words in the sixth bullet
point after “throu
Centre” 
delete the e

Opposed By:  
107 Westfield (Ne
Limited 
300 IMF Westland Ltd 
108 Progressive Enterprise
Limited 

81/8 IB, GA and IE 
Midgley 

Am  
Explana  the preference given 
to P i  retail and 
comme  on 
retail an al development in 
Pre s to 
“bu  

Opposed By:  
107 Westfield (New Zealand) 
Limited 
300 IMF Westland Ltd 
108 Progressive Enterprises 
Limited 

end the reference in the wording in the 
tion particularly

rec nct Area A as the core
rcial area, to remove the limitations
d commerci

cinct Area C and to remove reference
ffer” and to “green network”. 

81/9 IB, GA and IE 
Midgley 

Amend Rule 
wor fr
the wor

Opposed By:  
300 IMF Westland Ltd 
108 Progressive Enterprises 
Limited 

26.3 (d) (iii) by deleting the 
ds om “60%.....Plan” and replace with 

ds:  “this rule does not apply”. 

81/10 IB, GA and IE 
Midgley 

Am  
“10
Highwa

Opposed By:  
300 IMF Westland Ltd 

end Rule 26.3 (a) by deleting the words 
 metres within 100 metres of State 

y 16 otherwise” 
81/11 IB, GA and IE 

Midgley 
Delete Rule 26.3 (b). Opposed By:  

300 IMF Westland Ltd 
108 Progressive Enterprises 
Limited 

 

81/12 IB, GA and IE 
Midgley 

Amend  
1.2 in re tre 
Precinc ” as follows: 

Supported By:  
111 The National Trading 
Company of New Zealand 

300 IMF Westland Ltd 
108 Progressive Enterprises 

the Special Area Definitions in Rule
lation to “Massey North Town Cen
t C Activities

a) delete the words after “yard base 
activities” in the first bullet point 

b) delete all the words after “service 
stations” in the fourth bullet point 

Limited 
 Opposed By: 

107 Westfield (New Zealand) 
Limited 
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as c) delete the words ” excluding cinem
but” in the tenth bullet point 

add “supermarkets” 

Limited 

81/13 

all Urban Open Space shown 

e 

hown on Precinct C 
f) amend Plan to show indicative road 

access to Precinct C from land other 
than that within Precinct C 

t of 

es 
 to more 

represent the Town 

ses 

IB, GA and IE 
Midgley 

Amend concept plan as follows: 
a) depict the whole of Precinct C as 

“Town Centre” 
b) delete all indicative roads shown on 

Precinct C 
c) delete 

on Precinct C 
d) delete all Mixed Us

Periphery/Commercial shown on 
Precinct C 

e) delete all Apartment Residential 
s

g) amend Precinct A to take accoun
the motorway designation, future 
development and the high voltage 
power lines 

h) amend the location and boundari
of Precincts A and C
appropriately 
Centre within the area shown as 
Precinct C 

Opposed By:  
300 IMF Westland Ltd 
108 Progressive Enterpri
Limited 

154/3 Joan Winnifred 
Boyle 

Ame
area
drain
prop o be 

de reas. 

Opposed By:  
108 Progressive Enterprises 
Limited 

nd the proposed town centre special 
 by retaining only precinct A and the 
age and ecological open space as 
osed. All other proposed precincts t
fined as employment special are

203/2 AMP NZ 
Property 

d 

 (NZ) 
Ltd ey 

ssey 

Supported By:  
81 IB, GA and IE Midgley 

pposed By:  
08 Progressive Enterprises 

Limited 
250 Auckland Regional 
Council 

 Ltd 

Development Lt
& AMP Capital 
Investors

Amend the plan change by replacing the 
Massey North Urban Concept Plan with the 
version of the Concept Plan attached as 
Annexure 1, and make any consequential 
changes to the zoning maps to ensure th
correctly identify the locations of the Ma
North Town Centre Special Area, and the 
Massey North Employment Special Area on 
the plan attached to the submission 
(Annexure 1). 

O
1

300 IMF Westland

203/3 AMP NZ 
Property 
Development Ltd 
& AMP Capital 
Investors (NZ) 
Ltd 

mend Section 3.9 to read as follows with A
deletions in strikethrough: 
Massey North Town Centre Special Area - 
This is an area of land where it is proposed to 
establish an expanded integrated Major Town 
Centre.  

Limite
250 Auck

30

Supported By:  
81 IB, GA and IE Midgley 
Opposed By:  
108 Progressive Enterprises 

d 
land Regional 

Council 
0 IMF Westland Ltd 

203/16 AMP NZ 
Property 
Development Ltd 
& AMP Capital 
Investors (NZ) 
Ltd 

e text of Rule 26.0 - General  - 
assey North Town Centre Special Area as 

rough): 

Supported By:  
81 IB, GA and IE Midgley 
Opposed By:  
08 Progressive Enterprises 
mited 

250 Auckland Regional 
Council 
300 IMF Westland Ltd 

Amend th
M
set out on pages 23 - 33 of the submission 
(203) and including the following 
amendments (additions underlined, and 
deletions in striketh

1
Li

 
Rule 26.0 - General  
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 Concept Plan for the 
n Centre Special 

(d) The “Concept Plan” referred to in these 
rules is the Urban
Massey North Tow
Area, dated 31 March 2005 [As per the 
replacement version of that plan 
attached to this submission]. 

 
(Also note submissions 203/31 - 203/46 

relating to Rule 26.) 
257/235 Waitakere City 

Council 
Amend Policy 11.44 Town Centre Precinct A 
to insert the words: 
“Shall not compromise the aims for the 
overall Massey North Town Centre…” 

 

257/258 Waitakere City Amend the wording of 6.2.4 by adding t
Council words in italics and underlined, to the end of: 

hose 

“… (particularly Policy 11.17) and rules 
 5). (particularly Working Environment Rule

 
The expansion of the Westgate North Town 
Centre to include the land to the north of 
Hobsonville Road is considered to accord 
with the sequential approach for the 
development of urban activities as agreed in 
the Northern and Western Sectors 
Agreement.  The Massey North Town Centre 
Special Area seeks to establish a mixed use 
town centre rather than just a retail shopping 
centre.” 
 
“All shopping, and particularly that which is 
pedestrian-oriented is focused in the 
community environment cores and identified 
Special Areas…..” 
 
“The community environment core and 
identified Special Areas will be monitored…” 
 
Resource Consents 
 
“In the Working Environments and identified 
employment Special Areas, there…” 

Supported By:  
ealand) 

terprises 
d 

107 Westfield (New Z
Limited 
108 Progressive En
Limite

Discussion: 
Th s group of submissions includes submitters who are requesting large scale changes to the distribu

cial areas or prec
i tion of 

pe incts within the area of the proposed Massey North Urban Concept Plan.  

v

ac

ment of Industrial Land Needs and Development Opportunities in the Massey North Hobsonville 

 

s
 

e elopment of the Massey North Urban Concept Plan involved the consideration of a number of alternative D
locations for the Town Centre as whole, and the location of the mainstreet and core retail area within the 
Town Centre.  The following documents summarise the various steps in that process and are relevant 

kground material to consideration of these submissions: b
 
Hobsonville Corridor and Massey North Scenario Development Workshop, 19-22 August 2002. 
Northern Strategic Growth Area Outline Growth Strategy Working Document 1, 22 April 2003. 
Westgate and Massey North Design Workshop, September 2003.  
Westgate and Massey North Design Workshop: Outcomes Report, March 2004. 

n AssessA
Corridor, Derek Kemp, 2004. 
Urban Design Report Massey North Town Centre Special Area Within the MUL Change and District Plan 
Change 15 – Westgate/Massey North Area as Proposed by Waitakere City Council, Urbanism +, 28 January
2005.  
Westgate Town Centre Summary Economic Analysis & Design Review, Patrick Partners, January 2005. 
Totara Creek Integrated Catchment Management Plan, 32 March 2006. 
 
Submissions 81/4, 81/5, 81/6, 81/7, 81/8, 81/9, 81/10, 81/11, 81/12, 81/13 
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ey 

 the core retail area.  Removal of other restrictions on development is also requested. 

 
ing 
 to 

f 

Option 3 provided for an East/West main street located North of Fernhill Drive parallel to Hobsonville Rd. 

 centre’s 

lope 
t 

 
ercial use is provided for adjacent to State Highway 16 and 

obsonville Rd in Proposed Plan Change 15.   

n 

 additional height restrictions adjacent to State Highway 16, but this can be 
duced to a less restrictive standard.  Assuming a 20m road and 10m buffers on either side of State 

e 

the Natural Area 
 

le 26.3(d) is 
nnecessary.  Therefore it is recommended that rule 26.3(d) be deleted. 

nt to 
ding setback is necessary to provide for the slip lanes and 

ndscaping.  Therefore it would be inappropriate to remove the requirement for the 10-metre setback.   

ct A 
g this 

The submitter objects to the type of development that will be allowed in precincts C and D under the Mass
North Urban Concept Plan.  These submissions collectively seek a reorientation of the precincts within the 
Massey North Town Centre Special Area to the effect that Precinct A is not the Town Centre and Precinct C 
becomes the Town Centre with provision for commercial development in Precinct C which would then 

ecomeb
 
Waitakere City Council considered four main options for location of the Town Centre core in the process of
preparing Proposed Plan Change 15.  A comparative evaluation of the four options was carried out us
assessment criteria and is summarised in the two reports by Urbanism + and Patrick Partners referred
above. The four options are summarised as follows: 
 
• Option 1 provided for an East/West main street within Precinct C located north of the intersection o

State Highway 16, Hobsonville Rd and Don Buck Rd. 
 

• Option 2 provided for a North/South main street as an extension of Fernhill Drive to the North of 
Hobsonville Rd. 

 
• 
 
• Option 4 provided for a North/South main street within Precinct A as an extension of Westgate

North entrance.  This is the option selected for Proposed Plan Change 15. 
 
 
Relocating the Town Centre Core to Precinct C, as requested by the submitter, would have an effect similar 
to the Option 1 considered by the Council.  Option 1 was ranked as least favourable under the assessment 
criteria used for analysis.  Option 4 was ranked as most favourable.  Options 2 and 3 had intermediate 
rankings. 
 
Evaluation of the arguments presented in the submission do not lead to a conclusion that the options 
analysis undertaken by the Council should be overturned to give effect to the submitters general request.  
Amending the retail core and commercial centre to Precinct C as requested is the least favourable location 
for the core of the Town Centre.  This area of land is less suited to large format uses, because of its s
and bisection by the Sakaria Stream system, which also limits the potential for growth of the Town Centre.  I
would also decrease integration with the existing Westgate centre increasing the probability of the failure to 
achieve an integrated Town Centre.  Conversely the orientation, topography and stream features of precincts
C and D suit residential use, though comm
H
 
The area of Drainage and Ecological Open Space is necessary for consistency with regional and existing 
district plan policy regarding maintenance of stream systems.  It is also necessary for consistency with the 
Totara Creek Integrated Catchment Management Plan and associated network discharge permit applicatio
26185. 
 
It is appropriate to retain some
re
Highway 16, i.e. 40m total open area, then a building height of 20 metres would be appropriate.  Th
application of this standard can also be limited to the first 30 metres from the highway. Therefore it is 
recommended that 26.3(a)(iii) and (iv) be amended as described. 
 
The reason for the 60% apartment maximum building coverage rule 26.3(d) is not clear. Also General 
Natural Area Rules 4.1 and 4.2 and control impermeable surfaces directly.  The effect of 
rules is that a Limited Discretionary Resource Consent will be required if impermeable surfaces exceed 60%
of the site where reticulation is available and 15% where reticulation is not available.  The Natural Area rules 
provide a sufficient mechanism for integration with the requirements of the ICMP and Ru
u
 
There are limited access rights onto State Highway 16, which necessitate the use of slip lanes adjace
the State Highway.  The 10-metre buil
la
 
Submission 154/3 
This submission seeks that the Massey North Town Centre Special Area be modified by retaining Precin
and the Ecological Open Space, but changing all other precincts to employment special areas.  Adoptin
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n 5.0 in Proposed Plan Change 16).  However, the issue is not one simply of 
mercial 

t 
damentally wrong.   

nt 

environment.  

rcial and 
 in 

at industrial or commercial uses.  Conversely, the north aspect, 
 state highways and proximity to both the town centre and Massey 

s 

the 

n 

 
s 

fication of the Community Facility as Massey North Special Employment Area, no 

request would in effect extend the Massey North Employment Special Area (industrial uses) to include all of
precincts B, C and D of the Massey North Town Centre Special Area. 
 
The district has an acknowledged shortage of employment (and particularly industrial) land in suitable 

cations (refer to sectiolo
providing for industrial uses versus residential uses, as the economy is more diverse - including com
uses that generate employment and economic opportunities.  A balance in provision for the different 
categories of employment generating activities is needed.  Also fully developed industrial activities typically 
have a lower average employment density than fully developed commercial areas.  The overall plan change 
provides for a mix of employment generating activities and nothing in the submission provides evidence tha
he overall mix is funt
 
In promoting the plan change the Council needs to implement wider strategic policies to provide employme
opportunities, integrate all activities with transport and other infrastructure, and promote the sustainability of 

rban land use with respect to the needs of communities and the life-supporting capacity of the u
This includes providing for residential land uses in close proximity to employment opportunities to reduce 
transport related effects on the environment and to provide for more functional communities.  The Council 
also needs to take into account the local suitability of land for industrial use. Individual precincts are 
considered further as follows. 
 

recinct D would be used for apartment density residential, Mixed Use Periphery/CommeP
Community Facility uses under the current Massey North Urban Concept Plan.  Apartment uses will occur
the north-eastern part of the precinct where the sloping topography and dissection by the Sakaria Stream 

ake the land unsuitable for large formm
access to open space, buffering from the
North Employment Special Area, make the land suitable for residential use.  Mixed Use 
Periphery/Commercial is provided for along the State Highway 16 border of Precinct D. Use of this land for 
industrial purposes would lead to an incompatibility of amenity values and poorer connectivity between the 
Town Centre, the apartment residential area, and the future Redhills residential area.    
 
The Community Facility area in Precinct D was intended for school uses.  However, at the time at which thi
report was written, the Ministry of Education has been unable to confirm that this site is necessary to 

ccommodate future growth needs.   a
 
Neither is it clear what other community facilities are needed or warrant retention of this area.  It is possible 
that there is a need for relatively flat open community space, which is not represented in the Drainage 
Ecological Open Space Area. However this or other needs have not been identified in the plan change 
documentation or confirmed by subsequent work.   Waitakere City Council may wish to present further 

formation on the intended uses of this area at the hearing. in
 
It is inappropriate to zone significant areas of private land for unspecified future community use, as this will 

ffect the legally viable uses and therefore the value of the land.  If the Council or other community service a
provider wants the land at some stage in the future then the appropriate course of action is to designate 
land and purchase it.    
 
Therefore it is recommended that the Massey North Urban Concept Plan be amended to show the 
Community Facility as a hatched area with an underlying zoning of Massey North Employment Special Area 
and mixed use.  This amendment indicates a potential future use as community facility but also clarifies the 
underlying zoning and allows use of the land for other purposes, in the event that is not all needed for a 
ommunity facility. c

 
The majority of Precinct D would be predominantly used for Mixed Use Periphery/Commercial and Tow
Centre activities with some provision for Apartment Residential in the north of the precinct.  Changing this 
precinct to industrial use would be inappropriate for the same reasons as given for Precinct C. 
 
Precinct B would be used for Large Format Retail under the current Massey North Urban Concept Plan. 
Changing this to industrial use would give rise to a conflict with precincts A and D in terms of amenity value
of built form, noise and heavy vehicle use.  Failure to provide for large format retail would weaken the overall 
viability and attractiveness of the Town Centre and could lead to further fragmentation and higher overall 
transport costs if large format retail sought to locate further away from the Town Centre. 
 
Apart from the re-identi
changes are recommended.  
 
Submissions 203/2, 203/3 and 203/16 
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quest that the precincts be rearranged so that the Town Centre is located to the North 
ified 
 

m the 
oncept of Town Centre that is physically and 

nctionally separated from the existing Westgate Centre, with associated changes to the rules that would 
llow mall or semi-mall style development (ref 203/4). 

he advantages and disadvantageous of alternative locations for the Town Centre are reviewed for four 
ns in

e 1 s City C  28 January 
 

Westgate tre Sum uary 2005. 
 
The Town Centre location p  1 summarised in the above reports. 

er, nk nt criteria used for analysis.   

Evaluation of the arguments  conclusion that the options 
rtaken by the ve effect to the submitter’s general request.  
 retail core and commercial centre as requested is essentially the same as Option 1 described 

n for the core of the Town Centre.  This area of land is less suited to 

mitter intended to add this to the 

 more succinct policy and economy of wording, it is recommended that this phrase be inserted only 
r 

 

bmitter Summary of Decision Sought Further Submitter/s 

These submissions re
of the intersection of State Highway 16, Don Buck Rd and Hobsonville Rd.  This contrasts with the not

site theurban concept plan which shows the Town Centre located to the North of Hobsonville Rd oppo
ad in the context of other submissions froexisting Westgate Centre.   When these submissions are re

ame submitter, it is clear that the submitter promotes the cs
fu
a
 
T
optio :  
Chang
2005. 

5 – Westgate/Ma

 Town Cen

sey North Area as Proposed by Waitakere 

mary Economic Analysis & Design Review, Patrick Partners, Jan

romoted by the submitter is similar to Option

ouncil, Urbanism +,

Howev
 

 Option 1 was ra ed as least favourable under the assessme

 presented in the submission does not lead to a
Council should be overturned to gianalysis unde

mending theA
above and is the least favourable locatio
large format uses, because of its slope and bisection by the Sakaria Stream system, which also limits the 
potential for growth of the Town Centre.  It would also decrease integration with the existing Westgate centre 
and achievement of a cohesive Town Centre.  No change is recommended. 
 

ubmission 257/235 S
This submission seeks insertion of a phrase into policy 11.44 to the effect that development “shall not 
compromise the aims for the overall Massey North Centre”.  It is unclear where within policy 11.44 that it is 
intended that this be inserted.  The existing policy contains similar phrases for precincts B, C, D and E but 

oes not contain a similar phrase for Precinct A.  It is likely that the subd
policy for Precinct A.  This is supported in principle.  However, the existing policy then becomes very 
repetitious saying the same thing many times over (twice for each precinct).  In light of other submissions 
seeking a
once at the beginning of policy 11.44 referring to all precincts.  Existing instances of the phrase or simila
words can then be deleted, resulting in a shorter policy without altering its effect. 
 
Submission 257/258 
This submission seeks the introduction of explanatory text into section 6.2.4 of the plan.  It is recommended
that these changes be accepted as they assist in plan interpretation. 
 
Recommendation:  
Submissions 81/4, 81/5, 81/6, 81/7, 81/8, 81/10, 81/11, 81/12, 81/13, 203/3 and 203/16 are rejected. 
Submissions 81/9, 154/3 and 257/235 are accepted in part to the extent shown in Appendix 1. 
Submission 257/258 is accepted as shown in Appendix 1. 
 
 

5.14 Apartment Living Issues  
 

0. SuN
140/3 Garelja Brothers Amend the Plan Change to readdress the 

these types of developments are not done 

 
Strawberry 
Gardens 

proposal to build high-rise apartments and 
high-density housing as in New Zealand 

well. 
337/2 Heather Rogers Reject plan changes relating to Apartment 

Style Living as low quality apartments are out 
 

of character with Waitakere City. 
Discussio
 
Submissions 140/3 and 33
These submissions oppose round  low quality 
and out of character for Wai al igh 

n: 

7/2  
provision for apartment style living on the g
takere City.  In response, the Auckland Region

s that these could be
 Policy Statement requires h
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residential densities for new  higher d s allow better 
integration of residential act partment style residential buildings.   
 

e les  of 
r arke detached housing, which will 

still remain minant for
 

e e 4  a ceptable to 

 
l ter ldings  adequate 
v sig e t. 

 
Recent amendments to buil  a poor physical standard of 
construction.  Also the plan d assessment criteria to control 
the design of apartments.  A nsent as a limited discretionary 
activity at the minimum. It w rmitted or controlled activity.  Note 

p n C t. T is gives Council the ability to 
o ons  pr posals are inadequate.  

Overall the p s of the isms to prevent poor quality 
apartments.  However, this munity with a demographic mix.  
Therefore, it is recommende The extent to which apartments 
are designed to provide for mmunity environment" be added.  
This would provide more ex  and encourage a diverse community.  
Note that diversity of apartm esign Criteria Appendix of Plan 
Change 18. 
 
Recommendation:   
Submissions 140/3 and 337 n in Appendix 1. 
 

and Em
 
N0. cision Sought Further Submitter/s 

 town centres such as Massey North. The
ivity, work and transport. This necessitates a

ensitie

There ar
characte

 already examp
”, and fulfil a m

 the do

 of apartment style residential areas in Waitaker
t need, as not all people want to live in traditiona

e City, thus they are not “out
l 

m of all housing stock in Waitakere City.   

ofThere is 
people. 

vidence that th -storey apartments favoured by the plan are  scale that is ac

Neverthe
control o

ess, the submit
er planning, de

s concern with the quality of apartment bui
n and construction standards has not always be

ding legislation should be effective in preventing
changes contain a variety of policies, rules, an
 key feature is that all buildings will require co
ill not be possible to build apartments as a pe

is a valid one as
n exercised in the pas

also the 
decline c

rovisions of Pla
nsent applicati

rovision

hange 18 that control apartment developmen
 or set conditions of consent, in the event that

h
o

 plan changes provide adequate mechan
may not be sufficient to provide a diverse com
d that an assessment criteria to the effect of “

a variety of lifestyle choices and a mixed co
press recognition of the need to provide for
ent sizes is also addressed in the Apartment D

/2 are accepted in part to the extent show

5.15 Dwelling 

Submitter 

ployment Targets 

Summary of De
250/169 Auckland 

Regional Council 
Amend the plan change to include provisions 
that will achieve on average, (gross) 
residential densities of 40 dwellings per 

Regional Policy Statement (proposed Plan 

Supported By:  
258 Auckland Regional 
Transport Authority 

hectare and employment densities of 200 
employees per hectare in sub-regional 
centres such as Westgate in order to support 
the public transport system and align with the 
household and employment densities 
required in Appendix H of the Auckland 

Opposed By:  
300 IMF Westland Ltd 
Support and Opposed By:  
127 Land Transport New 
Zealand 

Change 6). 
257/226 Waitakere City 

Council 
Amend Policy 11.8 by adding the following 
words: 
“Specific intensive Living Environments and 
Apartment Living areas within Special Areas” 

 

257/234 Waitakere City 
Council 

Amend Policy 11.44 to include reference to 
the need to meet specified employment 
densities for the town centre. 

Opposed By:  
300 IMF Westland Ltd 

257/266 Waitakere City 
Council 

Amend Rule 26 to review the 40 unit per 
hectare minimum to provide a density that will 
guarantee apartment typologies are used and 
not medium density 

Supported By:  
258 Auckland Regional 
Transport Authority 

ones.  Consider moving 
the density criteria into Rule 26.3.  Activities 
not meeting the density requirement should 
be a non-complying activity. 

257/286 Waitakere City 
Council 

Amend Assessment Criteria 26(k) by adding 
the text in italics and underlined: 
“The extent to which areas identified for 
Apartment Residential achieves a density of 
40 units per 1 hectare in order to achieve 

 



 
housing objectives.  Such development 
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should be large enough to accommodate 

outlined in submission 257/266 above]. 

comprehensively designed development with 
sufficient roading frontage.” 
 
[Note: Proposed apartment density 
requirement subject to further review as 

258/203 Auckland 
Regional 
Transport 
Authority 

Amend so that dwelling and employment 
targets be included for the land use 
proposed. 

Opposed By:  
300 IMF Westland Ltd 

Discussion: 
 
Submission 257/226 
This submission seeks to amend Policy 11.8 so as to provide an exemption for apartments from the aims of 
the policy.  In response, some compromise may be needed to achieve higher urban density, but it would not 
be appropriate to completely waive consideration of the matters listed in the policy as this could give rise to 

e recently constructed between Hobson and Nelson 
pplied to limited discretionary activities, but it is 

bmis

residen

opose
Employ
System
written. d to it is relatively low. Nevertheless, it is appropriate 
to have regard to the densities in the appendix, as higher densities are necessary provide for an efficient 

evidenc
videnc  Joseph Waddell, for ARTA).  

s.  

he ARPS density targets are interpreted as targets to be achieved over time rather than as targets that 
 

ment targets cannot be met over a reasonable 
eframe. 

erages over the catchment area of the Town Centre, i.e. a 800m radius. Taking 
 northern end of the mainstreet as the centre point, an 800m radius includes all of the Massey North 

n.   

wn centre.  In the context of 
assey North, this is interpreted to apply to all of the Massey North Town Centre Special Area.  However, it 

cluded. This is because it will be an 
dustrial zone, and the evidence presented by Brian Waddell shows that industrial areas by nature cannot 

t relate 
 residential and employment densities is provided below. 

olicy 0.1 of Proposed Plan Change 16 provides: 

: 

unsatisfactory apartment environments such as som
treets in central Auckland. Policy 11.8 will not be as

appropriate that it remain for discretionary and non-complying activities.  No change is recommended. 
 
Su sions 250/169, 257/234, 257/266, 257/286 and 258/203 
These submissions all seek to strengthen the plan provisions with respect to achievement of higher 

tial and employment densities.  
 
Pr d Change 6 to the Auckland Regional Policy Statement (ARPS) inserts Appendix H “Household and 

ment Densities Required in High Density Centres and Corridors to Support the Public Transport 
” This appendix is not operative yet and decisions had not been released at the time this report was 
Therefore the legal weight that can be attache

multimodal transport system as required by the LGAAA, this is standard planning practice overseas, and 
e has been presented that indicates that these densities can be achieved in Auckland (Statement of 
e of BrianE

 
Massey North will be a sub regional town centre serviced by an ARTA “Quality Transit” service, which is 
equivalent to the “premium” public transport service referred to in Appendix H of the ARPS.  Therefore the 
Appendix H density targets that apply to Massey North are 40 dwellings per hectare and 200 employees per 
hectare. Both targets are expressed as gross figures in the ARPS, thus including public roads and reserve
 
T
must be achieved instantly.  Therefore Proposed Plan Change 15 would only be inconsistent with the ARPS
targets if there was some fundamental reason why the employ
tim
 
The dwelling targets are av
the
Town Centre Special Area, some rural areas outside the MUL, and some of the existing development 
adjacent to Precinct E.  The areas outside the current and proposed MUL are excluded from further 
consideratio
 
The employment targets apply to any area zoned for employment within the to
M
is recommended that Massey North Employment Special Area be ex
in
achieve the high employment density targets in the ARPS.  Nevertheless industrial activities are still 
necessary to the economy and need to be accommodated. 
 
A summary of the existing provisions in Proposed Plan Change 15 and Proposed Plan Change 16 tha
to
 
P
 
The further development or re-development of urban areas should be planned to provide the following
 



 
• In the town centre areas identified as Community Environment or Special Area provision for mixed 

use development, including res
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idential activity, above ground floor level; 
 

munity 
Special 

A

 
uced by a plan change, which is intended primarily for residential purposes, 

re 

only applies to the Living Environment which includes a small area of the existing Massey urban area near 
t outside the Massey North Township.   This area is predominantly existing 

ow 

Plan.  It does not apply to Mixed Use or Town Centre areas.   

No specific target is set for residential in mixed use areas because the uncertainty regarding market demand 
tial. 

It is not clear whether there is any practical difference between “household unit” or “dwelling” as used in the 

verall this policy is broadly consistent with the target densities in the ARPS. 

here are no employment targets set in Proposed Plan Change 16. 

he Comprehensive Development Plan for the Town Centre Precinct Area A is to provide details of:- 

he Comprehensive Development Plan for the Town Centre Precinct Area B is to provide details of:- 

e 
artme

n for the Town Centre Precinct Area C is to provide details of:- 

artme
 

 of:- 

  vided for within the 
rtme

• In any Living Environment which is within a 10 minute walking distance of the New Lynn Com
Environment or the Henderson Community Environment or the Massey North/Westgate 

rea, any new development should achieve a household unit density of at least 40 household 
units/hectare (gross);… 

• In any new area introd
residential densities should achieve an average household unit density of 40 households/hecta
(gross); 

 
The 10 minute walking distance in the second bullet corresponds with the 800m radius in the ARPS.  This 

the existing Westgate centre, bu
low density residential development.  It is unlikely to be redeveloped in the near future, so will stay at l

sity for some time to come, at least until after the new Town Centre is developed. den
 
The third bullet applies to the Apartment Residential areas shown within the Massey North Urban Concept 

 

for mixed use residen
   

ARPS.  It is recommended that the term “dwelling” be used for consistency with the ARPS and national 
statistics.   
 
O
 
T
 
Proposed Plan Change 15 does not contain any policy relating to residential or employment density.  
However, Rule 26 and related assessment criteria contain residential density targets:  
 
26.2 (g) Additional Standards for Comprehensive Development Plans (applying to specific precincts) 
 
(see the Massey North Urban Concept Plan for location of identified features): 
 
Town Centre Precinct Area A  
T
… 
(x)  The method by which no less than 40 apartments per hectare will be provided for within the 
Apartment Living area of this precinct. 
 
Town Centre Precinct Area B 
T
… 
(vii)  The method by which no less than 40 apartments per hectare will be provided for within th
ap nt living area of this precinct. 
 
Town Centre Precinct Area C 
The Comprehensive Development Pla
… 
(vi) The method by which no less than 40 apartments per hectare will be provided for within the 
ap nt living area of this precinct. 

Town Centre Precinct Area D  
e Co Town Centre Precinct Area D is to provide detailsTh mprehensive Development Plan for the 

… 
(vi) The method by which no less than 40 apartments per hectare will be pro

pa nt living area of this precinct. a
 



 
ASSESSMENT CRITERIA 

General Criteria 
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velopment, and the achievement of ultimately higher density targets over time. However, given that 

ain 

nd South, 

 moderate topography, 

• 
 

here are a few factors that will detract from but not prevent achievement of the density targets: 

• 
• otect the upper Waitemata Harbour. 

tainty about the rate of growth, but projections indicate that a density of 80 
bs / ha in the retail areas, a density of 40-80 jobs / ha in the business / commercial areas, and a density of 

 North cannot meet or 
xceed the targets provided that the plan provisions are appropriate.  The Proposed Plan Change 15 

 an 
partment residential area within precincts A, B, C, and D.  This is to be implemented by the rules listed 

ere is no current performance standard for residential density in rule 26.3 which is the rule that 
ets performance standards for activities.   Thus it is not entirely clear whether an apartment proposal with 

 

26(k) The extent to which areas identified for Apartment Residential achieve a density of 1 unit per 40 
hectares in order to achieve housing objectives.  Such development should be large enough to 
accommodate comprehensively designed development with sufficient roading frontage. 
 
Note the error in this assessment criterion, which should read “…40 units per hectare…” 
 
Rule 26.3 (c) also sets a 4-storey minimum standard for apartment buildings.  This rule facilitates increased 
densities, and in particular addresses a problem caused by unit titling of apartments which locks in a 
particular form of development for a long period of time (50 - 100 years).  If lower storey buildings were 
allowed, unit titling of the apartments would make it highly unlikely that they would be redeveloped in the 
foreseeable future to achieve higher densities. The opportunity for more intensive development later would 
be lost. Therefore it is important that the built form is capable of achieving high residential densities from the 
start of development.  The application of the 4-storey standard may involve a trade-off between the initial 
ate of der

the town centre will persist in perpetuity it is appropriate to set such a compliance threshold. 
 
There are no rules or assessment criteria specifically relating to employment density within Plan Change 15. 

ote that Rule 26.3(c) (i) sets a 2-storey minimum standard along both sides of the mainstreet.  The mN
purpose of this rule is to facilitate an appropriate streetscape and intensity along the mainstreet from the start 
of development.  It will also incidentally contribute to creating higher employment densities and a more 
diverse mix of activities in the town centre. 
 
The ability of Massey North to meet the residential and employment density targets is dependent on a variety 
of factors which are summarised below.  The following features will assist achievement of a higher density: 
 location adjacent to a motorway with connections to the North a•

• serviced by ARTA’s Quality Transit Network (and the Rapid Transit Network in the future), 
• sufficient scale, 
•
• greenfields site unhampered by existing patterns of subdivision and landuses (c.f. existing town 

centres which were never specifically designed for high intensity),  
existing and planned development at Massey and Hobsonville, provides an urban catchment. 

T
• location on the periphery of Auckland, 

relatively low income urban catchment, 
the need to set aside riparian land to pr

 
Overall it is considered that Massey North does have the potential to reach the target densities but this will 
take time.  There is some uncer
jo
20 to 40 jobs/ ha in industrial land will be achieved by 2021.  This is a conservative estimate and actual 
densities may be higher than this by 2021.  It also assumes that development will not be underway until the 
next decade given the likely time required to complete all statutory processes.  Therefore the density targets 
will set in the ARPS are unlikely to be achieved until after 2021.  
 
In the fullness of time, there does not seem to be any fundamental reason why Massey
e
provisions are reviewed below in relation to the targets.   
 
The existing Proposed Plan Change 15 provides for residential density principally by providing for
A
above.  Rule 26.2 (g) (renumbered as (f) in Appendix 1) indicates a standard of “40 apartments per hectare”.  
However, the current construction of rules 26.2 (a) and 26.4(b) are confusing in terms of the phrase “have 
regard to” which implies that the matters in Rule 26.2(g) are assessment criteria rather than standards.  
Further, th
s
less than 40 apartments per hectare is to be assessed as a limited discretionary activity or as a discretionary 
activity.  



 
Therefore, to clarify matters it is recommended that rule 26.2 (a) be amended to clarify that comprehensive 

evelopment plans must comply with the informatio
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n standards set in rule 26.2(g), in order to be considered 

ible to achieve densities higher than 40 

 North.   

e Town Centre are unlikely to achieve the 
s pe re standa es n tial density minimum targets 

s e T
 a  pe rtm

 
In addition it is recommended that the Apartment Residential 

ong the
ery C a 

 
Overall the whole of the Massey North Town Centre may fall a
per hectare set in the ARPS.  However, public transport will
mixed use areas that is not used for residential activities, wil

It is also recomm at the re l density target be ex
 because the use of gross figures creates an incentive for dev

hat ARTA has recommended use 

, it is necessary to first clarify the difference between a 
al an ation.  In the case of residential densities (discussed above), the real goal is to 
hieve ities, but apartment density is used as an indicator of population density and 
egula ntation.  This is because it would be inappropriate and impractical to directly 

 will 

 
t.  It 

 

d
as a limited discretionary activity.  Corresponding changes are also recommended to Rule 26.4(b). 
 
Further analysis of the potential for apartment development indicates that there is a physical potential to 
provide for an apartment density greater than 40 dwellings per hectare.  For example, the Waitakere City 
Council Growth Capacity Summary 2006, indicates that areas of 4-storey apartments should be able to 
achieve residential densities well in excess of 40 apartments per hectare.  A desk-top analysis of potential 

partment development in Massey North also indicates that it is possa
apartments (net of roads) within the Apartment Residential area.   
 
The ultimate potential density is partly limited by planning restrictions in the Plan Change and partly by the 
economic viability of apartment development.  The planning restrictions that apply include: 
 
1. Those in Proposed Plan Change 18, e.g. those which require each apartment to have an outlook 

thus indirectly limiting the total building site coverage.  This is necessary to achieve a good standard 
of urban environment.  It will not prevent achievement of targets set in the ARPS, but does plus 
some upper limit on the density of apartment buildings. 

 
2. The 30-metre maximum height standard set in the Proposed Plan Change 15.  Once again this is 

set well above the minimum required to achieve the ARPS densities but does plus some upper limit 
on the density of apartment buildings. 

  
For economic reasons it is unlikely that developers will build higher than the 4-storey minimum height 
tandard within Masseys

 
Taking into account both planning and economic limitations, it is considered that the density target could 
reasonably be raised to 60 apartments per hectare.  Raising the apartment density target to 60 will partially 

ffset the fact that residential densities in the mixed use areas of tho
40 apartment r hecta rd.  The Plan Change do ot set any residen
for the mixed u
amended to set

e area becaus
 60 apartment

of the uncertain market.  
r hectare standard for Apa

herefore it is recommended that the plan be 
ent Residential areas. 

Area within Precinct B, be extended further to 
the North al
Use / Periph

the margin of 
ommercial are

 Drainage / Ecological Open
be included to the north of Pr

 Space and that an additional area of Mixed 
ecinct B. This increases the total density. 

 little short of the overall target of 40 dwellings 
 not be adversely affected because space in 
l instead be used for employment generating 

activities. 
 

ended th sidentia pressed as net rather than gross figures. This 
elopers to minimise the amount of public road is

and reserve space, which could lead to a poor urban environment.  Note t
 net figures in its evidence to the Panel. of

 
Before moving on to discuss employment densities
go d method of implement
ac  higher population dens

 r tory method of implemea
control population density in residential areas.  Instead the plan focuses on providing a built form that
facilitate higher population densities in Apartment Residential areas. 
 
In contrast employment densities are a direct measure of population density.  Specific employment targets 
have not been set in the rules of the Plan Change because it is inappropriate for the issue of employment 
densities to be considered at each individual consent application.  To do so could give rise to unfortunate 
situations; for example, where a high-tech, high skill/wage, high productivity company could not gain
consent, where as a company employing lots of low wage staff in cramped conditions could gain consen
may also spawn a new industry of business consultants producing employment plans for consent applicants. 
The Council would then have to review, monitor and enforce these consents.  It would involve a level of 
intervention in business management that is likely to be economically counterproductive and would be 

npopular in New Zealand.   u
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p ment 
 ons 

s of b
en her 

employment de
 
Appendix 5 of l ARTA to l Urban 
Density Summary.  A comparison of the employmen derson 
Employment an loyment are provided be
 

Instead method
densities would
are discussed b
to employm

s of controlling
 be needed if t
elow, but befor

t density as thi
nsities. 

 Brian Waddel

d Takapuna Emp

 the built form of develo
he employment targets ar
e that it is useful to review 
s provides information on

’s evidence for 

ment in a way that facilitates h
e to be implemented.  Potential

vailable existing example

ighe
regulatory opti
uilt form compared 
to achieve hig

d Regiona
ment, Hen

r employ

a
 what built form is necessary 

the Panel includes the Aucklan
t examples of Botany Employ
w. lo

Name Type Employment Density Characteristics 
Botany Downs 41e/ha gross, 46e/ha n on of site used for 

s a mixture of 
rehouse style and 2-3 storey 

Town Centre et Large mall.  Large proporti
at grade parking.  Building
single storey wa
mall buildings. 

Henderson Sub-regional 
Centre 

153e/ha gross, 213
net. 

more traditional 
to the north and 

with most 
ncorporated into a multi-storey 

dominantly multi-

/ha Large mall, but includes 
commercial development 
south.  Minimal at grade parking, 
parking i
building.  Buildings pre
storey.   

Takapuna Sub-regional 
Centre 

249 e/ha gross, 346e
gross. 

ngement.  
g.  Small mall, 

y commercial buildings.   

/ha More traditional street block arra
Limited at grade parkin
otherwise multi-store

 
The key features of built form in the examples with higher
• a well connected grid of publicly owned streets,  
• moderate use of land for at grade parking,  
• high floor area ratio,  
• multi-storey buildings. 
 

xis

e
e the c rov istent with the ARPS (as notifie

he ndments are recommend
mployment densities o ry of the 

various regulat
includes both m
option is Propo ng
 

 density include: 

The existing pr
bullet point. Ho
parking and pre
are required). T
would only slowly increa
Therefor
in 2005) or t
higher e

ovisions of Prop
wever, the e
dominantly sin
he collective ef

se ov

osed Plan Change 15 and
ting Proposed Plan Change
gle storey buildings (except
fect of the existing provision
r time, and may not be of a form that facilitates a 
isions (as notified in 2005) a

 Proposed Plan Change 18 provid
 15 provisions would facilitate ext
 along the mainstreet where two s
s would be low-moderate emplo

multimoda
re not fully cons

e for the first 
ensive at grade 
torey buildings 

yment density that 
l transport system. 

d 
will facilitate 

urrent plan p
LGAAA, and ame

ory methods tha
ethods that con

sed Plan Cha

ed to provide for a built form that 
 of s.32 or the RMA 1991, a summa
 in the following table.  For comp
d methods that control built form
ed above in this paragraph. 

ver time.  For the purposes
t could be used is provided
trol employment directly an
e 15 as notified, as discuss

leteness this table 
.  The ‘do nothing’ 

Description Method  Advantages Disadvantages Overall 
Evaluation 

Direct control 
of the number 
of employees 
in each use. 

Rules require 
consent for 
use of sites, 
and set 
standards or 
assessment 
criteria to the 
effect that any 
use that does 
not achieve 
200 
employees 
per hectare 
does not gain 
consent. 

at does not rely on built 

fficient 
allocation of resources to 
physical assets. 

Every use and change of use 
requires resource consent. 
 

onomically inefficient in that it 
may create a bias towards, low 
labour productivity, low skill and 
low wage enterprises. This is the 
opposite of what economists are 
recommending for New Zealand. 
 
May disadvantage modern 
industrial activities that are a 
necessary part of the economy 
but typically have lower 
employment densities. 

commended 

and 

Very direct form of control 
th
form and the associated 
construction costs and 
possible ine

Ec

 
Council would need to peer 
review, decide on, monitor and 
enforce employment densities for 
each business. 

Not 
re
because of the 
disadvantages. 
Would be 
inefficient 
potentially 
ineffective. 
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when a 

ent conditions. 

 
ot clear what happens N

business needs to retrench or 
alternatively invest in labour 
saving technology as this could 
reach consb

 
Not clear how averages would be 
dealt with across a precinct for 
individual consents. 
 
This degree of intervention in 
business activities would be 
unacceptable to the majority of 
New Zealanders. 

Broad control 
of commercial 
activity types 
to select 
those with the 
highest 
average 
employment 
density. 

t 

s 

ient 

ble 

n others.  For 

a direct 

modern 
automated and industrial 
activities that are a necessary 
part of the economy but typically 
have lower employment 
densities. 

However, there 
may be other 
good reasons for 
having activity 

the 
extent that the 
built form of the 
environment 
influences the 
type of business 
activity that 
occurs, then this 
should be taken 
into account.  

Rules se
ommercial c

activity 
thresholds for 
each precinct. 
 
Alternatively 
rules could 
prevent 
activity type
with a low 
employment 
density. 

A direct form of control that 
does not rely on built form 
and the associated 
construction costs and 
ossible inefficp

allocation of resources to 
physical assets. 
 

he information availaT
indicates that some 
commercial activities have 
higher employment 
densities tha
example the employment 
density of retail is generally 
about half that of other 
commercial activities. 
 
Simpler and less costly 
than controlling each 
individual land use. 

The relationship between 
employment density and floor 
area is variable according to 
circumstances.  This weakens 

e case for use in th
regulatory context. 
 
May disadvantage 

Not 
recommended 
purely for 
employment 
density reasons 
in the absence of 
further 
information.   
 

thresholds, in 
order to create a 
mixed town 
centre.  
 
Also, to 

This point is 
discussed further 
below. 

Reduction of 
public roads, 
reserves and 
other space 
that cannot be 
built on so

ro
reserve in 

 
that the 
maximum 
amount of 
space is 
available for 
buildings. 

or 
ad and 

the 
Massey North 
Urban 
Concept Plan. 

t 
ogical Open Space 

ability of the upper 

 

 be 
inconsistent with 
the Regional 
Plan: Coastal, 
Regional Plan: 

Land and 
d the 

ARPS. 

Reduce area 
and length 

Reducing the area se
aside for reserves and 
roads will increase the 
area available for buildings 
and thus employment. 

Reducing the area of 
rainage/EcolD

would be ecologically unsound in 
Massey North because it would 
compromise the ICMP and the 
ustains

Waitemata Harbour.   
 
It would also reduce the overall 
amenity values of the town 
centre. 
 
Reducing the length of the 
roading network will reduce 
onnectivity, which may have a

Air, 
Water an

c
counterproductive effect on 
employment density in the long-
term, notwithstanding that the 
area available for buildings would 
increase. 

Not 
recommended 
because of 
disadvantages.  
Would also

Reduce the 
area of space 
allocated to at 
grade parking. 

Several 
alternatives: 
 
(a) rules that 

Reduces space lost to 
carparking, potentially 
making more space 
available for buildings and 

d be 
 it 

may be more 
efficient to target 

limit at grade 
parking 

thus employment. 
 

Will increase the cost of 
development to a degree if the 
same number of carparks needs 
to be located in basements or 

Coul
effective but

multi-storey carparking. 
 

overall parking 
density and floor 
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maximise site 
building 
coverage, 
thus indirectly 
limiting at 
grade parking. 

ter 
directly, 
(b) rules that 

May encourage use of 
ared parking and greash

use of public transport. 
 
Lack of researched basis 
or precedent for setting 
limit. 

May also increase the cost of 
carparking to individuals. 

area ratios as 
discussed further 
below. 

Reduce the 
overall area 
allocated to 
parking, 
whether or not 
it is at grade. 

Maximum 
parking rules. 

rparking and 
public transport. 
 
May encourage a greater 
percentage of non-retail 
commercial activity which 
has a lesser requirement 
for casual customer 
carparking. 

st of 

 

e 
appropriate in 
conjunction with 

or area ratio 

Reduces total space lost to 
car parking, potentially 
increasing the space 
available for employment. 
 
Will encourage greater use 
shared ca

Will indirectly increase the co
carparking to individuals because 
of induced scarcity (this may be 
considered an advantage in a 
public transport context). 

flo
rules. 

 
May make some types of retail 
destinations less attractive to 
customers. 
 

ay not necessarily increase theM
total area of floor space available 
for employment activity. 

Would b

Control floor 
area ratio 
(FAR).  More 
floor area 
equates to 
more space 
available for 
employment. 

Rules that set 
a minimum 
floor area 
ratio FAR. 

Provides directly for 
building space and thus 
employment potential. 
 
Provides flexibility to build 
either vertically or 
horizontally within the 
confines of a site. 
 
Will discourage excessive 
provision for on-site 
parking due to the cost of 
providing for basement 

ck of 

Would be 
ppropriate, 

ded it is 
used in 
combination with 
controls limiting 
parking. 

parking or parking 
buildings. 
 
Will result in multi-storey 
buildings if FAR is set over 
approximately 0.8.  This 
facilitates a mix of different 
employment generating 
activities. 

May discourage or delay 
development if the FAR is set 
high in relation to market 
emand. 

a
provi

d
 
Where land is relatively cheap, 
will result in higher development 
costs. 
 
Will encourage land developers 
to minimise the amount of space 
set aside for roads, reserves, 
pedestrian areas and 
landscaping; with a resulting 
adverse effect on streetscape, 
general amenities, connectivity, 
and possibly transport efficiency. 
 
There is a wide variance in 
relationship between FAR and 
employment density on a site by 

te basis and a relative lasi
factual research on the 
relationship between FAR and 
employment density in New 
Zealand.  This issue is discussed 
further below.  

Control of 
vertical built
form, i.e
storey height.

 
. 
 

 floor area and thus 
oyment potential.   

 
ssuming high site 

ge, an average of 3-
orey buildings will 

proximately 200 
employees per hectare. 

e storeys provide 
greater potential for a mix 

different employment 
e.g. retail on 

round floor, non-retail 
e. 

ket demand. 
 
No guarantee that the total area 
of floor space will increase, i.e. 
developers may initially build to 
the same floor area, but vertically 
instead of horizontally. 
 
May result in a disbursed form of 
built environment, with poorer 
pedestrian connectivity and 
transport efficiency. 
 
Initial location of multi-storey 
buildings on a site may 
compromise the construction of 
additional buildings in the future. 
 
Multi-storey buildings may cost 

ure 

Rules setting 
minimum 
storey heights 

gr
empl

A
covera
4 - st
achieve ap

 
Multipl

Potentially provides for 
eater

of 
activities, 
g
abov

May discourage or delay 
development if the minimum 
storey height is set high in 
relation to mar

Would be 
appropriate, 
provided it is 
used in 
combination with 
controls limiting 
parking and the 
location of 
uildings (futb

proofing). 
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more. 
 
Multi-storey buildings are less 
attractive for retail uses and 
therefore less attractive to 
developers. 
 
May indirectly encourage large 
areas of at grade carparking, at 

matic in industrial 
zones where there is a common 

least in the early stages of 
development. 
 
May be proble

need for a proportion of high stud 
single storey buildings. 

Control of the 
proportion of 
ite occupied 

Rules set 
minimum 
build

Decreases the proportion 
of sites that can be used 

Will only result in single storey 
buildings, which is insufficient to 

Not 
recommended 

s
by buildings. coverage. generating activities such 

as car parking. 
targets even if good site 
coverage is achieved. 

be ineffective. 
ing site for non-employment meet the employment density because it would 

Remove other 
conflicting 
planning 
rules.  

Delete rules 
that would 
compromise 

Removing height 
restrictions will allow taller 
buildings and higher 

Removing the height restrictions 
may result in other adverse 
effects on the environment. 

Height 
restrictions in 
Proposed Plan 

 
Planning rules 
et for other 

employment 
densities.  In 

 
Removing parkis

reasons may 
unintentionally 
compromise 
achievement 
of 

the context of 
Massey 
North, are 
three rules 
that 

minimum standards will 
allow more efficient use of 
space 

this in the retail focused areas.  
However, within industrial areas 
there is more risk of undersupply 
of parking and potential street 
congestion. 

comprom
density targets in 
the ARPS.  One 
exception is th
10 metre 

employment 

achievement 
of 

potentially 

These are 

Massey North 

Rule 14 
(minimum 

Working 
nment 

employment densities in 
the long-term. 

ng 

 
Removing minimum parking 
standards may lead undersupply 
of parking.  There is less risk of 

Change 15 are 
generally set high 
enough that they 
will not 

ise the 

e 
limit in 

parts of Precincts 
D.  This 

The parking rules 

e 

facilitate higher 
employment 

objectives. conflict with 
achievement 
of the 
employment 
densities.  

C and 
rule should be 
amended (refer 
section 5.24). 
 

the:  
 
(a) height 
restrictions in 
Precincts C 
and D and the 

for the Massey 
North Town 
Centre Special 
Area need to b
amended to 

Special 
Employment 
Area. 
(b) 

densities. 

Community 
Environment 

parking). 
(c) 
Enviro
Rule 9. 

 

ned.  

r,
ill prev  result in 

ntinue

  
Of the above methods, the most efficient and effective combination of methods is a combination of rules that 
set minimum floor area ratios (FAR) and maximum overall parking standards for the Massey North Town 

entre Special Area.  Note that the two methods should be combiC
 
Furthe  the continued application of the minimum parking standard rules Community Environment Rule 14 

ent achievement of high employment densities in Massey North.   This rule couldw
employment densities around one half to two thirds of the ARPS target in Massey North if allowed to 
co  in effect. 
 



 
h ort Waitakere City Council Growth Capacity Summary 2006, provides an analysi
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e rep s of the relationship 

 
ees 

oor 

ence presented by Brian Waddell indicates, in a 

nd 

 

 

hic

Therefore the evidence from New Lynn is not a sufficien o 
manage employment density.  However, it does illustrat
 
• district plan regulation needs to be applied in an ve 

higher densities, i.e. floor area ratio rules need rated with other rules; 
 
• where single stories dominate, floor area ratio m

i.e. at floor area ratios of less than approximate
 
• more research is required and that an adaptive app
 
Secondly, new development at Massey North will not be  
Town Centre from day one.  It will take time to grow.  T
needs to be allowed for in the regulation of floor area ra
Massey North will start in the second decade.  Consequently l reach a floor 
area ratio (FAR) of 1.3 until sometime after the first plan ent of 
a FAR of 1.3 needs to considered as a medium-term ai
 
Thirdly, the imposition of a minimum FAR would encour
space, such as pedestrian areas, roads and reserves.  This co an 

tr ld be 
ces, e.g. 

Fourthly, comprehensive development plans would be t f 
FAR over a whole precinct.  This provides a basis for a 

T
between Employment Density and floor area ratio.  Figures are provided in a table on page 8 of that report.  
Note that the floor areas relate to meshblocks, which are a land unit used for statistical purposes.  This table
indicates that a floor area ratio of 1.3 would achieve an employment density of approximately 200 employ
per hectare. 
 
However, four points need to be kept in mind.   
 
Firstly, the relationship between floor area ratio and employee density is approximate. The actual 
relationship between floor area ratio and employment density achieved depends on a variety of site specific 
factors.  While it is widely accepted overseas that there is a positive relationship between increasing fl
area ratio and employment density, relatively little research has been done on this in New Zealand. 
 

he Auckland Regional Urban Density Study evidT
photographic way, that there is some broad relationship between increasing floor area ratio and increasing 
employment density, e.g. compare the photographs of Botany Downs, Henderson and Takapuna.  However, 
this research did not provide actual floor area ratios, so only provides qualitative evidence of a positive 
relationship. 
  
Research has been done on the relationship of floor area ratio and employment density in New Lynn. This is 
reported in Waitakere City Growth Centres – Feasible Development Review.  Surprisingly Table 5 suggests 
a negative relationship between employment density and floor area ratio.  The exact reasons for this are 
unclear but are probably due to a combination of historical circumstances that are peculiar to New Lynn a
would not necessarily occur in Massey North.  These include: 
 
1. Historical planning controls applying to New Lynn which were not designed to achieve high 

employment densities, and may have had a contrary effect (unintentionally).  For example, minimum
parking standards, which require extensive parking, particularly on large retail sites. 

 
2. The prevalence of retail which has lower employment densities and favours larger single storey

sites. 
 
3. The prevalence of single storey buildings which favour retail activities and allow employees to 

spread out. 
 
4. The recent economic decline in New Lynn w

more so on larger sites. 
 

h has probably resulted in spare space, perhaps 

t basis to say that floor area ratios cannot be used t
e that:  

 integrated way with all tools coordinated to achie
 be integto

ay be un unreliable indicator of employment density, 
ly 0.7; 

roach is required over time. 

 able to achieve that floor area ratio over the entire
herefore the issue becomes one of timing.  This 
tio.  In practice it is likely that the development of 

, it is unlikely that development wil
ning period ends in 2021.  Therefore achievem

m rather than a short-term aim. 

age developers to minimise the amount of public 
uld result in a less attractive urb

environment. Therefore public roads, reserves, pedes
excluded from the calculation of FAR.  Likewise areas dedi
stormwater treatment, should also be excluded.  
 

ian areas and other public facilities shou
cated to ecological life-supporting servi

he principal consent mechanism of implementation o
flexible approach to the application of an average 
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FAR to individual buildings over a precinct, and also ac
over a period of time through staging.  
 
In practice buildings on individual sites should be consis  
designed to provide a regulatory incentive for buildings 
development plan for a precinct.  However, Proposed P
individual buildings that are not provided for in a compr ore 
stringent consent process applies in such cases.  There ent of 
individual buildings will not compromise long-term achie
 
Submission 257/266 requests that the failure to achieve .  
This is reasonable given the importance of achieving re AAA. 
However, flexibility does need to be provided through th
achieve the targets over time.   
 
Regulatory alternatives for staging achievement of the F er time are summarised in the following 
table.  The option of no staging is considered first for co
 

hievement of the FAR (and thus employment density) 

tent with the FAR set for a precinct and the rules are
to be consistent with the comprehensive 
lan Change 15 does not prohibit applications for 
ehensive development plan, although a m

ore the rules need to ensure that the developmf
vement of the average FAR for each precinct. 

 the density standard be a non-complying activity
asonable densities in order to implement the LG
e comprehensive development plan process to 

R target ovA
mparison. 

Method Advantages and Disadvantages 
No staging.  FAR ratio set as a standard for all new 
development from the start of development. 

 

 development of the Town Centre 
nity 

could give rise to artificial forms of 

 

Administratively simple with regulatory certainty.  
However actual results may be less certain because 
a market may not initially exist for multi-storey 
buildings.  Establishment of the initial retail core of 
the Town Centre would also be more difficult if all
development had to attain a FAR of 1.3 (i.e. 3-4 
storeys). 
 

onsequentlyC
could be delayed, with a consequent opportu
cost, and possible leakage to other sites and districts 
with less rigorous controls.   
 

lternatively, it A
development, where token additional storeys are 
added using cheap construction, but remain 
unoccupied for some time. 
 
This option may work more efficiently if it was 
applied rigorously on a region-wide basis.  However,
it may be inappropriate to apply it to one locality such 
as Massey North in isolation.  
 

Apply staging mes set in the plan.  One 
e le  standard .0 to be 
a d b 1. it is 

s.   If growth is 
d 

ce of 

 over time fra
xamp  could be to set a FAR of 1
chieve  by 2021, and FAR of 1.3 y 203

This option is also regulatory certain.   
 
Actual outcomes may still be uncertain because 
difficult to predict future economic growth rates and 

erefore set appropriate target dateth
slower than predicted, developers cannot be force
into additional development to achieve a higher 
density. It is not clear that this option would deliver 

sults at a rate different to what the market would re
have delivered in the absence of this regulatory 
option.  However, it does make intentions clear and 
would force comprehensive development plans 
(CDP) to expressly address the issue of 
intensification over time. 
 
At the second stage, there may still be leakage to 
other localities with less rigorous controls, i.e. at 

031 developers would have the choi2
developing to higher intensities or looking for  
cheaper land elsewhere without rigorous controls.  
Therefore there may still be an opportunity cost to 

e district. th
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nitial 
ore.   

 

itial 

 
This option makes it easier to establish an i

wn centre retail cto
 
The CDP for each precinct would need to expressly
provide for the staging, either by scheduling some 
sites for future redevelopment, or land banking some 
sites for future multi-storey buildings.  This could 
make the CDP’s more complex to prepare and 
administer over time.  Also land banking of some 
sites for future development could dilute overall in
densities. 
 

Apply staging by area of floor space.  For example, 
the first 20,000m2 of gross floor space would have a 
Minimum FAR of 0.75, the second 20,000m2 a 
minimum FAR of 0.90 and any development beyond 
40,000m2 would need to achieve a minimum FAR of 
1.30. 
 
Note: The FAR figures chosen above correspond to: 
 
FAR  0.75 = Mainly 2 storey, 
FAR 0.90 = Some 4 storey, mostly 2 storey, 
FAR 1.3 = Mixed 4 storey and 2 storey. 
 

FAR Building Form Approx Emp. 
Density 

0.75 Mainly 2 storey 150 
0.90 Some 4 storey, mostly 2 

storey 
160 

1.3 Mixed 4 storey and 2 
storey 

210 

 
Source: Waitakere City Council Growth Capacity 
Summary 2006. 

nt occurs at a rate determined 

wed by 

e 
 

 

r employment 

ed to the whole Massey North 

ry 
n 
 

 

g, either by scheduling some sites for 
lopment, or land banking some sites for 
orey buildings.  This could make the 

CDP’s more complex to prepare and administer over 
time.  Also land banking of some sites for future 

 

This option still has a reasonable degree of 
regulatory certainty.  It is not necessary to set target 

ates as developmed
by the market. 
 
Staging by area, allows initial development of a 

own Centre retail dominant core, folloT
subsequent stages of more intense development.  
For example, 20,000m2 gross floor area (GFA) in th
first stage would allow for two large retail anchors
and some additional intervening smaller retail units
at low - moderate density.  The second 20,000m2 
GFA would allow consolidation of retail mixed use 
town centre up to 40,000m2 GFA, further 
development after that would need to average 3 
storeys, which would shift the balance towards 

evelopment of non-retail commercial activities d
around the retail core. 
 
Note that this option will shift the activity balance 

ver time towards activities with higheo
densities as well as increasing the floor area density. 
 

 this standard is appliIf
Town Centre Special Area, consideration needs to 
be given how it is applied across precincts.  Given 
the need to establish an effective mainstreet and 
town centre core in Precinct A, it would be necessa
to allocate at least the initial stage to development i
Precinct A exclusively.  This may mean some initial
opportunity costs in other precincts. 
 
Cumulative floor area would need to be monitored 
but this can be done with existing information 
systems.
 
Problems of leakage to other localities may still arise 
at the second or third stages giving rise to 
opportunity costs. 
 
The comprehensive development plan (CDP) for 
each precinct would need to expressly provide for 
the stagin
future redeve
future multi-st

intensive development could dilute overall initial 
densities. 

Apply staging in density at a rate to be determined in This option has the least regulatory certainty, but the 



 
CDP’s.  For example, the Plan would set a minimum 

AR of 1.3 to be achieved at rate determined in the 
most flexibility. 
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development plan (CDP) applicants. 

op options 
arket conditions. The CDP for each 

d need to expressly provide for the 
staging, either by scheduling some sites for future 

nister over time.  

 
ld 

 

However, it does make intentions clear and would 

at is not 

F
CDP’s Floor area ratio (FAR) staging would be effectively 

“negotiated” with the individual comprehensive 

 
This provides flexibility for CDP to devel
suited to m
precinct woul

redevelopment, or land banking some sites for future 
multi-storey buildings.  This could make the CDP’s 
more complex to prepare and admi
Also land banking of some sites for future 
development could dilute overall initial densities. 

In the absence of a specific time or area thresho
set in the rules, the consent authority would be 
negotiating from a weaker position. 
 
Difficulties could arise in coordinating density across
different CDP’s. 
 
It is not clear that this option would deliver results at 
a rate different to what the market would have 
delivered in the absence of this regulatory option.  

force comprehensive development plans (CDP) to 
expressly address the issue of intensification over 
time. 
 
Leakage is perhaps less likely to occur but th
certain. 

 
Overall, the option of staging floor area ratio (FAR) by area of floor space provides the best balance between 

on 
(k) loyment 
sities.  Also the mea  is unclear. 

um 
term. 

the minimum average floor area ratio (FAR) of 1.3 will be achieved over time for non-

ities.  

 
 of the first 0 - 20,000m2 of a gross floor area of non-residential activity in the 

rth Town m FAR of 0.75. 

certainty and flexibility and is more likely than the other options to lead to higher densities in practice.  
 
Given the setting of the density targets, it is also appropriate to amend the existing assessment criteria so 
that they can usefully inform consent processing.  It is considered that the existing assessment criteri
26 is not useful because it merely restates the residential density target, and does not refer to emp
den ning of the second sentence
 
On the basis of the above the following changes are recommended: 
 
(a) That policy 11.44 include a new bullet to read: 
 
• ensuring that non-residential development achieves a minimum floor area ratio of 1.3 in the medi

 
(b) That rule 26.2(f) (renumbered as (e) in Appendix 1) is amended to include a new information requirement 
for comprehensive development plan consent applications as follows: 
 
The means by which 
residential activities. 
 
(c) That a new performance standard be inserted into Rule 26.3 to the following effect: 
 

inimum Floor Area Ratios (FAR) for Non-residential ActivM
 

• For the development
Massey No Centre Special Area – a minimu
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The first 20,000m st be located within Precinct A 
along the mainstr

 
pm ross fl r area of non-residential 

Mas u
 
• For the developm 01m2 gross floor area within the 

Massey North To .3. 
 
• Buildings and dev ensive development plan – FAR of 1.3. 
 
he above gross floor area standa in existence at the date on which 

support an efficient public transport system. 

le 14 be deleted and that new maximum parking 
 above. 

 
hese r re based on the assumption that Appendix H of Change 6 to the ARPS is retained 

form s es to recommend d
s t H, the  

Recomm
Submissio s rejec
Submissions 250/169, 257/2 ccepted in part to the extent shown in Appendix 
1. 
Submission 257/266 is accepted as shown in Appendix 1. 
 

5.16 Residential Mix   

N0. 

2 gross floor area of non-residential activity mu
eet. 

2  g• For the develo
activity in the 

ent of the second 20,001 to 40,000m  of
sey North Town Centre Special Area – a minim

ent of non-residential activity of more than 40,0
wn Centre Special Area – a minimum FAR of 1

elopment not provided for in a compreh

rds are exclusive of the gross floor area 

oo
m FAR of 0.90. 

T
this provision became operative. 

 
Calculation of FAR is to exclude land area used for public road, public reserve, community facilities, public 
infrastructure, and any private areas expressly used for provision of landscaping, pedestrian use, or 
ecological life-support. Calculation of FAR is also to exclude floor area that is expressly used for car parking. 
 

) That the rules 26.4 and 26.5 be amended to the effect that activities not complying with the FAR (d
performance standards in rule 26.3 will be non-complying activities. 
 
(e) That assessment criteria 26(k) be amended to read: 
Comprehensive development plans, development, buildings or subdivision that do not achieve a minimum 
FAR of 1.3 for non-residential activities, or 60 dwellings pre hectare for Apartment Residential Activity; must 
demonstrate that they will not compromise  the ability of the Town Centre to:  
• achieve an employment/and or residential density targets set in the Auckland Regional Policy 

Statement,   
 •

 
(f) That the cross references to Community Environment Ru
performance standards be inserted in Rule 26.3 as discussed in section 5.6
 
(g) That the maximum building height performance standards be amended as discussed in section 5.25 
below. 

ecommendations aT
in a imilar to that notified.  However, if the Panel decid eletion of, or substantial 
change
 

o, Appendix 

endation:  
n 257/226 i

n the above recommendation would need to be

ted 
34, 257/286 and 258/203 are a

reviewed. 

 
Submitter Summary of Decision Sought Further Submitter/s 

257/280 ity 
Council 
Waitakere C Amend the rules of the Plan Change to 

consider a residential cap on Precinct ‘B’ so 
that aside from the housing edge, no purely 
residential buildings should be permitted (i.e. 
be made non complying activities unless the 
ground floor (at least) is a business use). 

 

257/281 Waitakere City 
Council  on 

n 

 Amend the rules of the Plan Change to 
consider placing an overall residential cap
Precincts A, B, and C so that no more tha
30% of the total GFA at ground level of each 
precinct is for residential land uses with 
control flexibility providing for a greater 
proportion in the event that Precinct D 
achieves 90% or greater residential use. 
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These submissions request floor of precincts A, B and C. 
There is a theoretical possib uld be dominated by residential 
activity.  This is unlikely to o ons.  However, if it did, it would 
adversely affect the function propriate to have a regulatory 
standard.  However, it is unc ential should be allowed in precincts A, 

 if v t ductive.   

Also any amendments need to take into accou cts A, B, and C have mo
activity area as set out in the or examp th an 
Apartment Residential Area It would be inappropr  
apply within Apartment Res ential Area. Therefore it is recommended that R  be amended to include 
a performance standard of 30% maximum residential gross floor area on the ntre, 

ery/Commercial areas. It is also recommended that Ru Area Definitions 
c ded to a ial 

area. 
 
Recommendation:  
Submission 257/280 is accepted as shown in Appendix 1. 
Submission 257/281is accepted in part to the extent shown in Appendix 1. 
 

R al / recinct 
submissions) 

 
N0. Submitter t ter/s 

 a limit on residential activities on the ground 
ility that the ground floor of the Town Centre co
ccur in practice under current economic conditi
ality of the Town Centre.  Therefore it is ap
lear why the submitter thinks more resid

B and C
 

 precinct D achie es 90% residential use. To do so would appear o be counterpro

nt the fact that precin
 Massey North Urban Concept Plan.  F

 and a Town Centre Area.  

re than one 
le, Precinct A has bo

iate for the residential cap to
ule 26.3id
 ground floor of Town Ce
le 1.2 Special and Mixed Use Periph

– Precin t B be amen  exclude ground floor residential activity in the L rge Format Retail/Commerc

5.17 etail Gener  Retail Mix / Retail Limits (refer also to individual p

Summary of Decision Sough Further Submit
108/87 Progressive 

Enterprises 
Limited 

etain Policy 11.44 and adopted insofar as is 
consistent with a centres-based strategy, 

imited 
 Ltd 

 Trading 
d 

R

subject to specific amendments sought in 
submission 108/88 & 108/89. 

Supported By:  
208 Sylvia Park Business 
Centre L
300 IMF Westland
Opposed By:  
110 Warehouse Stationery 
Limited 
111 The National
Company of New Zealan
Limited 
109 The Warehouse Ltd 

108/88 Progressive 
Enterprises 
Limited 

olicy 
11.44 and the Town Centre Precinct Area A 
section of Policy 11.44, to read (or words to 
like effect): 

Amend the Plan Change by inserting a new 
bullet point, as a general point, under P

“notwithstanding the foregoing urban design 
requirements, to recognise the specific 
locational and operational requirements of 
major retail uses such as supermarkets". 

ed By:  
 Business 

Support
208 Sylvia Park
Centre Limited 
300 IMF Westland Ltd 

108/89 Progressive 
Enterprises 
Limited Prec

“How

Amend the Explanation by adding a new 
paragraph before the heading "Town Centre 

inct B" to read (or words to like effect): 
ever, it is acknowledged that some retail 

activities such as supermarkets, because of 
their operational characteristics and locational 
requirements, may not be able to completely 
satisfy the urban design requirements and, 
for this reason, a degree of flexibility will be 
applied when the Council considers the form, 
func prehensive tion and content of a Com
Development Plan for the Town Centre 
Precinct Area A”. 

Supported By:  
208 Sylvia Park Business 
Centre Limited 
300 IMF Westland Ltd 
Opposed By:  
250 Auckland Regional 
Council 

109/95 The Warehouse 
Ltd 

Ame
bulle

resp
 

Opposed By:  
107 Westfield (New Zealand) 
Limited 

0 IMF Westland Ltd 
108 Progressive Enterprises 

d 
ylvia Park Business 

nd Policy 11.44 by inserting an additional 
t: 

“Enabling competition and choice with 
ect to retail activity”.   

30

Limite
208 S
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Centre Limited 
110/95 Warehouse 

Stationery 
Limited 

“Ena
resp
 

land) 
Limited 
108 Progressive Enterprises 
Limited 
208 Sylvia Park Business 
Centre Limited 
Support and Opposed By:  

 Westland Ltd 

Amend Policy 11.44 by inserting an additional 
bullet: 

bling competition and choice with 
ect to retail activity”.   

Opposed By:  
107 Westfield (New Zea

300 IMF
111/92 The National 

Trading 
w 
 

Ame
bulle

Opposed By:  
107 Westfield (New Zealand) 

s 
Company of Ne
Zealand Limited

nd Policy 11.44 by inserting an additional 
t: 

“Enabling competition and choice with 
respect to retail activity”.   
 

Limited 
208 Sylvia Park Busines
Centre Limited 
300 IMF Westland Ltd 
108 Progressive Enterprises 
Limited 

140/2 Garelja Brothers 
Strawberry 
Gardens 

inct Areas A & E 
policies by deleting the restrictions placed on 
supermarket operations. 

Amend Town Centre Prec Supported By:  
300 IMF Westland Ltd 
108 Progressive Enterprises 
Limited 

250/176 Auckland 
Regional Council 

Amend the plan change by establishing 
maximum floor area controls for retail 
premises to ensure that the town centre 
develops as a mixed use centre and is not d) 

dominated by big box retail. 

Supported By:  
258 Auckland Regional 
Transport Authority 
107 Westfield (New Zealan
Limited 

 Opposed By: 
300 IMF Westland Ltd 
Support and Opposed By:  
108 Progressive Enterprises 
Limited 

257/208 Waitakere City mend the Plan Change to consider/review 
ct Plan 

d-use Activities; consider activity 
proportions, or floor area limitations to 
limit the scale of commercial/retail 
activities; consider rules to limit the type 

n 
 

ent 
 

size of such ground floor 
tenancie . 

� Entertainment Activities; 
� Supermarket Activities - consider 

allowing other specialty food retail within 
the Massey North Town Centre Special 
Area Precincts; 

der 
to 

the 
 Review 

500m radius requirement. 

Supported By:  
ew Zealand) 

d By:  
 

ressive Enterprises 

y of New Zealand 

Council 
A
the provision of additional Distri
definitions for terms used within the Plan 
Change, including but not limited to: 
� Retail Sales and Service Activities; 
� Mixe

of mixed use activities within certai
precincts.  Mixed use should be sited
ground floors only within the Apartm
Residential areas.  Consider restrictions
on the 

s

� Convenience shops.  Consi
restriction of Convenience Shops 
allow food retail only within 
Employment Special Area. 

107 Westfield (N
Limited 
Oppose
110 Warehouse Stationery
Limited 
108 Prog
Limited 
111 The National Trading 
Compan
Limited 
109 The Warehouse Ltd 

257/228 Waitakere City 
Council 

Amend Policy 11.17 by adding the follo
bullets: 
� “the use of activity thresholds within the

wing 

 
Massey North Town Centre Special Area 
to encourage mixed use activities within 
the town centre rather than just retail 
activities. 

� requiring the integration of the existing 
Westgate Shopping centre with the 
Massey North Town Centre Special 

Opposed By:  
300 IMF Westland Ltd 
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Area.” 
257/240 Waitakere City 

Council 
rt additional 

wording into policy framework to address the 
importance of minimum / maximum gfa 
requirements for retail and entertainment; 
consider definition or clarification of 

 activities.

 

Opposed By:  
110 Warehouse Stationery 
Limited 

Amend Policy 11.44 to inse

‘Entertainment’  107 Westfield (New Zealand) 
Limited 
108 Progressive Enterprises 
Limited 
111 The National Trading 
Company of New Zealand 
Limited 
109 The Warehouse Ltd 

Supported By: 
250 Auckland Regional 
Council 

257/255 Waitakere City 
Council 

Amend the ‘Explanation’ to Policy 11.45 by 
deleting the word struck through, and adding 

d underlined: that in italics an
“core retail activities are generally 
discouraged….” 
 

108 Progressive Enterprises 
Limited 

Opposed By:  
107 Westfield (New Zealand) 
Limited 

257/264 Waitakere City 
Council 

Amend the Plan Change to consider
transferring a number of retail thresh

 
old rules, 

Opposed By:  
110 Warehouse Stationery 

109 The Warehouse Ltd 
108 Progressive Enterprises 

that are currently included in the definitions 
section, into relevant rules and policies of 
Rule 26. 

Limited 
111 The National Trading 
Company of New Zealand 
Limited 

Limited 
257/265 Waitakere City 

Council 
Amend the Plan Change rules to make it 
clear that retail uses in a mixed-use form will 
still be counted towards the GFA limits of 
each precinct. Clarify retail activities allowed 

Supported By:  
107 Westfield (New Zealand) 
Limited 
Opposed By:  

in Precinct D. 110 Warehouse Stationer
Limited 
108 Progressive Enterprise

y 

s 
Limited 
111 The National Trading 
Company of New Zealand 
Limited 
109 The Warehouse Ltd 

257/275 Waitakere City 
Council 

Amend retail threshold rule to ensure that 
retail activities within any consented mixed 

Supported By:  
107 Westfield (New Zealand) 

use development are subject to the retail 
reshold rules of the rule 26.3(e). 

Limited 
Opposed By:  
108 Progressive Enterprises 
Limited 

th

257/299 Waitakere City Amend the Plan Change to consider the 

cts B, C, D and E to 
ensure that these precincts support Precinct 

Opposed By:  

Limited 
111 The National Trading 

rehouse Ltd 
Support and Opposed By:  
107 Westfield (New Zealand) 
Limited 

Council provision of additional retail floor area 
constraints within Precin

110 Warehouse Stationery 

A rather than compete with it. Company of New Zealand 
Limited 
109 The Wa

257/300

ed By:  
108 Progressive Enterprises 

 Waitakere City 
Council 

Amend the Plan Change to clarify within the 
rules whether ‘retail activities’ includes retail 
sales and services. 

Supported By:  
107 Westfield (New Zealand) 
Limited 
Oppos

Limited 
Discussion: 
 
Submissions 108/87, 108/88 and 108/89 
These submissions request that policy 11.44 be retained to the extent that it is consistent with a centres
ased ap

 
proach but request amendments to the policy in regard to major retail uses such as supermarkets.  

hese submissions also need to be read in the context of other submissions by the same submitter. The 
b
T



 
requested amended wording is vague and uncertain in effect, and could undermine other important aspects 
of the policy intended to achieve high densities, achieve an attractive street based, mixed urban town centre, 

nd avoid a mall styl

I:\transfer\PC15\PC 15 Planners Report to the Panel January 2007.doc 76

e development.  Note that Precinct B already provides flexibility for large format retail 

110/95 and 111/92 
n.  

g trade competition, although they may be made to achieve wider 

rom 
 

ctivities can be established in particular precincts and these are 

ubmission 140/2 

t up pedestrian movement patterns that create passing trade for the smaller shops.  It is 
ed 

The
c
a

nd E be 
l

ed to address the potential for 

imum floor area controls for retail premises to ensure that the Town Centre 
il.   

a
developments.  It would be inappropriate to extend this through the entire Town Centre. No change is 
recommended.  
 
Submissions 109/95, 
These submissions request a specific amendment to policy 11.44 to enable retail choice and competitio
The existing Policy 11.17 already contains a statement which reads: 
 
•“ enabling competition between retailers and types of retailing” 
 
Given that the Act prevents Council from having direct regard to trade competition, this policy can only be 
applied as a reminder of the intent of the Act that provisions in plans cannot be made for the express 

urpose of either promoting or restrictinp
social and economic goals. 
 
On a broad scale Proposed Plan Change 15 already provides for retail choice and competition.  There is 
nothing obvious in the provisions of Proposed Plan Change 15 that would prevent any of the submitters f
establishing premises within the Town Centre.  If this is not the case, the submitters can clarify this at the
hearing.  Note that the total area of the Town Centre is large, providing many potential opportunities. 
 

here are some controls on what aT
necessary to reinforce the focus of the Town Centre.  However, these controls are activity, not brand 
specific, and therefore do not adversely affect retail choice or competition. 
 
Policy 11.44 needs to remain concise and concentrate on giving clear guidance to the processing of 
resource consents, in a way that would prevent significant adverse effects arising.  Generalised statements 
about retail choice and competition are an unhelpful repetition of Policy 11.77 and it is noted that in the 
processing of consents, regard cannot be had to trade competition issues, or any policies addressing trade 
ompetition issues.   c

 
No change is recommended. 
 
S
This submission requests removal of the restraints on supermarkets in precincts A and E, particularly the 
one per precinct limitation in Special Area Rule 1.2. 
 
The origin of the one supermarket per precinct rule can be traced back to the report: Urban Design Report 
Massey North Town Centre Special Area, January 2005, Urbanism Plus; which states: 
 

“The Need to Protect the Anchors 
 
The viability of the ‘main street’ is largely dependent on having successful larger retail anchors.  
These se
likely that one of these anchors will need to be a supermarket and this use will need to be protect
from competition at least until the ‘mainstreet’ has established itself.” 

 
 reason expressed in the above quote is primarily a trade competition reason.  As such it is contrary to 

se tion 74(3) of the Act, which prevents the Council from having regard to trade competition.  The issue of 
m naging commercial risk is really one for the precinct developer to address, rather than the Council.  
Therefore it is recommended that the one supermarket per precinct limitation on Precincts A a
e eted. d

 
he 9000mT 2 maximum gross floor area limitation for supermarkets is intend

the bulk and floor area to limit the diversity of the core retail area and retail activity along the main street and 
should be retained. 
 
The 4000m2 minimum gross floor area limitation for supermarkets appears to be unnecessary and it is 
recommended that it be deleted. 
 
Submission 250/176 

his submission seeks maxT
develops as a mixed use centre and is not dominated by “big box” reta
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m
ha onal Policy Statement.  Also a more diverse Town 

.  

mum 
ended.  These will also indirectly address submission 250/176. 

se 

se ‘Retail Sales and Service Activities’.  This term is not used 

quests express limitations on the component activities of mixed use areas in relation to 
ere is merit in this but the submission is non-specific. Taking into account other more 

inct A reaches 40,000m2, 
2 ay be added to precinct C for every 10,000m2 added to Precinct A with individual 

ntial – 30% maximum gross floor area of residential activities on the ground floor. 

ed 

 be 

source of confusion it is recommended that: 
ed from Rule 1.2 Special Area Definitions for precincts A, B, C, D and E; and 

 

dential activities in Apartment 
n 

s a 

ore 

In response, there is evidence that retail activities have lower average employment densities than non-retail 
co mercial activities. Achievement of reasonable employment density is a key aim of the Proposed Plan 

nge 15 and Proposed Change 6 to the Auckland RegiC
Centre is desirable for other reasons. 
 
The existing rules provide varying degrees of control over retail depending on the precinct and activity area
Rule 26.3(e) which sets a retail activity threshold in Precinct A is particularly relevant.  Also Rule 1.2 Special 
Area Definitions sets a maximum gross floor area limit of 9000m2 for supermarkets.  These rules partly 
address the submitters concerns, but more comprehensive control over other large retail units would be 
appropriate.  It is recommended that this be provided by extending the 9000m2 limit to any retail unit in 
Precinct A.  To support this, an additional assessment criterion is recommended to address the effects of 
ulk retail on retail diversity. b

 
It is also recommended that an overall retail limit of 10,000m2 be set for Precinct C.  The reasons for this are 
discussed further in response to submission 257/208 below and other submissions in Section 5.20.  
 
The physical form of development over time has a significant effect on the activity diversity of town centres.  
Therefore it is recommended that any additional control focus on developing a built form that will facilitate 
development of a mixed use town centre over time.  In response to submission 250/169, additional mini
loor area ratio controls are recommf

 
Submissions 257/208 and 257/240 
These submissions request a variety of changes relating to the definition and regulation of activities.  The
are discussed separately as follows. 
 
The submitter requests a definition for the phra
in Proposed Plan Change 15, but the term ‘Retail Sales and Services’ is used in rule 26.1(d).  It is not 
defined in the plan.  However the phrases ‘Retail Sales’ and ‘Retail Services’ are both defined in the plan.  
These definitions are adequate, but it is recommended that Rule 26.1(d) be amended by replacing ‘Retail 
Sales and Services’ with ‘Retail Sales and Retail Services’ for consistency with the district plan definitions. 
 

he submitter reT
particular precincts. Th
specific submissions in this section and in sections 5.20 and 5.21, the following limitations are 
recommended: 
• Retail – 5000m2 gross floor area maximum for Precinct D with individual tenancies limited to 500m2. 
 Retail – 10,000m• 2 gross floor area maximum for Precinct C, until Prec

thereafter 2500m  m
large retail units limited to 2000m2. 

• Apartment Residential – non – residential tenancies to be limited to the ground floor only and individual 
tenancies are to be a maximum of 500m2. 

 Reside•
 
It is recommended that the rules be amended to give effect to these limits. 
 
Also ‘mixed use’ is provided for within Rule 1.2 Special Area Definitions for precincts A, B, C, D and E, while 
it is appears from the Massey North Urban Concept Plan that mixed use is only intended for parts of 
Precincts D and C.  This may be an error.  This creates uncertainty and confusion as the definition of mixed 
use in Proposed Plan Change 18, is open-ended and would allow for a variety of activities that are intend
to be excluded by definition from particular precincts.  The intent of the plan change was to allow the 
activities listed under Rule 1.2 to be combined as a mixed use rather than allowing additional activities to
combined as a mixed use. 
 

o remove this potential T
• mixed use be delet
• Rule 1.2 Special Area Definitions include a notation for each precinct to read: “The activities listed in this

definition may be combined to form mixed use.”  
 

ubmission 257/208 requests an amendment to the effect that non-resiS
Residential areas be limited to the ground floor and that a there be a limit on the size of the tenancies.  I
response it is appropriate to limit non-residential activities to the ground floor to provide a degree of 
separation and to ensure that adequate residential densities are achieved.  The submission also request
limit on the size of individual non-residential activities.  A limit is appropriate to avoid adverse effects on 
Precinct A and the amenities of Apartment Residential areas.  A limit of 500m2 is recommended.  Theref



 
it is recommended that the rules be amended to set a standard that non-residential activities are to be lim
to the ground floor and that individual tenancies shall not be larger than 500m
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ited 

e ‘Entertainment Activities’ is requested by the submitter but the submission does not 

quests other specialty food retail be allowed.  In 
hat specialty food retail is already provided for within the general term ‘retail 

his submission requests specific additions to Policy 11.17.  In response the additions requested in the 
opriate in a principle but are an unnecessary duplication of similar and more specific 

4 
 precinct definitions set in rule 1.2 and requests that they be 

ansferred to the Rule 26 and related policy.  In response, the precinct definitions are intended to specify the 
ities t e e aim of each pre town form.  

erred n ver they are 
e r parts p r 

developm ition th vity
building.  Con uently, the t h ry 
intent intended.  This appea ded t  to 
clarify that they are permitte cinct, but are non-complying if not located in the relevant 
precinct.  
 
Submission 257/265 
This submission requests am  retail is to be included within the retail GFA 

 e t.  In r  a p  and it is 
recomme e relev
 
This submission also asks f  Preci tivity 
definitions do not include an s  is 
intentional.  It is considered n
affects the retail viability of t r or has adverse effects on 
amenity values.  Therefore i r Precinct D be amended to 
include “retail sales and/or r nd that Precinct D  have a 
maximum of  5000m2 gross ual retail sales or retail 
services tenancies are not t
 

s
bm m retail is to be  

threshold rule 26.3(e) (renumbered as (d) in Appendix 1.  This would close a l loophole and it is 
recommended that Rule 26.3(e) be amended to that effect. 
 
Submission 257/299 

2. 
 
A definition of the phras
propose a specific definition.  In response, it is considered that the ordinary meaning of the phrase is 
adequate and that a definition in the plan is not necessary. 
 

ubmission 257/208 refers to ‘Supermarket Activities’ and reS
response it is considered t
activity’.  No change is necessary. 
 
Submission 257/208 requests that the definition of ‘convenience shops’ within the Massey North 
Employment Special Area be limited to food only and that the 500m radius be reviewed.  In response, a 
restriction to food only is excessively restrictive in the context of convenience shops and would be 
impracticable to implement.  Also the submission does not state what aspect of the 500m radius may be 

nsatisfactory.  No change is recommended. u
 
Submission 257/240 requests additional policy to provide a framework for minimum and maximum GFA for 
retail and entertainment activities.  In response, the submission lacks detail and it is considered that the 
existing policy relating to retail thresholds is sufficient.  No reason has been given for setting entertainment 
activity thresholds and there are no obvious adverse effects that need to be addressed.  No change is 
recommended. 
 

ubmission 257/228 S
T
submissions are appr
components of Policy 11.44.  Therefore no changes are recommended. 
 

ubmission 257/255 S
This submission concerns Policy 11.45 applying to the Massey North Employment Special Area.  The 
requested change to the explanation is consistent with the existing policy and it is recommended that it be 
accepted. 
 
Submission 257/26
This submission relates to the special area
tr
activ hat can occur in ach precinct, in keeping with th

to in italics in the current Rule 
cinct and the overall 

oweThe defin
not refer

itions are ref
nced in othe
ent.  In add

seq

26.2(c), which co
 of Rule 26.2 relating to comprehensive develo
ere are no rules that control change of an acti
 definitions set in Special Area Rule 1.2 will no
rs to be an error.  Therefore it is recommen
d within the relevant pre

trols building.  H
ment plans, subdivision o
 type that does not require 
ave the full legal regulato
hat Rule 26 be amended

endments to clarify that mixed use
limits for ach precinc

nded that th
esponse, the submitters request would close
ant rules be amended to that effect. 

or clarification on retail activities allowed in

otential loophole

nct D.  The current ac
y retail activities other than service stations.  It i
that some retail is appropriate, provided this is 
he Town Centre and the main street in particula
t is recommended that Special Area Rule 1.2 fo
etail services excluding yard based activities” a
 floor area of retail sales or retail services and individ
o exceed 500m

 not clear whether this
ot of a scale that adversely 

2 gross floor area.  

Submis
This su

ion 257/275 
ission requests a endments to clarify that mixed use  included within the activity

 potentia
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m ad  E s hese precincts, 
a era fic 

recommendations on retail l is sting 
rules are generally adequate  to r is is discussed further in 
response to submissions 257/208, 25 nges are  that 
mixed use retail in precincts C and D does not compromise the Precinct A. 
 

s  
m sts cla th es.  

The phras Activity’ re defined i l 
Activity does not include Retail Services. These definitions are adequate, bu t Rule 
26.1(d) be amended by replacing ‘Retail Sales and Services’ with ‘Retail Sal etail Services’ for 
consistency with the district plan definitions.  It is also recommended that the be 
replaced by “retail sales or retail services” wherever it occurs. 

 
Recomm :  
Submissions 108/87, 108/88 d 257/240 a
Submission 257/228 is accepted in part with no changes recommended. 
 
Submissions 140/2, 250/176, 257/208, 257/264, 257299, 257/300 are accep hown in 

ix
Submissio 65 and 2 pendix 1. 
 

5.18 Retail Issues – Precinct A 
 

ter/s 

This sub
does not overwhelm the 

ission requests 
ret

ditional retail limits on precincts B, C, D and
il focus in Precinct A.  This submission is gen

imits.  In the absence of further information, it 
, except in regard to mixed use as it applies

7/265 and 275 above and cha

o that retail in t
lised and lacks speci

considered that the exi
etail.  Th
recommended to ensure

Submis
The sub

ion 257/300
ission reque
es ‘Retail 

rification of whether retail activities include bo
, ‘Retail Sales’ and ‘Retail Services’ a

 retail sales and retail servic
n the plan.  Note that Retai
t it is recommended tha
es and R
 phrase “retail activities” 

 

endation
, 108/89, 109/95, 110/95, 111/92 an re rejected.  

ted in part to the extent s
Append  1. 

ns 257/2 57/275 are accepted as shown in Ap

N0. Submitter Summary of Decision Sought Further Submit
108/102 Progressive 

Enterprises 
Limited 

Amend the 2nd bullet point of the definition of
"Massey North Town Centre Precinct A 
Activities" in Rule 1.2 as follows (or w

 

ords to 
like effect) (deletions in strikethrough and 
additions underlined): 
“a supermarket activities (limited to only one 
on the Massey North Town Centre Precinct A 
Area) with a gross floor area not less than 
4,000m  or greater than 9,000m ”. 2 2

Supported By:  
111 The National Trading 
Company of New Zealand 
Limited 
208 Sylvia Park Business 
Centre Limited 
300 IMF Westland Ltd 

108/103 Progressive 
Enterprises 
Limited 

efinition for "Massey 
North Town Centre Precinct A Activities" as 
follows (or words to like effect) (deletions in 
strikethrough and additions underlined): 
 “Note 2: Supermarket in respect of the above 

  
r 

Amend Note 2 to the d

definition means a store within which retail 
sales are primarily of food and grocery items.
For the purpose of calculating the gross floo
area of a supermarket, the area occupied for 
the sale, storage, and other use of items 
other than food and grocery items shall be 
excluded”. 

Supported By:  
208 Sylvia Park Business 

d By:  

Centre Limited 
300 IMF Westland Ltd 
Oppose
250 Auckland Regional 
Council 

109/94 T Warehouse 
Ltd 

egional 

he Delete bullet 11 of Policy 11.44. Opposed By:  
108 Progressive Enterprises 
Limited 
250 Auckland R
Council 
208 Sylvia Park Business 
Centre Limited 

109/107 The Warehouse 
Ltd 

250 Auckland Regional 
Council 

usiness 

s 

Delete the second bullet of Precinct A (and 
associated notes) from Rule 1 of the Special 
Area General Rules [limiting the number of 
supermarkets is not effects based]. 

Opposed By:  
300 IMF Westland Ltd 

208 Sylvia Park B
Centre Limited 
108 Progressive Enterprise
Limited 

110/94 Warehouse 1.44 [operational Delete bullet 11 of Policy 1 Opposed By:  
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Stationery 
Limited 

req cale retail].  Enterprises uirements for large s 108 Progressive
Limited 
250 Auckland Regional 
Council 
208 Sylvia Park Business 
Centre Limited 

110/107 Warehouse Delete the second bullet of Precinct A (and Opposed By:  
300 IMF Westland Ltd 

gressive Enterprises 
Limited 

Stationery 
Limited 

associated notes) from Rule 1 of the Special 
Area General Rules [limiting the number of 
supermarkets is not effects based]. 

250 Auckland Regional 
Council 
108 Pro

208 Sylvia Park Business 
Centre Limited 

111/91 The National Delete bullet 11 of Policy 11.44 [operational 
ments for large scale retail]. 

Opposed By:  
208 Sylvia Park Business 
Centre Limited 

Trading 
Company of New 

require

Zealand Limited 108 Progressive Enterprises 
Limited 
250 Auckland Regional 
Council 

111/104 The National Delete the secon
Trading 

d bullet of Precinct A (and Opposed By:  
208 Sylvia Park Business 

 
Limited 

Company of New 
Zealand Limited 

associated notes) from Rule 1 of the Special 
Area General Rules [limiting the number of 
supermarkets is not effects based]. 

Centre Limited 
300 IMF Westland Ltd 
250 Auckland Regional 
Council 
108 Progressive Enterprises

257/241 Waitakere City 
Council 

Amend Policy 11.44 for Precinct A to make it 
clear that any large format retail would need 
to be sleeved by other specialty retail or 
commercial activities. 

Opposed By:  
110 Warehouse Stationery 
Limited 
108 Progressive Enterprises 
Limited 

Limited 
109 The Warehouse Ltd 

111 The National Trading 
Company of New Zealand 

257/274 Waitakere City 
Council 

Review Rule 26.3(e) to determine whether 
additional minimum or maximum floor area 
restrictions are required for retail activities 

Supported By:  
107 Westfield (New Zealand) 
Limited 

within Precinct A. Opposed By:  
108 Progressive Enterprises 
Limited 

300/60 IMF Westland 
Ltd 

Delete Rule 26.3(e)(i) and replace with the 
following: 
Town Centre Core Precinct Area A - Retail 
activities shall be limited to a maximum 
60,000m2 gross floor area that will include a 

2

Supported By:  
107 Westfield (New Zealand) 
Limited 
108 Progressive Enterprises 
Limited 
Opposed By:  

minimum 6,000m  gross floor area of other 
Massey North Town Centre Precinct A 
Activities (excluding retail activities) have 

250 Auckland Regional 
Council 
Support and Opposed By:  

been established and, thereafter, for every 
additional 20,000m2 gross floor area of retail 
activities, 20% of other Massey North Town 
Centre Precinct A Activities shall be provided. 

81 IB, GA and IE Midgley 

300/63 IMF Westland Delete the second bullet from Rule 1.2 Suppo
Ltd Special Area Definitions, “Massey North 

Town Centre Precinct A Activities" and 

rted By:  
111 The National Trading 
Company of New Zealand 

ncil 
Support and Opposed By:  

replace with the following: Limited 
108 Progressive Enterprises 

� Supermarkets 
 
 

Limited 
Opposed By:  
250 Auckland Regional 
Cou

81 IB, GA and IE Midgley 
Discussion: 
 
Submissions 108/102, 108/103, 109/107, 110/107, 111/104 and 300/63 



 
Th ubmissions seek alterations to the Special Area Rule 1.2 definitions to remove the one supermark
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ese s et 

e orig
eport  Plus; which states: 

cted from competition at least 

2 tential for 

he 40 loor area limitation for supermarkets appears to be unnecessary and it is 

manag

r that large format retail is 
y states what the 

er’s request.  
 discretion to.  This 

 drafting.  Therefore it is 
r which discretion is 

x 1) to determine whether 
eralised and it is 

 account other submissions 
 generalised to apply to all 

 alternative threshold. 

2

tilise multi-storey buildings, resulting in higher employment 

limitation and increase or remove the floor area limitations for supermarkets. 
 
Th in of the one supermarket per precinct limitation can be traced back to the report: Urban Design 

Massey North Town Centre Special Area, January 2005, UrbanismR
 
“The Need to Protect the Anchors 
 
The viability of the ‘main street’ is largely dependent on having successful larger retail anchors.  These set 
up pedestrian movement patterns that create passing trade for the smaller shops.  It is likely that one of 
hese anchors will need to be a supermarket and this use will need to be protet

until the ‘mainstreet’ has established itself.” 
 
The reason expressed in the above quote is primarily a trade competition reason.  As such it is contrary to 
section 74(3) of the Act, which prevents the Council from having regard to trade competition.  The issue of 
managing commercial risk of competing individual enterprises is really one for the precinct developer to 
address, rather than the Council.  Therefore it is recommended that the one supermarket per precinct 
limitation on Precinct A be deleted. 
 
The 9000m  maximum gross floor area limitation for supermarkets is intended to address the po
he bulk and floor area of individual units to limit the diversity of the core retail area and retail activity along t

the main street.   This standard should be retained. 
 

00m2 minimum gross fT
recommended that it be deleted. 
 
Submissions 109/94, 110/94 and 111/94 
These submissions request deletion of bullet 11 of Policy 11.44.  In response bullet 11 is appropriate for 

ement of retail activities in the Town Centre Precinct A.  No change is recommended. 
 
Submission 257/241 
This submission requests amendments to the policy for Precinct A to make it clea
to be sleeved by specialty retail.  In response, the fourth bullet of Precinct A alread
submitter requests and no additional policy amendment is required to give effect to the submitt
However, Policy 11.44 is not listed as one of the matters that Council is restricting its
omission is a legally significant but probably unintentional oversight during plan
recommended that amendments be made to list Policy 11.44 as one of the matters ove
to be limited to. 
 
Submission 257/274 
This submission requests a review of Rule 26.3(e) (renumbered as (d) in Appendi
additional retail floor area restrictions are required.  In response, the submission is gen
unclear what changes the submitter thinks may be relevant.  However, taking into
(refer 250/176) it is considered that the 9000m2 limit for supermarkets should be
large retail units and it is recommended that the rules be changed to that effect.    
 
Submission 300/60 
This submission opposes the retail threshold set in Rule 26.3(e) and requests an
 
The existing rule requires that no more than 40,000m  of retail and entertainment space be developed until 
at least 4000m2 (10%) of other activities have been developed.  Thereafter, for every additional 10,000m2 of 
retail developed, at least 4000m2 (40%) of other activities must be developed.   
 
The intent of this rule is to create a regulatory incentive towards a development of a mixed use town centre, 
rather than a retail dominant centre. A mixed centre is desirable for a number of reasons: 
 
• potential synergies between different activities; 
• greater potential to reduce travel associated with multi-destination trips and associated transport 

efficiencies; 
• other activities generally generate higher employment densities than retail activity; 
• greater potential for activities which can u

densities and a higher potential for effective public transport use. 
 



 
The proposed rule is structured in such a way as to allow the development of a sizeable retail/entertai
ore, before any requirement for development of other activities ta
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nment 
kes effect.  Once the core is established, 

 

e 
r every 

The 
 
 to 

5) and as requested by the submitter 

2 to 60,000m2 under the 

c
other activities would be added at a 40% proportion of gross floor area.  Note that this rule does not 
necessarily prevent a lower rate of non-retail being developed as a developer may apply as a discretionary
activity for development that does not meet the threshold standard. 
 
The submitter proposes that the rule require that no more than 60,000m2 of retail or entertainment space b
eveloped until at least 6,000md 2 (10%) of other activities have been developed.  Thereafter, fo

additional 20,000m2 of retail developed, at least 4,000m2 (20%) of other activities must be developed.  
effect of the submitters request is to provide for a higher proportion of retail and entertainment in the Town
Centre.  This is illustrated in the following chart which illustrates the proportion of other activities in relation

tail and entertainment activities, under the rule as proposed (PC1re
(IMF). 
 
There are substantial differences between the current rule and submitter’s proposal as follows: 
 

. The point at which other activities are required changes from 40,000m1
submitter’s proposal. 

 
2. The quantity of other activities rises more slowly over time, 
 
3. The cumulative ratio of other activities to retail and entertainment activities is lower, e.g. at 80,000m2 

of retail and entertainment activities, the submitters proposal would result in 10,000m2 of other 
activities whereas the current rule would provide for 24,000m2 of other activities.  

 

Ratio of Other Activities to Retail and 
Entertainment Activities
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The submitter primarily objects on 2 the grounds that the 40,000m  limitation is not viable and will therefore not 
e optimal.  The submitter is the current property owner and is also a property developer with extensive 

 responding to this submission it is not in necessary to address the relative commercial viability of different 

her the following recommendations are 
ased on what is considered appropriate to achieve the purposes of the Resource Management Act and the 

vely as a town centre and to 
ttract other activities.  This is particularly so in the context of a town centre on the urban periphery, as 

ace 

is estimated that development of the Town Centre area in Precinct A would provide approximately 
60,000m2 of gross floor area, allowing for space lost to roads, carparking, parks etc… This assumes build-

b
experience in retail development.   
 
In
development strategies in detail.  There may be a variety of professional viewpoints on this topic depending 
on the relative experience with different types of development. Rat
b
Local Government (Auckland) Amendment Act.  Consideration of commercial viability is relevant to the 
extent that it affects the town centres ability to grow thus providing for peoples social and economic well 
being, or the other requirements of the two Acts. 
 
It is necessary for Massey North to have a strong retail core to function effecti
a
distinct from the Auckland CBD.  However, extensive provision of retail could effectively consume sp
available for other activities or effect the built environment in a way that would prevent or discourage 
opportunities for other activities, such as commercial offices. 
 
It 



 
out of all available land area within the precinct to a height of one storey except along the main street, which 
would be built to two storeys.  Subsequent future rounds of investment would result in addition of extra 
toreys (build-up) which would increase the total floor area b
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eyond 60,000m2. 

llow approximately 66% of the initially 
ely 

ffectively the submitters proposal would postpone most if not all non-retail development to the second build-
is is inconsistent with the policy intent of a mixed use town centre. 

c l does not provide  for non-
tiv l b    

In particul ittle or no spac s at gr
commercial activities can ta  storeys, it is likely that there will be some private 
non-retail and governmental activities which will have a preference for a grou  frontage, or at least 
buildings that are specifically designed to cater for office use.  The report “Pr ek Kemp 
2004 indicated that 18,500m2 of “Street level, affordable office space…” cou ned for within the 
NorSGA corridor, with as much as possible located in Massey North.  This fi ise but 

 quantity of ground floo  pr e initial build-out 
 t lo

 
Also some potential comme u ically 
designed with office use in m t the 
second storeys of buildings that have been primarily designed for retail use (e.g. large format retail) may 
suffer as a result of there being a more narrow range of potential non-retail te  this 
arrangement. 
 

bmitter’s pro sal would al u d during the 
ue hase velop 2 loor 

space, wi e prima s, an
uncommo e a mall e  within a mall environ  town 
centre could continue to grow without specific targeting of other non-retail activities.  In this co
submitter’s proposal would appear to imply a substantial limitation on the tow w by 
vertical intensification.  Unless there is a clear focus on attracting and providi n-retail activities, then 
the town centre may fail to achieve the density targets proposed in the Auckl ement 
and the mixed town centre policy of the district plan. 

The subm st that eci ty, 
needs to b dered in th tres (thi but a 
more general economic effe
 
The nearest town centre competing with Massey North would be Henderson tely 
44,000m2 of retail floor space (excluding Lincoln Rd) as of August 2004.   
 
Comparison could also be made to St Lukes which is estimated to have app 00m  of lettable 

no me a
 
In compar  cinct E and immedia 2 of 
retail floor ust 2004 and Proposed Plan Change 15 allows fo 2 in 
precinct E. Precinct A would have at least 40,000m2 (under current proposed ve 
an unspecified additional amount of Yard and large format retail type retail activity, and there 
additional retail within Precincts C ( at least 10,000m2) and D (unspecified).   
 

l  tota d ,000m2 
unspecified, or very approxi th l build-
out phase velopment.  Note also that additional retail floor s ed 
that the re f other activities is provided. 
  
This is well in excess of Henderson, is large by NZ standards, and is sufficie ble 
town centre.  Therefore the existing retail threshold rule 26.3(e) will not threa e 
Massey North Town Centre.   No change is recommended. 
 

Submissio 4, 110/94, 111/94, and 300/60 are rejected. 

s
 
Taking this as a reference point, the existing district plan rules a
available area to be retail or entertainment, whereas the submitter’s proposal would allow approximat
100% of the initially available area to be retail or entertainment.   
 
E
up phase of town centre development.  Th

is on nsidereIn th text it is co d that the submitter’s proposa  sufficient opportunity
retail ac
 

ities in the initia

ar, l

uild-out phase of town centre development.

e would be available for non-retail activitie
ke place on second or above

ound level.  While many 

nd floor
osperous Places”, Der
ld be plan
gure is perhaps over prec
ovided for in thindicates that

phase of
 a substantial

own centre deve
r office space should be

pment. 

rcial (non-retail) tenants have a preference for b
ind.  An approach that relies entirely on retrofit

ildings that are specif
ing non-retail activities into 

nants who will accept

The su
subseq

po
nt build-up p
ll need to b
n outsid

so limit the rate of non-retail activities req
of town centre development.  Noting that de
rily provided for by adding additional storey
nvironment and limited even

ired to be adde
ment beyond 60,000m  of f

d that multi-storey retail is 
ment, it is unclear how the

ntext the 
n centres ability to gro
ng for no
and Regional Policy Stat

 
itters reque
e consi

 60,000m2 of retail activity is needed within Pr
e light of competition with other town cen
ct).   

nct A for commercial viabili
s is not trade competition, 

, which had approxima

roximately 40,0 2

space ( t quite the sa

ison, the existing
 space as of Aug

s retail floor space), as of June 2006. 

Westgate (Massey North Pre te surrounds) had 23,000m
r a maximum of 40,000m
 rules), Precinct B would ha

would be 

This wou d amount to a

 of town centre de
quired amount o

l retail floor space of around 90,000m2 specifie
mately 120,000m

and roughly 30
2 in total, in Massey North, at e completion of the initia

pace could be added, provid

nt to form a commercially via
ten the overall viability of th

Recommendation:  
ns 109/9
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Submissions 257/241, 108/1 d in part to the exte
Submissions 108/102, 109/107, 110/107, 111/104 and 300/63 are accepted n in Appendix 1. 

5.19 Retail Issues – P
N0. Submitter Further Submitter/s 

03 and 257/274 are accepte nt shown in Appendix 1. 
as show

 
recinct B 

Summary of Decision Sought 
109/97 The Warehouse 

Ltd 
n 

Cen
form

Opposed By:  
107 Westfield (New Zealand) 
Limited 
108 Progressive Enterprises 
Limited 
250 Auckland Regional 

ncil 
08 Sylvia Park Business 

Delete the 5th bullet of Policy 11.44, Tow
tre Precinct Area B [Provide for large 
at retail in Precinct B]. 

Cou
2
Centre Limited 

109/108 The Warehouse 
Ltd 

t 
tivities as all retail and retail 

recinct for 
 

107 Westfield (New Zealand) 

s 

 

Delete the sub-bullets of the first main bulle
of Precinct B Ac
services should be enabled in this p
reasons of competition and consumer choice.

Opposed By:  

Limited 
300 IMF Westland Ltd 
108 Progressive Enterprise
Limited 
250 Auckland Regional 
Council 
208 Sylvia Park Business
Centre Limited 

110/97 Warehouse 
Stationery 
Limited 

land Regional 
Council 
208 Sylvia Park Business 
Centre Limited 

Delete the 5th bullet of Policy 11.44, Town 
Centre Precinct Area B [Provide for large 
format retail in Precinct B]. 

Opposed By:  
107 Westfield (New Zealand) 
Limited 
108 Progressive Enterprises 
Limited 
250 Auck

110/108 Warehouse 
Stationery 

Delete the sub-bullets of the first main bullet 
of Precinct B from Activities as all retail and 

Opposed By:  
300 IMF Westland Ltd 
108 Progressive Enterprises 

250 Auckland Regional 

Limited retail services should be enabled in this 
precinct for reasons of competition and 
consumer choice. 

Limited 
107 Westfield (New Zealand) 
Limited 

Council 
208 Sylvia Park Business 
Centre Limited 

111/94 The National Delete the 5
Trading 
Company of New 

Centre Precinct Area B [Provide for large 
format retail in Precinct B]. 

107 Westfield (New Zealand) 
Limited 

Zealand Limited 208 Sylvia Park Business 
Centre Limited 
108 Progressive Enterprises 
Limited 

th bullet of Policy 11.44, Town Opposed By:  

250 Auckland Regional 
Council 

111/105 The National 
Trading 
Company of New 

Delete the sub-bullets of the first main bullet 
of Precinct B Activities Definition. 

Opposed By:  
208 Sylvia Park Business 

Zealand Limited 
Centre Limited 
300 IMF Westland Ltd 
108 Progressive Enterprises 

Council 

Limited 
107 Westfield (New Zealand) 
Limited 
250 Auckland Regional 

257/301 Waitakere City  rules for Precinct B to allow Opposed By:  
107 Westfield (New Zealand) 

Limited 

Council 
Amend Retail
home improvement stores. 

Limited 
108 Progressive Enterprises 

300/64 IMF Westland Delete from Rule 1.2 Special Area 
Definitions, “Massey North Town Centre 

 
Support and Opposed By:  
81 IB, GA and IE Midgley 

Ltd 



 
Precinct B Activities" sub bullet point two and 
replace with the following two sub-bullets: 
• home improvement and handyman 

supplies inclu
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ding building materials, 
swimming pools and garden furniture, 
plant and garden supplies, servicing 
activities; 

• yard based activities 
300/65 IMF Westland 

Ltd 
Amend Rule 1.2 Special Area Definitions,  
“Massey North Town Centre Precinct B 

• electronics 

Support and Opposed By:  
and IE Midgley Activities" by the addition of the following: 81 IB, GA 

300/66 IMF Westland Delete from Rule 1.2 Special Area 

bullet one and replace with the following: 
Provided that retail activities shall have a 

 of 400m2 with the exception of 
il services established in 

tenancies less than 400m2 up to a maximum 
 activities 

d 
d 

e 
emonstrated that the do not detract from the 

Opposed By:  
110 Warehouse Stationery 

ted 
 National Trading 
y of New Zealand 

Limited 
109 The Warehouse Ltd 
Support and Opposed By:  
81 IB, GA and IE Midgley 
107 Westfield (New Zealand) 

nterprises 

Ltd Definitions, “Massey North Town Centre 
Precinct B Activities",  the proviso Limi
immediately after the list of sub-bullets of 111 The

Compan

minimum GFA
retail and reta

of 20% of the GFA of all retail
established within Precinct B. Uses propose
that fall outside the scope of those permitte
shall be considered provided it can b
d
objectives of Precinct A. 

Limited 
108 Progressive E
Limited 

Discussion 
 
Submissions 109/97, 109/1
These submissions request the 5 Bullet of Precinct B Policy 11.44 be deleted ge 
format retail in Precinct B.  It is also requested that the sub-bullets of the first
Activities definition be deleted. 

il ally u tion
definition and of  acti ken in 
Precinct A. Therefore Propo  for  the su 10’s 
request.  
 
The activities normally unde  fall e definition of activities 
provided for in Precinct B.  H activ en in 
Precinct A.  Therefore comp the tre. 
 

d  as yard 
ct  n .  

locate core retail activities in al
Town Centre core.   No cha
 
Submission 257/301 
This submission requests amendment of the retail rules to provide for home Precinct 
B.  In response, the Precinct B Activity definition already provides for “home andyman 
supplies”.  Therefore Proposed Plan Change 15  already provides for the out  
submitter, and no further changes are recommended. 
 

s  3
b a rea s.  

The chang requested are  i
accepted. 
 
Submission 300/66 
This submission requests a relaxation of the retail thresholds set in the defin  were 
intended to ensure that smaller specialty retail was concentrated in Precinct g 
dispersed across a number of precincts including Precinct B.  This is to ensu f retail 
was directed to mainstreet in Precinct A. 

08, 110/97, 110/108, 111/94 and 111/105 
 so as to provide for lar

 main bullet of Precinct B 

 
The reta  activity norm

of business 
ndertaken by submitter 110 (Warehouse Sta
fice supplies provided for in Precinct B. This
sed Plan Change 15 already provides

ary Ltd) would fall within the 
vity could also be underta
bstance of submitter 1

rtaken by submitters 109 and 111 would not
owever, they do fall within the definition of 
rehensive retail choice is provided for within 

within th
ities that can be undertak
Massey North Town Cen

Precinct A is i
based a

ntended to be
ivities that would

 the core retail area, while Precinct B is intende
ot be compatible with the amenity of Precinct A
 Precinct B as this would detract from the over

nge is recommended. 

 for retail activities such
  It would be inappropriate to
l focus of Precinct A as the 

improvement stores in 
improvement and h
come requested by the

Submis
These su

ions 300/64 and
missions seek v
es 

00/65  
rious amendments to the bullets of Special A
 consistent with the purpose of the precinct and

Rule 1.2 Precinct B Activitie
t is recommended that they be 

ition.  These thresholds
A, as opposed to bein
re that a critical mass o
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r, e icien
environment. Therefore cha  p reater flexibility while 
still retaining sufficient contr % pace in 
precinct B be allowed as ten  w  with 
the maximum of 15,000m2 retained. 
 
The last sentence proposed by the submitter is too uncertain for an activity d
 

0 ted. 
Submissions 300/64, 300/65 endix
Submissions 110/97, 257/30 omm

 

5.20 Retail Issues – Precinct C 
 

ter/s 

 
Howeve  the rule is compl x and sets multiple thresholds that are insuff

nges are recommended to simplify the rule and
ol.  Specifically it is recommended that up to 10
ancies of less than 400m

tly flexible in a commercial 
rovide g
 of gross retail floor s

2.  All other tenancies ould need to be larger, but

efinition. 

Recomm
Submissio

endation: 
ns 109/97, 109/1 8, 110/108, 111/94 and 111/105 are rejec

 and 300/66 are accepted as shown in App
1 are accepted in part with no changes rec

 1. 
ended. 

N0. Submitter Summary of Decision Sought Further Submit
107/71 Westfield (New 

Zealand) Limited 

Such further or consequential amendments, 
including amendments to policy 11.44, the 
Special Area Definitions and Rule 26, 
necessary to give effect to this submission. 

g 
d 

use Ltd 

Delete the Town Centre area in Precinct C 
and replace with a residential, commercial 
and mixed use area as appropriate. 
 

Supported By:  
300 IMF Westland Ltd 
Opposed By:  
110 Warehouse Stationery 
Limited 
111 The National Tradin
Company of New Zealan
Limited 
81 IB, GA and IE Midgley 
109 The Wareho
Support and Opposed By:  
208 Sylvia Park Business 
Centre Limited 

108/101 Progressive 
Enterprises 
Limited 

Centre area in Precinct C 
and replace with a residential, commercial 
and mixed use area as appropriate. 
 
Such further or consequential amendments, 
including amendments to policy 11.44, the 
Special Area Definitions and Rule 26, 
necessary to give effect to this submission. 

s 

 

Delete the Town Supported By:  
208 Sylvia Park Busines
Centre Limited 
300 IMF Westland Ltd 
Opposed By:  
110 Warehouse Stationery
Limited 
111 The National Trading 

nd Company of New Zeala
Limited 
109 The Warehouse Ltd 

109/98 ouse 

at are near the 
State Highway]. 

ses 

The Wareh
Ltd 

Delete the word ‘limited’ from the 1st bullet of 
Policy 11.44, Town Centre Precinct Area C 
[provision for retail activities th

Opposed By:  
107 Westfield (New Zealand) 
Limited 
300 IMF Westland Ltd 
108 Progressive Enterpri
Limited 
258 Auckland Regional 
Transport Authority 
250 Auckland Regional 
Council 

ss 208 Sylvia Park Busine
Centre Limited 

109/99 The Warehou
Ltd 

se 

ses 

ss 

Delete the 4th bullet of Policy 11.44, Town 
Centre Precinct Area C [provision for retail 
activities that are predominantly accessed by 
car, near the State Highway]. 

Opposed By:  
107 Westfield (New Zealand) 
Limited 
300 IMF Westland Ltd 
108 Progressive Enterpri
Limited 
258 Auckland Regional 
Transport Authority 
250 Auckland Regional 
Council 

 Busine208 Sylvia Park
Centre Limited 

109/100 ouse The Wareh
Ltd 

Delete the words ‘other than retail’ from the 
5th bullet of Policy 11.44, Town Centre 

Opposed By:  
107 Westfield (New Zealand) 
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Precinct Area C [provision for retail activities, 
that are predominantly accessed by car, near 
the State Highway]. es 

rity 
ss 

Limited 
300 IMF Westland Ltd 
108 Progressive Enterpris
Limited 
258 Auckland Regional 
Transport Autho
208 Sylvia Park Busine
Centre Limited 

109/109 T rehouse 
Ltd  first bullet of 

Precinct C Activities definition [limiting the 
type of retail and retail service activities]. 

land) 

he Wa Delete the words ‘supermarket and 
department stores’ from the

Opposed By:  
300 IMF Westland Ltd 
108 Progressive Enterprises 
Limited 
107 Westfield (New Zea
Limited 
250 Auckland Regional 
Council 
208 Sylvia Park Business 
Centre Limited 

109/110 
t bullet of Precinct C Activities 

definition [limiting the type of retail and retail 
service activities]. 

rises 

The Warehouse 
Ltd 

Delete the words after ‘urban concept plan’ 
from the firs

Opposed By:  
300 IMF Westland Ltd 
108 Progressive Enterp
Limited 
107 Westfield (New Zealand) 
Limited 
250 Auckland Regional 
Council 
208 Sylvia Park Business 
Centre Limited 

110/98 Warehouse 
Stationery 
Limited 

Delete the word ‘limited’ from the 1st bullet o
Policy 11.44, Town Centre Precinct Area C 
[provision for retail activities that are near the 
State Highway]. 

f 

es 

:  

Opposed By:  
107 Westfield (New Zealand) 
Limited 
108 Progressive Enterpris
Limited 
258 Auckland Regional 
Transport Authority 
250 Auckland Regional 
Council 

 Business 208 Sylvia Park
Centre Limited 
Support and Opposed By
300 IMF Westland Ltd 

110/99 W
Stationery 
Limited 

 
Centre Precinct Area C [provision for retail 
activities that are predominantly accessed by 
car, near the State Highway]. 

rity 

ss 

arehouse Delete the 4th bullet of Policy 11.44, Town Opposed By:  
107 Westfield (New Zealand) 
Limited 
108 Progressive Enterprises 
Limited 
258 Auckland Regional 
Transport Autho
250 Auckland Regional 
Council 
208 Sylvia Park Busine
Centre Limited 
Support and Opposed By:  
300 IMF Westland Ltd 

110/100 Warehouse 
Stationery 
Limited 

Delete the words ‘other than retail’ from the 
5th bullet of Policy 11.44, Town Centre 
Precinct Area C [provision for retail activities, 

, near 

and) 

nterprises 

rity 

:  

that are predominantly accessed by car
the State Highway]. 

Opposed By:  
107 Westfield (New Zeal
Limited 
108 Progressive E
Limited 
258 Auckland Regional 
Transport Autho
208 Sylvia Park Business 
Centre Limited 
Support and Opposed By
300 IMF Westland Ltd 

110/109 Warehouse 
Stationery 
Limited  of retail 

service activities]. 
d) 

Delete the words ‘supermarket and 
department stores’ from the first bullet of 

recinct C Activities [limiting the typeP
and retail 

Opposed By:  
300 IMF Westland Ltd 
108 Progressive Enterprises 
Limited 

w Zealan107 Westfield (Ne
Limited 
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 Business 

250 Auckland Regional 
Council 
208 Sylvia Park
Centre Limited 

110/110 Warehouse 
Stationery 
Limited s 

d) 

208 Sylvia Park Business 
Centre Limited 

Delete the words after ‘urban concept plan’ 
from the first bullet of Precinct C Activities 
Definition [limiting the type of retail and retail 
service activities]. 

Opposed By:  
300 IMF Westland Ltd 
108 Progressive Enterprise
Limited 
107 Westfield (New Zealan
Limited 
250 Auckland Regional 
Council 

111/95 The 
Trad

National 
ing 

Company of New 
Policy 11.44, Town Centre Precinct Area C 

Opposed By:  
107 Westfield (New Zealand) 
Limited 

108 Progressive Enterprises 

Zealand Limited 
[provision for retail activities near the State 
Highway]. 208 Sylvia Park Business 

Centre Limited 
300 IMF Westland Ltd 

Delete the word ‘limited’ from the 1st bullet of 

Limited 
258 Auckland Regional 
Transport Authority 
250 Auckland Regional 
Council 

111/97 The National 
Trading 

Delete the words ‘other than retail’ from the 
5

Company of New 
own Centre 

Precinct Area C [provision for retail activities, 
 are predominantly accessed by car, near 

e State Highway]. 

107 Westfield (New Zealand) 
Limited 
208 Sylvia Park Business 
Centre Limited 
300 IMF Westland Ltd 
108 Progressive Enterprises 
Limited 

Zealand Limited that

th bullet of Policy 11.44, T
Opposed By:  

th

258 Auckland Regional 
Transport Authority 

111/106 The National 
Trading 
Company of New 
Zealand Limited 

Delete the words ‘supermarket and 
department stores’ from the first bullet of 
Precinct C Activities Definition [limiting the 
type of retail and retail service activities]. 

Opposed By:  
208 Sylvia Park Business 
Centre Limited 
300 IMF Westland Ltd 
108 Progressive Enterprises 
Limited 

Limited 
250 Auckland Regional 

107 Westfield (New Zealand) 

Council 
111/107 The National 

Trading 
Company of New 
Zealand Limited 

Delete the words after ‘urban concept plan’ 
from the first bullet of Precinct C from 
Activities Definition [limiting the type of retail 
and retail service activities].

Opposed By:  
208 Sylvia Park Business 
Centre Limited 

 300 IMF Westland Ltd 
108 Progressive Enterprises 
Limited 
107 Westfield (New Zealand) 
Limited 
250 Auckland Regional 
Council 

300/38 IMF Westland 
Ltd 

Seeks that if Submission 300/27 is not 
th

Supported By:  
108 Progressive Enterprises accepted, reject the 4  bullet under the 

ent stores and/or 
significant retail units that might detract from 

111 The National Trading 
Company of New Zealand 

subheading ‘Town Centre Precinct C’ and 
replace with the following: 
prohibit the establishment of 
supermarkets/departm

Limited 
Opposed By:  
110 Warehouse Stationery 
Limited 

the intensification outcomes sought within the 
Town Centre Core Precinct A Area; 
 

Limited 
109 The Warehouse Ltd 
Support and Opposed By:  
81 IB, GA and IE Midgley 

300/67 IMF Westland 
Ltd 

Delete Rule 1.2 Special Area Definitions, 
“Massey North Town Centre Precinct C 
Activities" the 1st bullet and replace with the 

Supported By:  
107 Westfield (New Zealand) 
Limited 



 
following: 
provided that the total gross floor area of 

108 Progressive Enterprises 
Limited 
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retail activities, including retail within mixed 

cinct A or if larger than 1000 
not be accommodated in precinct B. 

Opposed By:  
use, shall not exceed 10,000m2 and no single 
tenancy is greater than 1000m2. Retail uses 
proposed that fall outside the scope of those 
permitted shall be considered provided it can 
be demonstrated that they do not detract from 
the objectives of Precinct A. Preference in 
this precinct is given to retail services and 
other retail uses that are not of sufficient 
standard for pre

110 Warehouse Stationery 
Limited 
111 The National Trading 
Company of New Zealand 
Limited 
109 The Warehouse Ltd 
Support and Opposed By:  
81 IB, GA and IE Midgley 

m2, can
Discussion: 
 

hese submissions all relate to the extent to which retail activities are pT rovided for in Precinct C.  Before 

cept Plan, has 

 

• Mixed Use Periphery 

 
 

t it does result in additional complexity and a need to ensure that the rules and policy for 
le, 

in Precinct C adjacent to the 

 

 Apartment 

gnificant implications 

ts 

 

addressing these submissions individually, some discussion of the existing provisions for Precinct C is 
warranted. 
 
Precinct C sits between precincts A and D and fronts to both Hobsonville Rd and State Highway 16.  It is 

portant to note that the boundary of Precinct C, as shown on the Massey North Urban Conim
been drawn to coincide with the pattern of land ownership at the time of notification.  This is to facilitate the 
lodgement of a single comprehensive development plan by the landowner.  However, as a consequence the
boundaries of Precinct C enclose a variety of different activity areas as shown on the Massey North Urban 
Concept Plan.  These include: 
 

• Apartment Residential 

• Town Centre. 
 
The activity areas are drawn to indicate the preferred layout for the overall land use layout for Massey North,
and in the case of Precinct C, they do not coincide with the precinct boundaries, which as noted above, are
defined more for resource consent administrative reasons.  There is nothing inherently wrong with this 
approach bu
precinct C are aligned with what is the most appropriate land use for Massey North Town Centre as a who
having regard to the submissions. 
 
In this context it should be noted that there are a number of apparent discrepancies between the various 
existing provisions relating to Precinct C, which are discussed as follows.   
 
Firstly, the Massey North Urban Concept Plan shows Town Centre area, with
boundary with Precinct A.  While it might be assumed from the concept plan, that the same rules apply to 
Town Centre in both Precincts, this is not actually the case as Rule 1.2 Special Area Definitions – Precinct C,
excludes supermarkets and limits total retail to 10,000m2. 
 
Secondly, Rule 1.2 only provides for retail within the Town Centre part of Precinct C, whereas the definition 
of Mixed Use in Proposed Plan Change 18 expressly provides for retail, and in fact places no limitation on 
the amount of retail that can be provided in a mixed use area.  Also Policy 11.44 expressly states: “to:… 
enable commercial and business, and limited retail activities to occur along the frontage to Hobsonville Rd, 
and along the existing State Highway 16.”  In addition, retail is specifically provided for within the
Residential Area under policy 11.44 and the definition of Apartment(s) within Proposed Plan Change 18. 
 
Consequently, there is some confusion between the provisions as to where retail can take place and how 
much is to be allowed within Precinct C.  Depending on how the provisions are interpreted, the amount of 
retail actually developed within Precinct C could vary substantially.  Clearly this has si
for the overall form and function of Massey North. 
 
Thirdly, that part of Precinct C that abuts Precinct A includes a small area of “Town Centre” that is 
sandwiched between the boundary of Precincts A and C on one side and the proposed extension to Fernhill 
Drive.  From a logical land use perspective, this area should be part of Precinct A, but because it is in 
different ownership it is located in Precinct C.  Given that the submissions from the landowners of precinc
C and A indicate contrasting viewpoints on development, it is unclear how efficient use of the land is to be 
implemented in the vicinity of the boundary between precincts A and C. 



 
The plans intent for Precinct C appears to most clearly expressed in Policy 11.44, therefore where 

consistencies arise in the rules, it is recommended that Policy 11.44 be used as the primary guide to wh

I:\transfer\PC15\PC 15 Planners Report to the Panel January 2007.doc 90

at 

e 

 a residential, commercial and mixed use area as appropriate.   

lar 
t this 
, the 

 

in
is intended. 
 
The above problems need to be resolved to the extent that it is possible to do so within the context of 
responding to submissions.   Submission 257/212 and 257/263 (section 5.50) provides general scope to 
clarify the provisions of the plan, but as these are very generalised submissions, any changes recommended 
in response to them should not be of a scope that could conflict with natural justice.  Therefore substantiv
changes should be recommended in the context of responding to other more specific submissions.  Items 1 
and 2 above are addressed in response to submissions 107/71 and 108/101 below.  Item 3 above is 
addressed in response to submissions 108/99 – 100 in section 5.6, submission 300/83 in section 5.9 and 
submissions 107/71 and 108/101 below. 
 
Submissions 107/71 and 108/101 
These submissions request deletion of the Town Centre area from Precinct C and replacement of that area 

ithw
 
The reasons given in the submissions are: “that it is not appropriate that a Town Centre (and in particu
associated retail activities) be allowed to develop in Precinct C, but rather that it is more appropriate tha
area be designated for residential, commercial and mixed use activities to enable, amongst other things
ohesive grouping of activities within the overall Massey North Town Centre Special Area.” c

 
In response, these submissions are requesting a generic change that is consistent with the intent of Policy 
11.44 – Precinct C.  It is appropriate to allow some retail within Precinct C, but this should not be of a scale
or form that detracts from Precinct A, particularly during the initial build out phase of town centre 
development.  It is considered that the 10,000m2 limit for retail set in Rule 1.2 Special Area Definitions – 
Precinct C is appropriate, provided that it applies to the whole of Precinct C not just that part of Precinct C 
shown as Town Centre in the Massey North Urban Concept Plan.   
 

 account the other submissions below that favour more retail in Precinct C, it is considered that Taking into
allowing precinct C to exceed 10,000m2, will not adversely affect Precinct A once Precinct A has reached a 

efore the rules could provide for additional retail in Precinct C, provided that 

 to 

lso the inclusion of Town Centre within Precinct C as shown on the Massey North Urban Concept Plan 
hat the policy in the plan intends for this Precinct.  Therefore it is 

commended that that the Town Centre in Precinct C be deleted and Mixed Use Periphery / Commercial be 
titute e.  The the Massey North  be 

 C Co
the Town tre in Precinct . 
 
It is also recommended that igned  new 
Fernhill Drive extension.  As .6. an te 
for Waitakere City Council to desig rt of FernHill Drive, preferably st of the 
drive but not held by the owner of Precinct A.  Land surplus to the constructio  then be 
resold and allocated to the relevant precinct.  While the LGAAA process can , it can 
be implemented as a separate statutory process, and a recommendation can

io  s  may thod available 
 i een 

 
Submissions 109/98, 109/9 , 1 /110, 
111/95, 111/97, 111/106, 111/107 
These submissions request various changes to Policy 11.44 and Rule 1.2 Sp ea Definitions – Precinct 
C, which would have the effect of more extensive provision for retail in Precin
 
It is appropriate to allow some retail within Precinct C, but this should not be tracts 

c ly re d t is considered 
1  re  Pre , provided

critical mass of 40,000m2.  Ther
ratio is retained, i.e. for every 10,000m2 retail added to Precinct A above 40,000m2, then an additional 
2500m2 of retail could be added to Precinct C.  Therefore it is recommended that Rule 1.2 be amended
that effect. 
 
A
actually gives a misleading impression of w
re
subs d in its plac refore it is recommended that Urban Concept Plan

pt for that part of amended to replace Town
Cen

entre in Precinct C with Mixed Use Periphery 
 C which is east of the Fernhill Drive extension

 the boundary of precincts C and A be real
 discussed earlier in this report (sections 5

nate this pa

mmercial, exce

to correspond with the
d 5.9), it would be appropria
 inclusive of any land ea
n of Fernhill Drive can

not include a designation
 be made to pursue a 

designat
that is likely to be effective

n as a separate tatutory process. In this case, a designation
n establishing an appropriate boundary betw

9, 109/100, 109/109, 109/110, 110/98, 110/99

 be the best me
precincts C and A. 

10/100, 110/109, 110

ecial Ar
ct C. 

of a scale or form that de
from Pre
that the 

inct A, particular
0,000m2

 during the initial build out phase of town cent
tail set in Rule 1.2 Special Area Definitions –

evelopment.  I
 limit for cinct C is appropriate  

that it applies to the whole o  C show Massey 
North Urban Concept Plan ( ove).  However, it is considere  to 
exceed 10,000m2, will not adversely affect Precinct A once Precinct A has re l mass of 
40,000m2.  Therefore the rules could provide for additional retail in Precinct C ined, 

f Precinct C not just that part of Precinct
see comments ab

n as Town Centre in the 
d that allowing precinct C
ached a critica
, provided that ratio is reta



 
i.e. for every 10,000m
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2 retai  a uld 
be added nct C.    T ame  that effect.   
 
Policy 11.44 states “avoid th nt sto /or retail units that might 
detract from the intensificati ht within the Town Centre Cor  that 
retail units within precinct C should not be of a scale that effectively pulls the  Centre 
away from the intended core along the mainstreet.   This policy approach is r o achieve 
a mixed use town centre that is not excessively dispersed.   However, it is co t 
wording of Policy 11.44 and Rule 1.2, is too selective in terms of the activitie ad 
should exclude activities on the basis of size rather than the type of retail uni re 
recommended to Policy 11.44 and Rule 1.2 to this effect.  In particular it is re nce 

epart ference to retail units in excess of 
2000m . I red tha  to de  It is 
also recom d that the . nct C be amended to 
read Town Centre Precinct on about what are efer 
to. 
 
Submissions 300/38 and 300/67 
These submissions seek further restriction of retail activity within Precinct C.  In regard to sub
300/38, activities that do not comply with Rule 1.2 are a non-complying activ
activity.  Therefore it is inappropriate to use “prohibit” in the policy.  No chang

In respon ssion 3  retail li
Precinct C  u divid
individual size limit of 1000m it
taking into account the othe that favour more retail in Pr  that 
allowing precinct C to exceed 10,000m , will not adversely affect Precinct A hed a 
critical mass of 40,000m2.  Therefore the rules could provide for additional re hat 
ratio is retained, i.e. for every 10,000m2 retail added to Precinct A above 40,0

 o e ad Rule d to this effect. 
                
Recomm
Submissio ct
Submissions 109/98, 109/99 110/99, 11
111/95, 111/97, 111/106, 111/107 and 300/67 are accepted in part to the ext
Submissions 107/71 and 108/101 are accepted. 
 

5.21 Retail Issues – Precinct D 
 

ter/s 

l added to Precinct A above 40,000m2, then an
herefore it is recommended that the rules be 

e establishment of supermarkets/departme
on outcomes soug

dditional 2500m2 of retail co
nded to to Preci

res and
e A Area;” The intent is
 retail hub of the Town
easonably necessary t
nsidered that the curren
s they exclude, and inste
t.  Therefore amendments a

referecommended that the 
to superm

2
arkets and d
t is conside

mende

ment stores be deleted and replaced by a re
t retail units this size or smaller are unlikely
phrase “Town Centre Core A Area” in Policy 11
A, to avoid potential for confusi

tract from the Town Centre.
44 Preci
a the policy is intended to r

mission 
ity rather than a prohibited 
e is recommended. 

 
se to submi
 including mixed

00/67, it is appropriate that the 10,000m2

se areas, and that there be a size limit for in
mit apply to the whole of 
ual retail units.  However, an 

 is more appropriate.  Also 2 is unnecessarily restrictive and a 2000m2 lim
r submissions above 

2
ecinct C, it is considered
once Precinct A has reac
tail in Precinct C, provided t

2 nal 00m , then an additio
2500m2 f retail could b

 
endation: 
n 300/38 is reje

ded to Precinct C.  It is recommended that 

ed. 
, 109/100, 109/109, 109/110, 110/98, 

1.2 be amende

0/100, 110/109, 110/110, 
ent shown in Appendix 1. 

N0. Submitter Summary of Decision Sought Further Submit
109/101 e  

Area D 

cessed by car, near the 
State Highway]. 

d (New Zealand) 

nd Ltd 
rises 

land Regional 

ia Park Business 

The Warehous
Ltd 

Delete the word ‘limited’ from the 1st bullet of
Policy 11.44, Town Centre Precinct 
[provide for retail activities that are 
predominantly ac

Opposed By:  
107 Westfiel
Limited 
300 IMF Westla
108 Progressive Enterp
Limited 
250 Auck
Council 
208 Sylv
Centre Limited 

109/102 e  

ly accessed by 
car, near the State Highway]. 

d (New Zealand) 

nd Ltd 
rises 

land Regional 

ia Park Business 

The Warehous
Ltd 

Delete the 5th bullet of Policy 11.44, Town
Centre Precinct Area D [provide for retail 
activities that are predominant

Opposed By:  
107 Westfiel
Limited 
300 IMF Westla
108 Progressive Enterp
Limited 
250 Auck
Council 
208 Sylv
Centre Limited 

109/103 e  the 
 11.44, Town Centre 

Precinct Area D. 
nd Ltd 

imited 
 Enterprises 

The Warehous
Ltd 

Delete the words ‘other than retail’ from
6th bullet of Policy

Opposed By:  
300 IMF Westla
259 Transit New Zealand 
208 Sylvia Park Business 
Centre L
108 Progressive
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Limited 
110/101 Warehouse 

Stationery 
Limited 

ecinct Area D 

es 

gional 

nd Ltd 

Delete the word ‘limited’ from the 1st bullet of 
Policy 11.44, Town Centre Pr
[provide for retail activities that are 
predominantly accessed by car, near the 
State Highway]. 

Opposed By:  
107 Westfield (New Zealand) 
Limited 
108 Progressive Enterpris
Limited 
258 Auckland Regional 
Transport Authority 
250 Auckland Re
Council 
208 Sylvia Park Business 
Centre Limited 
Support and Opposed By:  
300 IMF Westla

110/102 Warehouse 
Stationery 
Limited 

 

s 

Support and Opposed By:  

Delete the 5th bullet of Policy 11.44, Town
Centre Precinct Area D [provide for retail 
activities that are predominantly accessed by 
car, near the State Highway]. 

Opposed By:  
107 Westfield (New Zealand) 
Limited 
108 Progressive Enterprise
Limited 
250 Auckland Regional 
Council 
208 Sylvia Park Business 
Centre Limited 

300 IMF Westland Ltd 
110/103 Warehouse  

Stationery 
Limited 

Delete the words ‘other than retail’ from the 
6th bullet of Policy 11.44, Town Centre 
Precinct Area D [provide for retail activities 

Opposed By: 
107 Westfield (New Zealand) 
Limited 

that are predominantly accessed by car, near 
the State Highway]. Limited 

208 Sylvia Park Business 

108 Progressive Enterprises 

Centre Limited 
Support and Opposed By:  
300 IMF Westland Ltd 

111

Zealand Limited 

cinct Area C [provide for retail 
tivities that are predominantly accessed by 

car, near the State Highway]. 

107 Westfield (New Zealand) 
Limited 
208 Sylvia Park Business 
Centre Limited 

Transport Authority 

/96 The National 
Trading 

Delete the 4

Company of New 
Centre Pre
ac

th bullet of Policy 11.44, Town Opposed By:  

300 IMF Westland Ltd 
108 Progressive Enterprises 
Limited 
258 Auckland Regional 

250 Auckland Regional 
Council 

111/98 The National 
Trading 
Company of New 
Zealand Limited 

Delete the word ‘limited’ from the 1st bullet of 
Policy 11.44, Town Centre Precinct Area D 
[provide for retail activities that are 
predominantly accessed by car, near the 
State Highway]. 

Opposed By:  
107 Westfield (New Zealand)
Limited 
208 Sylvia Park Business 
Centre Limited 
300 IMF Westland Ltd 

 

108 Progressive Enterprises 
Limited 
250 Auckland Regional 
Council 

111/99 The National Delete the 5th bullet of Policy 11.44, Town 

are predominantly accessed by 
y]. 

Opposed By:  
107 Westfield (New Zealand) 
Limited 
208 Sylvia Park Business 
Centre Limited 

 
prises 

Trading Centre Precinct Area D [provide for retail 
Company of New 
Zealand Limited 

activities that 
car, near the State Highwa

300 IMF Westland Ltd
 Enter108 Progressive

Limited 
250 Auckland Regional 
Council 

111/100 The National 
Trading 
Company of New 

Delete the words ‘other than retail’ from the 
6th bullet of Policy 11.44, Town Centre 
Precinct Area D. 

nd Ltd Zealand Limited 

Opposed By:  
208 Sylvia Park Business 
Centre Limited 
300 IMF Westla
108 Progressive Enterprises 
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Limited 
300/40 IMF Westland 

Ltd 
[Large format retail] Seeks that if Submission 
300/27 is not accepted, amend the 5th bullet 
under the subheading ‘Town Centre Precinct 
D’ to read as follows: 
prohibit the establishment of 
supermarkets/department stores and/or 
significant retail units that might detract from 
the intensification outcomes sought within the 
Town Centre Core Precinct A Area; 

ry 
Opposed By:  
110 Warehouse Statione
Limited 
111 The National Trading 
Company of New Zealand 
Limited 
109 The Warehouse Ltd 
Support and Opposed By:  
81 IB, GA and IE Midgley 

300/68 IMF Westland 
Ltd 

Amend Rule 1.2 Special Area Definitions, 

ing 

mixed use activities provided that the total 
gross floor area of retail activities within 
mixed use activities shall not exceed 5,000m2 
and no single tenancy is greater than 500m2. 

nct A 
 

ew Zealand) 

house Stationery 

l Trading 
w Zealand 

use Ltd 

 and IE Midgley 

“Massey North Town Centre Precinct D 
Activities" the 1st bullet to insert the follow
words in italics: 

Provided that such retail does not detract 
from the policies and objectives for Preci

Supported By:  
107 Westfield (N
Limited 
108 Progressive Enterprises 
Limited 
Opposed By:  
110 Ware
Limited 
111 The Nationa
Company of Ne
Limited 
109 The Wareho
Support and Opposed By:  
81 IB, GA

Discussion: 

, 109 , 111/9 8 
These sub t  Policy 11.44, to provide fo In 
response te to provide for more extensive retail in precinct 
• it would detra re focus of retail in Precinct A, 
• it would result in a extended strip of intensive retail that would be inefficie port perspective 

and unattractive for pedestrians, 
• direct access onto State Highway 16 will be limited, 
• an excessive ratio of retail to non-retail activity in the Town Centre as a w erall 

lo  and o ac ployment 
sit

No change is recommended
 
Submission 300/40 
This submission requests th cy 11.44 be amended to expressly prohibit the 
establishment of supermark rding of the 
policy which states “avoid th .  No change is recommended. 
 
Submission 300/68 
This submission seeks a lim  be retail activity.  In response, 
Proposed Plan Change 18 d e but this does not contain express 
ratios.  In the absence of mi ssive level of retail could develop, 
undermining the mixed use s be amended to include a 
quantitative retail limit as pe statement in the second sentence is 
inappropriate for a definition e 4 bullet of Town Centre Precinct 
C Policy 11.44 and 5 bullet o

Recomm
Submissions 109/101, 109/1 8, d 300/40 are 
rejected.  
Submission 300/68 is accep

5.22 Retail Issues – Prec
 
N0. Submitter Sum Further Submitter/s 

 
Submissions 109/101

missions seek al
it is not appropria

ct from the co

/102, 109/103, 110/101, 110/102, 110/103
erations to Precinct D

6, 111/98, 111/99 and 111/9
r more retail in Precinct D.  
D because: 

nt from a trans

hole will reduce the ov
emp
den

yment density
y targets.  

 compromise the ability of the Town Centre t

. 

hieve higher em

at the 5 bullet of Precinct B Poli
ets and other large retail activities.  In response, the existing wo
e establishment… “ is appropriate for a policy

itation on the proportion of mixed use that can
oes contain a general definition of mixed us

nimum ratios, there is a risk that an exce
concept.  Therefore it is recommended that the rule
r the submission.  However, the qualitative 
, and this matter is adequately addressed in th
f Town Centre Precinct D Policy 11.44 

 
endation: 

02, 110/101, 110/102, 110/103, 111/96, 111/9

ted in part to the 

 111/99, 111/98 an

extent shown in Appendix 1. 

inct E 

mary of Decision Sought 
109/111 The Warehouse 

Ltd 
Dele
bulle

Opposed By:  
108 Progressive Enterprises 
Limited 

estfield (New Zealand) 
Limited 
208 Sylvia Park Business 

te the words in brackets from the first 
t of Precinct E Activities Definition. 

107 W
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Centre Limited 
109/112 The Warehouse 

Ltd iv
Opposed By:  
108 Progressive Enterprises 
Limited 
107 Westfield (New Zealand) 
Limited 

land Regional 
Council 
208 Sylvia Park Business 

entre Limited 

Delete the second bullet from Precinct E 
Act ities Definitions. 

250 Auck

C
110/111 Warehouse 

Stationery 
Limited 

bulle
pposed By:  

108 Progressive Enterprises 
Limited 
107 Westfield (New Zealand) 
Limited 
208 Sylvia Park Business 
Centre Limited 

Delete the words in brackets from the first 
t of Precinct E Activities Definition. 

O

110/112 Warehouse Dele et from Precinct E Opposed By:  
nterprises Stationery 

Limited 

te the second bull
Activities Definitions. 108 Progressive E

Limited 
107 Westfield (New Zealand) 
Limited 
208 Sylvia Park Business 
Centre Limited 

111/108 The National 
Trading 
Company of New 
Zealand Limited 

Delete the words in brackets from the first 
bullet of Precinct E Activities Definition. 

d) 
Limited 

Opposed By:  
208 Sylvia Park Business 
Centre Limited 
108 Progressive Enterprises 
Limited 
107 Westfield (New Zealan

111/109 The National Delete the second
Trading 
Company of New 
Zealand Limited 

Activities Definition. 108 Progressive Enterprises 
Limited 
Opposed By:  

 bullet from Precinct E Supported By:  

208 Sylvia Park Business 
Centre Limited 
107 Westfield (New Zealand) 
Limited 
250 Auckland Regional 
Council 

300/41 IMF Westland 
Ltd 

[Clarity] Seeks that if  Submission 300/27 is 
not accepted, reject the Introductory 

ent for the ‘Town Centre Precinct E’ Statem
and replace with the following: 
Town Centre Precinct Area E  
The Town Centre Periphery Precinct E shall 
be developed as an area for an existing 
shopping centre adjacent to Precinct A. 
Development proposed for the precinct shall 
demonstrate the basis upon which it either 
does not detract from or alternatively, 

Support and Opposed By:  
81 IB, GA and IE Midgley 

complements and provides support to 

108 Progressive Enterprises 
Limited 

Precinct A. The precinct shall not 
compromise the objectives for the overall 
Massey North Town Centre and the Massey 
North Urban Concept Plan. 

Supported By:  

300/42 IMF Westland 
Ltd 

Seeks that if Submission 300/27 is not 
accepted, amend the first three bullets under 
the subheading ‘Town Centre Precinct E’ to 
read as follows: 
• Retain existing retail activities in the 

Opposed By:  
108 Progressive Enterprises 
Limited 
Support and Opposed By:  
81 IB, GA and IE Midgley 

Westgate Shopping Centre at the same 
time as the development of the Town 
Centre Core and other precincts. The 
main focus of the Westgate Centre is to 
consolidate the centre for large format 



 
retail activities while encouraging small 
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scale retail to develop such that 
improved urban design performance is 
achieved for the Centre and in particular 
the north-south axis to the new Town 
Centre is reinforced 

• ensure that development of the Town 
Centre Precinct Area E in the short term 

tail gross floor area in (until the re
Precinct A matches that which currently 
exists within precinct E) does not 
compromise the objectives for the Town 
Centre as a whole.;  

term (until the retail gross floor area in 

• avoid the establishment significant 
intensive retail on Precinct E in the short 

Precinct A matches that which currently 
exists within precinct E)  that 
detract from the intensification outc
sought within the Town Ce

might 
omes 

ore ntre C
Precinct A Area; 

300/69 IMF Westland 
Ltd 

 
ces  

 
108 Progressive Enterprises 

d (New Zealand) 

l Trading 
Company of New Zealand 

:  
 Midgley 

Amend Rule 1.2 Special Area Definitions, 
“Massey North Town Centre Precinct E 
Activities" the 1st and 2nd bullets to read:
• retail activities and retail servi
• a supermarket.  

Supported By: 

Limited 
Opposed By:  
107 Westfiel
Limited 
111 The Nationa

Limited 
Support and Opposed By
81 IB, GA and IE

Discussio
 

issi 111, 110
 sub  request perma ule 1.2 

Special A uperfluous cluded 
within reta re ded that the phrase be deleted. 
 
Submissions 109/112, 110
These submissions request the deletion of the second bullet of Rule 1.2 Spe  Definitions – Precinct 
E.  In response, it is recommend r t iven in 
response to submissions 140/2 ( 08/103, 109/107, 110/107, 
111/104 and 300/63 (section 5.18). 
 
Submissions 300/41 and 300/42 
These submissions seek a numb recinct E.  In response, two sentences of 
the first paragraph of the Precinc  etitive statements that appear in 
each of the precinct policies. Therefo s seeking brevity and clarity it has 
been recommended that the subject mated into a shorter statement at 
the beginning of Policy 11.44 an  all precincts.  This leaves the third sentence of the Precinct E 
policy which refers to integration ntre as a whole.  It is considered 
that the focus on integration sho therefore the submitters 
proposed amendments to the first pa ting emphasis.  Therefore no 
change is recommended. 
 
The submitters proposed amendmen ures.  The first is the removal of 
reference to sleeving of existing larg lty retail.  Given the nature of existing 
development, the absence of pu  the emphasis on large format retail, it is not clear that 
complete sleeving with specialty   Therefore the emphasis on 
improved urban design performa ropriate in this context.  Secondly 
the submission proposes referring to entre rather than the internal 
access road.  This proposed change ould expressly refer to Fernlea 
Drive to identify a particular axis.  Th ond bullet be amended as 
requested in the submission but with  Drive. 

n: 

Subm
These

ons 109/
missions

rea Definitions – P
il sales.  Therefo

/111 and 111/108 
the deletion of the phrase “(including a su
recinct E.  In response, the phrase is s
 it is recommen

rket)” from bullet one of R
ets are in as supermark

/112 and 111/109 
cial Area

ed that these submissions be accepted fo
section 5.17) and submissions 108/102, 1

he same reasons as g

er of alterations to Policy 11.44 P
t E policy, and the second bullet are rep

re in response to other submission
 matter of these provisions be amalga

d applying to
 of the Westgate Centre with the Town Ce
uld not be lost in the opening sentence and 

ragraph are less desirable than the exis

ts to the first bullet has two key feat
e format retail stores with specia

blic roads, and
 retail is possible or practical in Precinct E.
nce as suggested in the submission is app

 the North South access of the Town C
 would usefully clarify the intent but sh
erefore it is recommended that the sec
 the addition of reference to Fernlea
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The requested changes to the third b ditional intensive retail to Precinct E.  
In response, it is appropriate to p nal intensive retail but this should 
be more of a medium to long-ter ne as suggested in the 
submission.  Overall the existing poli te flexibility, and does not stop 
further development of Precinct E, p recinct A.  This judgment needs 
to made on the facts that apply at th
 
Submission 300/69 
This submission requests deletion o pecial Area Definitions – Precinct 
E.  In response, these thresholds are  the policy for Precinct E.  No 
change is recommended. 
 
Recommendation: 
Submissions 300/41 and 300/69
Submission 300/42 is accepted 
Submissions 109/111, 110/111, 111/ e accepted as shown in Appendix 
1. 
 

5.23 Building Design / Bloc  / Typology 
 

r r/s 

ullet seek more flexibility to add ad
rovide a degree of flexibility to add additio

m consideration rather than a short-term o
cy in the third bullet provides adequa
rovided that this does not detract from P
e time.  

f the retail thresholds set in Rule 1.2 S
 considered appropriate to implement

 are rejected. 
in part to the extent shown in Appendix 1. 

108,109/112, 110/112 and 111/109 ar

k Layout / Streetscape

N0. Submitte Summary of Decision Sought Further Submitte
109/93 The Ware

Ltd 
house 

guidelin

s 
Delete bullets 4 - 9 of Policy 11.44 and 
replace with one bullet as follows: 
“Encouraging good urban design and the 
appropriate location of activities by the use of 

es and a design review panel.”   

Opposed By:  
 Enterprise108 Progressive

Limited 
208 Sylvia Park Business 
Centre Limited 

110/93 Warehouse 
Stationery 
Limited 

Delete b
replace 
“Encouraging 
appropriate lo e of 
guidelines and

rises 
Limited 
208 Sylvia Park Business 
Centre Limited 

ullets 4 - 9 of Policy 11.44 and 
with one bullet as follows: 

good urban design and the 
cation of activities by the us
 a design review panel.”   

Opposed By:  
108 Progressive Enterp

111/90 The National 
Trading 
Company of New 
Zealand Limited 

Delete b llets 4 - 9 of Policy 11.44 and 
r
“Encour
appropr se of 
guidelines and a design review panel.”   

Opposed By:  
208 Sylvia Park Business 
Centre Limited 
108 Progressive Enterprises 
Limited 

u
eplace with one bullet as follows: 

aging good urban design and the 
iate location of activities by the u

203/4 AMP NZ 
Property 
Development Ltd 
& AMP Capital 
Investors (NZ) 
Ltd 

A
addition
strikethr
“The Ma
Area sh
by: 

mend new Policy 11.44 as follows with 
s underlined and deletions in 
ough: 
ssey North Town Centre Special 
all ............... This is to be achieved 

•   ensuring that development takes into 
account the Massey North Urban 
Concept Plan (as per the 
replacement version of that plan 
attached to this submission); 

•  ensuring that the expansion 
development of the Massey North 
Town Centre Area is undertaken 
........ 

•  ......... 

d located so that they 
•   ensuring that activities and buildings 

are designed an
address spaces that will be 
accessible to and frequented by the 
public the street and public spaces 
thereby contributing to amenity 
........... 

•  ............. 

Supported By:  
81 IB, GA and IE Midgley 
Opposed By:  
108 Progressive Enterprises 
Limited 
250 Auckland Regional 
Council 
300 IMF Westland Ltd 
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•   ensuring that buildings are designed 
so that according to a perimeter block 
layout where car parking is provided 
behind buildings, except for kerbside 
parking, and with the main “activity 
frontage” for buildings is oriented 
towards public pedestrian focused 
thoroughfares streets rather than 
parking areas;   ...............; 

•  requiring a minimum number of floor 
levels to ensure a compact town 
centre within key parts of  the Town 
Centre Core Precinct A (i.e. along the 
key north/south axis); ......

•  requiring the location, design an
layout of large format retail activities 
within the Town Centre Core Area A 
to relate well to adjoining sites and 

........; 
d 

activities such as having adjoining 
small scale activities along all street 
frontages   .....................; 

•  acknowledging that while landscape 
character may change, ensuring that 
change is managed to provide areas 
that are visually compatible internally 
to precincts, and with the surrounding 
land, roads, and precincts;   
 ..................; 

•  ..................... contributions." 
203/42 AMP NZ 

Property 
Development Ltd 
& AMP Capital 
Investors (NZ)  

tre Ltd 

Amend Rule 26 - Assesssment Criteria - 
General Criteria as follows (additions 
underlined, and deletions in strikethrough): 
" 26(c) The extent to which building design

within the Massey North Town Cen
Special Area will achieve:  ..... 
(iv) variations in building footprints, 

form and style rather than rows 
of buildings of the same 
footprint, form and style;    
........................ 

 
an 26(g) In the case of buildings greater th

12 metres in height, tThe extent to 
which building height .............. 

 
26(h) The extent to which, for any 

development not meeting the 
minimum numbers of floors, levels, 
there are adverse effects on the 

d By:  
81 IB, GA and IE Midgley 
Opposed By:  
108 Progressive Enterprises 
Limited 

egional 

vitality and intensification of the 
Massey North Town Centre Special 
Area. " 

Supporte

250 Auckland R
Council 
300 IMF Westland Ltd 

257/223 Waitakere City 
Council 

g 
nd underlined: 

� “the setback of buildings from the road 
boundary, where appropriate.

Amend Policy 11.3 by adding the wordin
and additional bullet in italics a

 
� the requirement that buildings be 

constructed according to a street 
frontage typology where such streets 
have been identified within the plan.” 

 

d By:  

s 

National Trading 
 

mited 
109 The Warehouse Ltd 

 
 

Supported By: 
300 IMF Westland Ltd 
Oppose
110 Warehouse Stationery 
Limited 
108 Progressive Enterprise
Limited 
111 The 
Company of New Zealand
Li

257/224 Waitakere City 
Council 

planation by adding Supported By:  
300 IMF Westland Ltd 

Amend Policy 11.3 - Ex
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the following sentence: 
“In terms of the achievement of good urban 
design outcomes within Town Centres, the 
District Plan seeks to encourage buildings to 
be constructed up to the public street edges 
with active street frontages and the provision 
for weather protection.” 

258 Auckland Regional 
Transport Authority 
Opposed By:  
108 Progressive Enterprises 
Limited 

257/227 Waitakere City 
Council 

 
g 
d 

 

Amend Policy 11.15 by deleting the word
struck through, and adding the followin
wording and additional bullet in italics an
underlined: 

ithin“Activities on main shopping streets w
town centres shall should be designed, 
located and managed to promote: 
� A high standard of urban design and 

n 

 

amenity, including weather protectio
for…. 

� Buildings will be expected to be
designed according to the street frontage 
typology where identified within the 
District Plan.” 

Supported By:  
300 IMF Westland Ltd 
Opposed By:  

gressive Enterprises 108 Pro
Limited 

257/243 

street 

pposed By:  

es 
Limited 
111 The National Trading 
Company of New Zealand 
Limited 
109 The Warehouse Ltd 

Waitakere City 
Council 

Amend Policy 11.44 to address the 
importance of certain site standards, in 
particular height minima and maxima, 
frontage typology, thresholds rules. 

O
110 Warehouse Stationery 
Limited 
108 Progressive Enterpris

257/262 Waitakere City 
Council 

Amend ‘Special Area Rule 1.2’ to review the 
streetscape anticipated from service stations 
and add assessment criteria to ‘Rule 3 
Building Design - Street Frontage’ of Plan 

Supported By:  
250 Auckland Regional 
Council 
Opposed By:  

Change 18 as it relates to Plan Change 15. 108 Progressive Enterprises 
Limited 

25  Waitakere City Amend R7/270 ule 26.2(c) to review the 
ance standards for the street 

logies of Rule 3 Building Design - Street 
f Plan Change 18 and where 

re that service 

Opposed By:  
108 Progressive Enterprises 
Limited 

Council perform
typo
Frontage o
necessary amend to ensu
lanes are provided for in the relevant street 
typologies. 

25 aitakere City Amend Rule 26.2(c) to include clarification Opposed By:  7/271 W

109 The Warehouse Ltd 

Council within rules to ensure that private roads are 
also subject to the Streetscape Typology 
rules. 

110 Warehouse Stationery 
Limited 
108 Progressive Enterprises 
Limited 
111 The National Trading 
Company of New Zealand 
Limited 

257/272 Waitakere City Amend Rule 26.3(b) to review the Street 
Frontage typologies (Rule 3 Building Design - 

for buildings fronting SH 16 and development 

Opposed By:  
110 Warehouse Stationery Council 

Street Frontage of Plan Change 18) and add 
any necessary standards or criteria to 
address the 10 metre yard setback required 

Limited 
108 Progressive Enterprises 
Limited 
111 The National Trading 

fronting Hobsonville Road. 
Company of New Zealand 
Limited 
109 The Warehouse Ltd 

257/273 Waitakere City 
Council 

Amend the relevant policies, rules, and 
assessment criteria of the Plan Change, so 
that all buildings become subject to relevant 
design criteria. 

Supported By:  
250 Auckland Regional 
Council 
Opposed By:  
110 Warehouse Stationery 
Limited 
108 Progressive Enterprises 
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109 The Warehouse Ltd 

Limited 
111 The National Trading 
Company of New Zealand 
Limited 

257/292 Waitakere City  
Council 

Amend Rule 26 to include reference for a 
requirement to consider Citywide Assessment 
Criteria where relevant. 

300/46 IMF Westland 
Ltd 

Amend Rule 26.2(f)(vi) to insert the words in 
italics as follows: 

 

Design guidelines including standards and 
conditions which are to be developed to 
achieve the matters outlined in Policy 11.42 
(Note: site layouts and buildings are to be 

108 Progressive Enterprises 
Limited 

designed in accordance with the relevant 
street typology but with appropriate flexibility 
allowed in the case of streets other than the 
mainstreet to cater to loc
circumstances). 

alised 

Support and Opposed By:  
81 IB, GA and IE Midgley 

300/49 IMF Westland 
Ltd 

Amend Assessment Criteria 26(d) as follows: 
The extent to which activities, buildings, 
driveways, carparking and other development 
are of a size, location, scale and design that 
will accommodate the proposed activity and 
complement the character of buildings and 
development of adjoining land, having regard 
to the existing and potential use(s), (as 
identified within an approved comprehensive 
development plan) for adjoining land in the 
MNTCSA. 

 
Support and Opposed By:  
81 IB, GA and IE Midgley 

300/53 IMF Westland 
Ltd 

Reject Assessment Criteria 26(ab)(iii) and 
replace with: 
the desire to limit the visual effects of 
extensive parking areas and the effects on 
active building frontages. 

 
Support and Opposed By:  
81 IB, GA and IE Midgley 

Discussion: 
 

ubmissioS ns 109/93, 110/93 and 111/90 
d replacement with one bullet to the effect 
anel.  In response, bullets 4-9 provide 

Removal of these bullets is likely 
resul

  

nt,  

• 

above a
persons

nsiste
about “g
consent
 

is sub
ubstitu h relocates the Town Centre further to the west.  As discussed in 

These submissions seek removal of bullets 4-9 of Policy 11.44 an
 encou sign review pof raging good urban design using an urban de

necessary guidance on the intended form of Massey North Town Centre.  
to t in: 
• an inappropriate urban form, with low urban densities,  
• excessive retail dominance,
• low employment density,  
• wasteful use of space,  
 poor pedestrian environme•

• poor connectivity,  a low quality streetscape,  
• a low potential for intensification and growth of non-retail business activities, and  

an inefficient transport system predominantly reliant on cars generating high peak traffic densities. 
 
It is recognised that processing of consent applications for comprehensive development plans will require 

verage levels of skill and experience, which the consent authority will need to provide.  However, the 
 processing the applications are legally bound to do so within the context of the plan provisions.  

Therefore appropriate plan provisions that provide good guidance are necessary to achieve a result 
co nt with the RMA and the LGAAA, even if an experienced panel is used.  Generalised statements 

ood urban design” will not be helpful to those charged with making good decisions on resource 
 applications. No change is recommended. 

Submission 203/4 
Th mission requests a variety of amendments to Policy 11.44.  The main amendment requested is to 

te an urban concept plan whics
response to submissions 203/2, 203/3 and 203/16, relocation of the Town Centre would be inappropriate.   
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ildings and the street. This is likely to result in 
nsities, excessive retail dominance, low employment, poor 

 
e 

 

el 

e Proposed Plan Change 15 other than for the mainstreet in Precinct A.  Also policies 

  

sey North Urban Concept Plan as this 
 
 

Appendix 1. The actual locations of the 
firmed through the Comprehensive Development Plan process with only indicative 

re determined by their location and function within a town centre’s overall movement 

kable catchments, 
activity, 

n 
cent to the busiest portion of 

a town centre’s mainstreet. 
nal Commercial’ typology applies to those areas that form the transitional zone 

est’ 
n approximately 5 minute 

(effective) walkable catchment. 

The other changes requested are also mostly inappropriate for the following reasons.  Massey North is 
intended to have a well connected grid of publicly owned streets with development facing onto the public 
streets using a perimeter block layout.  The changes requested by the submitter would allow the 
development of privately owned “public” spaces and thoroughfares in the form of a mall or semi-mall layout, 

otentially surrounded by extensive car parking between the bup
an inappropriate urban form, with low urban de
potential for intensification and growth of non-retail business activities, and an inefficient transport system 
predominantly reliant on cars generating high peak traffic densities.  Therefore it is recommended that the 
majority of this submission be rejected. 
 
However, the bullet relating to minimum floor levels unnecessarily duplicates similar bullets in the Precinct A
Policy, and is somewhat misleading in that implies that minimum floor levels will be applied across the whol
Town Centre, which is not the case.  Therefore it is recommended that this bullet be deleted entirely. 
 
Submission 203/42 
This submission seeks changes to the assessment criteria.  These are discussed individually below. 
 
Assessment criterion 26(c) (iv) is necessary to provide for an attractive urban environment that is not 
excessively uniform.  No change to this criterion is recommended. 
 
Assessment criterion 26(g) currently applies to all buildings, even low ones, which is not really necessary to
address wind effects which typically arise from tall buildings.  The requested12m (approx 3 storeys) cut off 
point for application of the criterion is reasonable and it is recommended that it be accepted. 
 
Assessment criterion 26(h) is intended to apply to the number of floor levels or storeys, rather than floor lev
as an elevation.  The requested changes clarify this and it is recommended that it be accepted. 
 
Submissions 257/223, 257/224 and 257/227 
These submissions request changes to Policies 11.3 and 11.15 in relation to urban design.  These changes 
are appropriate given the need to provide for an appropriate streetscape.  However, street typologies have 

ot been included in thn
11.3 and 11.15 are not listed as matters over which Council has restricted the exercise of its discretion. 
These two factors mean that the requested policy changes will have little practical effect in Massey North. 
 

Proposed Plan Change 15 Rule 26.2(f) (iii) (renumbered as (e)(iv) in Appendix 1) currently requires the 
street typologies to be identified in comprehensive development plan consent applications. Overall it is 

referable to have indicative street typologies identified in the Masp
gives more guidance to the development of the comprehensive development plans.  Therefore it is
recommended that this submission be accepted subject to the inclusion of indicative street typologies in the

assey North Urban Concept Plan. Details are contained in M
typologies will be con
typologies shown on the Massey North Urban Concept Plan to assist in the consideration of the design detail 
that will be produced for the Comprehensive Development Plans.  

The street typologies a
network.  
 
Key determinants for the street typologies and their location are: 
• level of street integration in the town centre, 
• level of intensification of buildings, employment and residents, 
 level of existing or anticipated pedestrian activity and effective practical wal•

• level of retail 
• amenity of the town centre. 
 
The street typology frontages are: 
 
• The ‘Town Centre & Mainstreet’ typology applies to those areas with the highest intended pedestria

related (fine-grained) retail activity. The typology is located along or adja

• The ‘Transitio
between the edge and core of the new town centre. This is the typology of the ‘next high
pedestrian related activity. It is adjacent to the inner core and withi
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nd 
 
 

r 
s.  

d new 
eighbourhoods.  

et 
the standards already set in Rule 26.3 and Special 

ature, and it is considered that Policy 11.44 
ady fairly comprehensive.  No change is recommended. 

ubmissions 257/262, 257/270 and 257/272 
ub ek am h oposed Plan 
 1  to street d the 

10m set-b
sufficient c de 
further de bm additional information 
presented he submitter.  Simila  to 
Proposed Plan Change 18.  No ch
 
Submission 257/271 
This submission requests changes to cl to private roads.  In response the 
existing typologies in Proposed Plan Ch y apparent distinction between 
public and private roads.  Propose logies identified in a plan or in a 
comprehensive development plan. not identified in the plan, the 
issue will need to be addressed th an process (this gives rise to 
some uncertainty and potential for disa eet the standard set in 26.2(f) 
(iv)). However, Rule 26.2(f) (iii) (re sets a standard requiring 
identification of street typologies in efers to “roads” not “streets”.  
Roads are defined in the plan to be roa ads.  Therefore the minimum 
requirement set in Proposed Plan Chan for public roads.  Any 
identification of typologies for private ro
 
The majority of the road net ad.  Therefore this should not 
be a significant issue in prac to apply the street typologies to 
minor private streets. 
 
However, an issue may arise in Pr s privately owned.  This may 
result in a loop hole which would a o be submitted for Precinct E 
without any street typologies havin his could undermine the 
continuity of the built form o  m  is recommended that Rule 
26.2(f)(iii) (renumbered as (  i at a typology for Fernlea Drive in 
Precinct E will be identified in the comp
 
An alternative, as recommended in resp s above, is to insert indicative 
street typologies into the plan, at least f
 
Submission 257/273 
This submission requests very broad ch ded effect of this submission is.  
No change is recommended. 
 
Submission 257/292 
This submission requests an amendme e assessment criteria. In 
response, the existing rules appear to p articular the last paragraph of 
Rule 26.2 and the first paragraph of Rul mended that a cross reference 
to Rule 26.5 be included in the las e to “Design – Intensification 
Developments” should be change y. 
 
Submission 300/46 

• The ‘Periphery’ typology applies to areas generally outside the walkable catchment of the core a
are typified by lower pedestrian volumes and higher numbers of vehicular movements. Within
precincts utilising the periphery typology there will be streets that should have active building
frontages, being located on important movement corridors for pedestrians and vehicles. Othe
streets may serve as access points for vehicles and may not have continuous active frontage

• The ‘Residential’ typology applies to the residential apartment areas of the town centre an
residential n

 
Further submitters should be given an opportunity to comment on the proposed indicative typologies. 
 
Submission 257/243 
This submission seeks addition of unspecified material to Policy relating to standards for height and stre
frontage typologies.  It is assumed that this is referring to 

rea Rule 1.2.  In response the submission is of a very general nA
is alre
 
S
These s
Change

missions se
8 relating
ack along State H
detail to give effe
tail.  Further su
 by t

endments to the provisions of Proposed Plan C
 typologies to ensure that they address service s
ighway 16.  In response there is may be merit in 

ange 15 and Pr
tations, service lanes an

 but it lacks the submission
t to it. It is recommended that the submitter be gi
itters should be given an opportunity to comment

r issues are addressed in the recommend
ange is recommended in the interim. 

ven the opportunity to provi
 on any 
ations on submissions

arify that the street typologies apply 
ange 18 apply to “streets” without an

d Plan Change 18 does apply only to typo
  As the typologies for Massey North are 
rough the comprehensive development pl

greement as to what is sufficient to m
numbered as (e)(iv) in Appendix 1)which 
 the comprehensive development plans, r

ds vested in the Council, i.e. public ro
ge 15 is to identify street typologies 
ads would be optional.   

work for Massey North is intended to be public ro
tice.  Also it may not be appropriate or practical 

ecinct E where the existing road network i
llow a comprehensive development plan t
g been identified for the internal streets.  T

f the ainstreet into Precinct E.  Therefore it
e)(iv) pn Ap endix 1) be amended to the effect th

rehensive development plan. 

onse to 257/223 and other submission
or the critical streets. 

anges and it is unclear what the inten

nt to require consideration of City-wid
rovide for the submitter’s request, in p
e 26.5.  However for clarity it is recom

t sentence of Rule 26.2.  Also the referenc
d to “City-Wide Urban Design Rules” for clarit
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This submission seeks greater flex  to local circumstances.  In 
response the City Wide rules, set d Plan Change 18).  If these 
standards are not met, or are considere  to the circumstances, then 
Rule 26.3 (e) requires a resource conse rits of the circumstances can 
then be assessed through the consent  as (e)(vii) in Appendix 1) is a 
standard it should not be uncertain
 
Submission 300/49 
This submission requests an e  “potential”.  The requested 
changes provide useful clarification ted. 
 
Submission 300/53 
This submission seeks removal of ock layout of building in 
relation to parking.  In response, th to the Massey North Urban 
Concept Plan.  Removal of this will resu t, lower urban densities and 
excessive retail dominance.  The reque ould not provide good 
guidance to those charged with process ge is 
recommended.  
 
 Recommendation:  
Submissions 109/93, 110/93, 111/93, 2 7/272, 257/273, 300/46 and 
300/53 are rejected.   
Submissions 203/4, 203/42, 257/2 epted in part to the extent 
shown in Appendix 1. 
Submission 300/49 is accep
 

5.24 Performance Standards - General 
 
203/39 AMP NZ 

Property 
Development Ltd 
& AMP Capital 
Investors (NZ) 
Ltd 

Amend Ru
as follows 
deletions in st
"26.3 Perform

Permitt
Activiti
Activiti

(a) Maximu
(i) To

A -
(ii) To

ibility in the application of street typologies
standards for street typologies (refer Propose

d by the applicant to be inappropriate
nt as a discretionary activity.  The me

process.   As 26.2 (f) (vi) (renumbered
. Therefore no change is recommended. 

 am ndment to 26(d) to clarify what is meant by
 and it is recommended that they be adop

the assessment criteria requiring a perimeter bl
e perimeter block layout approach is integral 

lt in a lower quality of urban environmen
sted amendment is open ended and w
ing and deciding on resource consents.  No chan

57/273, 257/243, 257/262, 257/270, 25

23, 257/224, 257/227 and 257/271 are acc

ted as wsho n in Appendix 1. 

le 26.3 - Performance Standards 
(additions underlined, and 

rikethrough): 
ance standards relating to 

ed Activities, Controlled 
es and Limited Discretionary 
es 
m Building Height: 
wn Centre Core Precinct Area 
 30 metres 
wn Centre Precinct Areas B(1) 

and (2) - 30 metres 
wn Centre Precinct Area C - (iii) To 10 

metres within 100 metres of State 
Hig rwise hway 16 othe 30 metres 

e 
(iv) Town Centre Precinct Area D - 10 

metres within 100 metres of Stat
Highway 16 otherwise 1230 
metres 

(v) Existing Town Centre Precinct 
Area E - 30 metres 

(b) Yards: 7.5 10 metre building setback 
along State Highway 16 (as it exists as 
at 31 March 2005) and Hobsonville 
Road frontages. 
Note: State Highway 16 refers to that 
section of the State Highway North of 
Don Buck Road 

(c) Min umim  Numbers of Floors Levels: 
(i) Town Centre Core Precinct Area 

A - Two Storeys along both sides 
of the Main Street area 
Mainstreet, as shown on Massey 
North Urban Concept Plan. Four 
Storeys for areas identified as 

Supported By:  
81 IB, GA and IE Midgley 
Opposed By:  
108 Progressive Enterprises 
Limited 
250 Auckland Regional 
Council 
300 IMF Westland Ltd 



 
Apartment Residential on the 
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Massey North Urban Concept 
Plan

(ii) Town Centre Precinct Area B - 
Four Storeys for areas identified 
as Apartment Residential on the 
Massey North Urban Concept 
Plan

(iii) Town Centre Precinct Area C - 
Four Storeys for areas identified 
as Apartment Residential Areas 
on the Massey North Urban 
Concept Plan 

(iv) Town Centre Precinct Area D - 
Four Storeys for areas identified 
as Apartment Residential on the 
Massey North Urban Concept 
Plan  - this rule does not apply 

(v) Existing Town Centre Precinct 
Area E - this rule does not apply

(d) Maximum Building Coverage 
(i) Town Centre Core Precinct Area 

A - this rule does not apply 
(ii) Town Centre Precinct Area B - 

this rule does not apply 
(iii) Town Centre Precinct Area C - 

60% for net site area shown as 
Aapartment Residential Area living 
on the Massey North Urban 
Concept Plan 

(iv) Town Centre Precinct Area D - 
60% for net site are shown as 
apartment living on the Massey 
North Urban Concept Plan 

(v) Existing Town Centre Precinct 
Area D E - this rule does not apply 

 Activity Thresholds: 
(i) Town Centre Core Precinct Area 

rtainment 

 

all be limited to a maximum 

(e)

A - Retail and ente
activities: 
� shall be limited to a maximum

40,000m2 ..............; and 
� sh

60,000m² gross floor are, until 
a minimum 12,000m² gross 
floor area of other Massey 
North Town Centre Precinct a 
Activities (excluding retail and 
entertainment activities) have 
been established thereafter, for 
every additional 10,000m² 
gross floor area of retail  and 
entertainment activities 
4,000m² of other Massey North 
Town Centre Precinct A 
Activities shall be provided.  
.................... 

(v) Existing Town Centre Precinct 
Area E - this rule does not apply.

(f) Parking Loading - and Driveway 
Access: 

 For all areas in the Concept Plan 
Rule 14 Community Environment 

 Provided that: 

as for 
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all be 
t 

�  Town Centre Core Precinct Area A 
- No driveway access sh

located along the Main Stree
area Mainstreet
as shown on the Massey N
Urban Concept Plan 

- No parking shall .......... " 

orth 

 
sion: 
bm ts a 6

separately below. 

 h re a il in section 5.25 below.  In n it 
is recomm

nded to read: 

tres; 

ent of vehicles.  The 10m Yard provides for a buffer, slip lanes and 
 

 it is 
te 

at 

tandards are necessary to encourage a mixed use Town Centre.  The standards 

ssey North urban concept plan.  No change is 

ight 

Discus
This su ission reques variety of alterations to the standards in Rule 2 .3.  These are discussed 

 
Building eight issues a

ended that: 
ddressed in more deta  response to this submissio

 
ule 26.3(a) (iii) be ameR

 
(iii) Town Centre Precinct Area C - 20 metres within 30 metres of State Highway 16 otherwise, 30 me
 
The other requested changes to the building height standards are inappropriate. 
 
The 10m Yard requirement along State Highway 16 is necessary as this will remain a state highway with 

riority being given to the rapid movemp
landscaping adjacent to the highway.  This restraint need only apply along State Highway 16.  No change is
recommended. 
 
The minimum floor level standards are actually standards on the minimum storey height within buildings.  

hey are not intended to be floor level elevations.  Consequently the heading is misleading and it is T
recommended that it be changed as requested by the submitter.  In addition bullet (v) is superfluous and
recommended that it be deleted.  In other respects the changes requested by the submitter are inappropria
because the minimum 4-storey standard is necessary to achieve a reasonable initial built density, given th
the prevailing practice of unit titling of apartments will discourage any further redevelopment of building for 
higher densities in the future. 
 
For reasons discussed in response to submission 81/9 (section 5.13), maximum building coverage rule 
26.3(d) is not considered necessary and it is recommended that it be deleted entirely. 
 
The activity threshold s
requested by the submitter will be less effective long-term in achieving this goal.  Therefore no change to 
Rule 26.3(e) (renumbered as (d) in Appendix 1) is recommended. 
 
It is considered that the use of Mainstreet in Rule 26.3(f) (renumbered as (h) in Appendix 1) is sufficient 

iven that this is the term used in the legend of the Mag
recommended. 
 
Recommendation:  
Submission 203/39 is accepted in part to the extent shown in Appendix 1. 
 
5.25 Building He
 
N0. Submitter Summary of Decision Sought Further Submitter/s 
109/106 The Warehouse Amend Rule 26.3(a)(iii) and (iv) to provide a Opposed By:  

Ltd maximum building height of 30m throughout 108 Progressive Enterprises 
Areas C and D. Limited 

208 Sylvia Park Business 
Centre Limited 

110/106 Warehouse 
Stationery 
Limited 

Amend Rule 26.3(a)(iii) and (iv) to provide a 
maximum building height of 30m throughout 
Areas C and D. 

Opposed By:  
108 Progressive Enterprises 
Limited 
208 Sylvia Park Business 
Centre Limited 

111/103 The National 
Trading 

Amend Rule 26.3(a)(iii) and (iv) to provide a 
maximum building height of 30m throughout 

Opposed By:  
208 Sylvia Park Business 

Company of New Areas C and D. Centre Limited 



 
Zealand Limited 108 Progressive Enterprises 
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Limited 
257/283 Waitakere City 

Council 
Amend the rules of the Plan Change to 
consider amending the height limit of 
Precincts B, C, and D; should be lowered to 
20 - 25m with a 10m flexibility built in to 
Precinct B providing that building forms may 

 

extend to 35m when designed in a manner 
that reinforces the critical mass or  focal point 
of the town centre in Precinct A. 

257/284 Waitakere City 
Council 

Amend the rules of the Plan Change to 
review the height limit in Precinct A (at the 
least for 100m either side of the mainstreet if 

Supported By:  
300 IMF Westland Ltd 

not the entire Precinct) to be increased to 
40m. 

300/30 IMF Westland 
Ltd 

Seeks that if Submission 300/27 is not 
accepted, reject the 8th bullet of Policy 11.44 
and replace with the following: 

 
Support and Opposed By:  
81 IB, GA an

Building heights shall have regard to the 
objectives to achieve urban intensity without 
compromising precinct objectives and urban 
design requirements. 

d IE Midgley 

300/58 IMF Westland 
Ltd 

Delete Rule 26.3(a), particularly items (i) and 
(v). 

 
Support and Opposed By:  
81 IB, GA and IE Midgley 

300/75 IMF Westland Delete Rule 27.3(a).  
Ltd Support and Opposed By:  

81 IB, GA and IE Midgley 
Discussion: 
 
Submissions 109/106, 110/106, 111/103  

hese submissions request removal of the standard that sets a 10m height limit within 100m of T State 
 the 

ty 

t 
 markedly improved to that of a 30m 

n the context of other adjacent areas which have a 30m height standard.   

o State Highway 16 are limited to a height approximately 
d 

 

h.  

 
ange is recommended. 

  
taining Precinct A as the central focus.  

d to provide for a 40m height standard. 

Submission 300/30 

Highway 16, so that the 30m height standard applies over the whole of precincts C and D.  In response,
10m standard was set for a variety of reasons including the prominent ridge top location, to maintain ameni
alues along State Highway 16, and to maintain amenity values for future adjacent development in the v

Redhills area after 2021.   
 
However, the 10m standard only allows for 2 or possibly 3 storey buildings over a considerable area.  This 
will conflict with the aim of achieving higher employment densities as specified in the ARPS.  Also it is no
bvious that a 10m height restriction will result in a visual appearanceo

height restriction, give
 
The amenity of State Highway 16, and the future adjacent Redhills development can be reasonably be 

aintained provided that the buildings adjacent tm
half that of the total width of the state highway and setbacks.  This would avoid a tunnel like effect an
maintain reasonable solar access.   State Highway 16 is approximately 20 metres wide, and assuming two
10m setbacks, the total width of open space will be 40m.  Therefore buildings adjacent to State Highway 16 
should be limited to a 20m height.  It is considered that applying this standard to the first 30m from the 
northern boundary of State Highway 16 is adequate considering that the ground slopes down to the nort
Therefore it is recommended that Rule 26.3(a) (iii) and (iv) be amended to that effect. 
 
Submission 257/283 
This submission requests a stepped regulatory approach to height standards within precincts B, C and D 
with a flexible range between 20 to 35m providing the focal point of Precinct A is not affected.  In response, 
the regulatory system proposed, although not exactly specified, is likely to be excessively complex in relation
o the potential benefit.  No cht
 
Submission 257/284 
This submission requests a 40m height standard for Precinct A.  This would provide for buildings with 
approximately 10 storeys whereas the existing 30m height standard provides for approximately 7 storeys.
Raising the height standard for Precinct A will assist in main

herefore is recommended that Rule 26.3(a) (i) be amendeT
 



 
This submission requests that bullet 8 of Policy 11.44 wh
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ich currently states “limiting building height to 
nsure that a human scale is retained” to read “building heights shall have regard to the objectives to 

eve u ity with ectives and urban ”.   

In respon e ui ffect 
people’s perceptions of the vel.    This policy focus does not 
necessarily take into accoun d changes to the Auckland 
Regional Policy Statement ( ment and residential densities.  Multi-storey 

uildings are required to attain the proposed targets set in the ARPS and in practice would probably require 
ilding height of around 3-4 storeys.   

 

f the 
ublic space.  Where the ratio is one to one, the impression is that of an alley with “enclosure”.  Where the 

 two to one, the impression is more that of a street, and where the ratio is four to one 
laza or square.  These rules of thumb are approximate only. 

 is desirable (from an urban design perspective) to create a sense of enclosure along the Town Centre 
h 
s) 

igh.   However, this should not be taken to the point where excessive concentrations of tall buildings create 
xperie comes rs pedestrian/stree

The existi ndard set in an that necessary to provide 
enclosure.  Consequently, th her urban densities in the long-
term, and maintaining a “hu tween this bullet in the policy and the 
rules.  Although in practice t edium-term. 
 

ll th t po  n guidance as to 
what is m  “human n ectations.  
The policy needs to reflect a ive and negative effects of tall buildings. 
Therefore it is recommende eight and location of 
buildings to provide for an e ile retaining a satisfactory 

n  s
 
Submission 300/58 
This submission requests re sey entre Special 
Area.  In response, taller bu d h ities.  
However, taller buildings also have mo cts 

e nclude focu Town Centre in 
A g a pe me

 
The existing s a heig ll be sessed for 
effects as a discretionary ac r bu onsent. 
 
The ARPS employment density targets can be achieved with an average bui 3-4 stories, which 

d eigh d be n balance it is 
recomme ot
height are
 
Submission 300/75 
This submission requests removal of the building height and 10m State High s applying 

Mas ia
 
The Massey North Special E  buildings in it will have an 
industrial character.  The ind ment Residential Area, and the 

ta ntended ldin tting the height 
rd unneces d

recomme ould pro ingle storey 
industrial 
 

e
achi rban intens out compromising precinct obj design requirements
 

se, bullet 8 repres nts a particular concern that excessively tall b
urban environment, especially at street le
t the more recent emphasis within the propose
ARPS), on attaining higher employ

ldings can adversely a

b
an average bu
 
The issue of human perceptions of building height is a complex one as it is dependent on viewing position, 
the nature of the environment around the building, and personal circumstances.  General experience
indicates that people find buildings of up to four storeys acceptable, but perceptions become progressively 
less accepting as building height goes beyond four storeys. 
 
At street level, the ratio of street width to building height affects people’s perceptions of the nature o
p
ratio is approximately
the impression is more that of a p
 
It
streets.  This requires multi-storey buildings.  For example, the Transport Audit indicates a mainstreet widt
of approximately 26 metres, and a sense of enclosure would be provided by buildings 26m (about 6 storie
h
an e nce that be  tunnel like, or otherwise dete t activity. 
 

ng sta  rule 26.3 already allows buildings taller th
ere is an implicit trade off between attaining hig

man scale”, i.e. a potential inconsistency be
his situation is unlikely to arise in the short to m

Overa e existing bulle
eant by a

int is considered to be unhelpful in that it does
scale”.  This may give rise to conflicting viewpoi
n appropriate balance between the posit
d that the bullet be amended to read: “managing the h
nclosed streetscape and improved urban density wh

ot provide any 
ts and foster false exp

pedestria  environment at treet level”. 

moval of the height standards within the Mas
ildings will provide opportunities for growth an

re potential to create adverse effe

 North Town C
igher employment dens

on the surrounding urban 
environm
Precinct 

nt.  These i
 and creatin

rule set

 wind deflection, shading, dispersion of the 
rception of an inhospitable tunnel like environ

ht above which the effects of tall buildings wi
tivity.  This does not necessarily prevent talle

s away from the 
nt a street level.   

 individually as
ildings from gaining c

lding height of 
is well un er the 30m h

nded that the heig
 recommended in

t standard.  However, higher densities shoul
ht standard for Precinct A be raised to 40m.  N
 response to submission 300/30 above.  

 encouraged.  O
e that changes to policy on 

way 16 Yard standard
in the sey North Spec l Employment Area. 

mployment Area is an industrial area and the
ustrial buildings will be visible from the Apart

height s
tanda

ndard is i
at 10m is 
nded that the heig
buildings. 

to provide for additional control over taller bui
sarily low and some single storey industrial buil
ht standard be changed to 15m, which w

gs.  However, se
s ings exceed this.  It is 

vide for taller s
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The 10m Ya ard is necessa
consequent need to retain room for te Highway.  This highway will remain 
prioritised for fast vehicle movement. The move the 10-metre setback.  
No change is recommended. 
 
Recommendation:  
Submission 257/283 is rejected 
Submissions 109/106, 110/106, 111/103, 300/58 and 300/75 are accepted in part to the extent shown in 
Appendix 1. 
Submission 257/284 is accepted as show
 

5.26 State Highway 16 - 10 
 
N0. Submitter Summa io rther Submitter/s 

rd stand ry because of the limited access rights onto S
 slip lanes adjacent to the Sta

tate Highway 16 and the 

refore it would be inappropriate to re

n in Appendix 1. 

Metre Setback 

ry of Decis n Sought Fu
250/177 Auckland 

Regional Council 
Amend the p
proposed 10 etback along Don Buck 
Road to assist in forming a good urban 
streetscape 
and encoura n uses. 

d By:  
300 IMF Westland Ltd 

lan change by reducing the 
 metre s

Supporte

which will reduce vehicle speeds 
ge pedestria

 
Discussion: 
This submission relates to th  Highway 16.  The submitter asks that it 

e of a ich nel effect” will 
reduces a ehicle sp me  
submission is acknowledged n this r location, because of 
the limited access rights ont d to retain room for slip lanes 
adjacent to the State Highw st vehicle movement. 

e r No cha nded. 

Recommendation:  
Submission 250/177 is rejec

5.27 R  Margin /E
 
N0. Submitter Further Submitter/s 

e 10m development setback along State
be reduc d with the aim 

verage v
llowing a built up form closer to the street, wh

eeds.  In response, the general traffic manage
, but would be inappropriate to apply that i

o State Highway 16 and the consequent nee
ay.  Also, this highway will remain prioritised for fa

 through the “tun
nt principle behind the

 particula

Therefor
 

 it would be inapp opriate to remove the 10-metre setback.  

ted. 

nge is recomme

 

iparian s, Urban Open Space and Drainage

Summary of Decision Sought 

cological Open Space 

4/6 Rexford Family 
Trust 

ot 

d to and 

 Delete the riparian margin indentification 
margin from the submitters land (81 &91 
State Highway 16, Pt Lot 3 DP 98668 and L
1 DP 98668).  An ecological report on the 
proposed Riparian Margins is attache
forms part of the submission. 

81/14 IB, GA and IE 
Midgley 

other 

Opposed By:  
300 IMF Westland Ltd 

Amend the plan showing proposed changes 
to riparian margins by deleting the 
requirement for riparian margins on the 
submitter’s land (ie: the area shown on 
pans as Precinct C). 

109/115 e’ 

rn 

upported By:  

300 IMF Westland Ltd 
208 Sylvia Park Business 
Centre Limited 

The Warehouse 
Ltd 

Amend by deleting the ‘urban open spac
shown on either side of the “indicative road” 
(over the extent of the area shown as ‘town 
centre’), which runs north from the northe
side of Hobsonville Road, opposite Fernhill 
Drive.   

S
108 Progressive Enterprises 
Limited 
Opposed By:  

110/115 Warehouse 
Stationery 
Limited 

Supported By:  
108 Progressive Enterprises 
Limited 
Opposed By:  
300 IMF Westland Ltd 
208 Sylvia Park Business 
Centre Limited 

Amend by deleting the ‘urban open space’ 
shown on either side of the “indicative road” 
(over the extent of the area shown as ‘town 
centre’), which runs north from the northern 
side of Hobsonville Road, opposite Fernhill 
Drive.   

111/112 The National 
Trading 
Company of New 

’ 
” 

Supported By:  
108 Progressive Enterprises 
Limited 

Amend by deleting the ‘urban open space
shown on either side of the “indicative road
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d 

300 IMF Westland Ltd 

Zealand Limite (over the extent of the area shown as ‘town 
centre’), which runs north from the northern 
side of Hobsonville Road, opposite Fernhill 
Drive.   

Opposed By:  
208 Sylvia Park Business 
Centre Limited 

140/1 Garelja Brother
Strawberry 
Gard

s 

ens ay 

Amend the plan change to define the 
Riparian Margins more accurately. The 
current map shows a non-existent waterw
on the property at 63 State Highway 16. 

 

203/45 
 

AMP NZ 
Property 
Development Ltd 

they are: 

 
 

& AMP Capital 
Investors (NZ) 
Ltd 

Amend Rule 26 - Other Criteria - as follows 
(additions underlined, and deletions in 
strikethrough): 
" 26(ao) The extent to which areas of public 

open space are provided and 
developed so that 

(i) readily visible and accessible
such as with a generous street
frontage or bordering the front 
yards of sites or front faces of 
buildings; 

(ii) are located to provide visual
relief, particularly in intensively 
developed areas; 

(iii)

 

 are integrated with surrounding 
development; 

(iv) are sized according to 
community and neighbourhood 
needs; 

(v) are developed so that they are 
usable; 

(vi) are easily maintained. " 
 

And delete Criteria 26 (aq) and 26 (ar). 

Supported By:  
81 IB, GA and IE Midgley 
Opposed By:  
250 Auckland Regional 
Council 
300 IMF Westland Ltd 

257/244 Waitakere City Amend the Plan Change to introduce a new Su
Council policy and associated rule or assessment 

pported By:  
250 Auckland Regional 

criteria requiring that buildings address 
linkages with adjacent public open spaces 
(rather than streetscapes only). 

Council 

257/268 Waitakere City 
Council 

Amend Rule 26.2(c) to review the Street 
Frontage typologies (Rule 3 Building Design - 

Supported By:  
250 Auckland Regional 

Street Frontage of Plan Change 18) to 
provide standards for buildings to front ‘urban 
open space’. 

Council 

257/309 Waitakere City Amend the Massey North Urban Concept Supported By:  
Council Plan so that the ‘Drainage/Ecological Open 300 IMF Westland Ltd 

Space’ strip shown within Precincts A and B 
be reviewed and if appropriate that the strip 
be removed from the Plan Change and that, if 
necessary, additional green space be 
compensated in the main drainage reserve 
between the town and employment centre 
precincts. 

296/6 Mitchell & Amend the Plan Change to provide  
Helena Cox assurance that the riparian margins and 

ecological areas identified on the submitter’s 
land (97 SH16) in the proposed Natural Area 
Maps are based on a robust technical 
assessment & reflect the actual on the 
ground situation. 

300/34 IMF Westland 
Ltd 

Seeks that if  Submission 300/27 is not 
accepted, amend the 11 bullet following the 

 
Support and Opposed By:  



 
subheading ‘Town Centre Precinct A’ by 
inserting the following words in italics: 
maintain areas of open space and riparian 
margins to provide for stormwater mitigation 
and passive recreational opportunities, where 

81 IB, GA and IE Midgley 
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retaining these features enhances the 
compact urban form being sought. When it is 
proposed that the areas of open space and 
riparian margins are not to be maintained, a 
demonstration, through triple bottom line 
analysis as to how overall environmental 
performance is achieved, will be required. 

300/50 IMF Westland 
Ltd 

Amend Assessment Criteria 26(l) as follows: 
The extent to which landscape treatment and 
development complements and enhances the 
ecological value of riparian margins that are 
deemed necessary of retention. 

 
Support and Opposed By:  
81 IB, GA and IE Midgley 

300/55 IMF Westland 
Ltd 

Reject Assessment Criteria 26(an) and 
replace with: 

 
Support and Opposed By:  
81 IB, GA and IE Midgley The extent to which development utilises 

riparian margins, identified within the CDP as 

environmental performance. 

necessary for retention in accordance with 
ecological assessments to improve 

300/82 IMF Westland Amend the map to delete the eastern riparian Support and Opposed By:  
Ltd margin (adjacent to the northern extension of 

the main street on UCP). 
81 IB, GA and IE Midgley 

300/84 IMF Westland 
Ltd 

Amend Appendix XX - Massey North Urban 
Concept Plan, to de

Support and Opposed By:  
lete the 

drainage/ecological open space identified on 
the UCP adjacent to the northern extension of 

81 IB, GA and IE Midgley 

the main street. 
306/1 Robert Hogg & Amend the Map ‘Proposed

Helen Purcell 
 Changes to A7, 

C7 and C8 Natural Areas’ to draw the ‘Area 

nd affected by the yellow 5m-margin 
provision. 

 

of Plan Change’ to scale. At present the area 
shown on the map misrepresents the amount 
of la

1117/1 Dianne & 
Graham Head 
and Family 

Amend the width of the Riparian Margins 
Natural Area from 30m to 10m. 

 

Discussion: 
 
Submission 4/6 
This submission requests removal of the Riparian Margin Natural Area on 91 State Highway 16 as shown
the Natural Area Map.  In response, the Riparian Margins were identified by a scientific process as repo
in Totara Creek Integrated Management Plan 2006.  The width of the riparian margin natural area is 5m 
either side of the stream bank.  This represents a small proportion of the total property and will not 
unreasonably restrict use or industrial d

 on 
rted 

evelopment of the property. Note that it will still be possible to apply 
r consent to alter the watercourse, if for example it is necessary to bridge it.  

commended that Rule 3.2 of the Riparian Margins Natural Area be amended to ensure that 
ny earthworks for infrastructure and roads are a limited discretionary activity, rather than a non-complying 

opment in Massey North. 

inct C. In response, the 
parian margins were identified by a scientific process as reported in Totara Creek Integrated Management 

fo
 
The surrounds of this stream are also shown as Drainage / Ecological Open Space within the Massey North 
Urban Concept Plan and within The Totara Creek Integrated Catchment Management Plan, 2006. It is 
important to retain as much as possible of the full length of the stream system including minor tributary 
headwaters, as the downstream watercourse will be affected by the state of the upstream watercourse. 
Therefore it is recommended that the 5m Riparian Margin Natural Area be retained on this property.   
 
However, it is re
a
activity.  This maintains a consistent approach to consenting of devel
 
Submission 81/14 
This submission requests removal of the Riparian Margins Natural Area from Prec
ri



 
Plan 2006.  The width of the riparian margin natural area is 10m either side of the stream bank.  This 
represents a small proportion of the total property and will not unreasonably restrict use or development o
the property.  Note that it will still be possible to apply for consent to alter the watercourse, if for examp

ecessary to bridge it. Retention of the riparian area is necessary for ecological reasons. Therefore it is 
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f 
le it is 

 

rrier 
f 
  
e 
ess 

space can be located elsewhere.  Further 

 
ral 

nd clearly indicated in aerial photographs dating from 2001 but this 

 

 
watercourse in 

own 

 

26(aq) relates to a consent processing administration issue rather than potential effects 

Submissions 257/244 and 257/268 

n
recommended that the 10m Riparian Margin Natural Area be retained on this property.   
 
In addition it is recommended that Rule 3.2 of the Riparian Margins Natural Area Rule be amended to ensure

at any earthworks for comprehensive development plans are limited discretionary activity, rather than a th
non-complying activity.  This maintains a consistent approach to consenting of development in Massey 
North. 
 
Submissions 109/115, 110/115 and 111/112 
These submissions seek removal of the Urban Open Space indicated along the road within Precinct C. 
In response the urban open space shown along both sides of the Fernhill Drive would provide for a park 
onnection to the Drainage / Ecological Open Space to the North.  However it would also create a bac

between precincts A and D, reducing the degree of integration between the precincts.  Also as a result o
further investigation of the road network, it is proposed to realign Fernhill Drive to run further to the East.
This would incidentally reduce the degree of connection with the Drainage / Ecological Open Space to th
North.  Also a narrow strip of open space on either side of a busy public road will have limited attractiven

r public use. fo
 
It is necessary to provide for urban open space. However the strip on either side of the Fernhill Drive is 
unsatisfactory for the reasons listed above.  Therefore it is recommended that this urban open space be 

eleted, provided that an equivalent or better quality urban d
investigations indicate that a suitable open space can be provided in the form of a town square within 
Precinct A, and it is recommended that the Massey North Urban Concept Plan be amended to give effect to 
this.    
 
Submission 140/1 
This submission requests that the Riparian Margin Natural Area maps be corrected as they are alleged to
show a waterway on 63 State Highway 16.  In response, the maps do not show any Riparian Margin Natu
Area on this Property.  There is a non-riparian watercourse shown on the property. This appears to be 
orrelated with at depression in the grouc

needs to be confirmed.   
 
There are no rules associated with non-riparian watercourses.  It is however helpful to have them shown on
maps as they give an indication of issues, such as overland flow paths that may need to be addressed 
during development.   
 
Further discussions with the submitter has clarified that the submission is actually referring to a short length
f riparian margin in 95A State Highway 16.  Investigation has shown that there is no actual o

this location.  Therefore the maps are in error and it is recommended that the 5m riparian natural area sh
lying within 95A State Highway 16 be deleted. 
 
Submission 203/45 
This submission requests amendments to assessment criteria 26(ao) (renumbered as (am) in Appendix 1) 
and deletion of assessment criteria 26(aq) and (ar) .   
 
In regard to 26(ao)(i) the text as notified provides guidance in accordance with policy and no change to it is 
recommended.  In regard to 26(ao)(ii)-(vi), the “are” is grammatically superfluous and it is recommended that
it be deleted from each clause. 
 
Assessment criteria 
on the environment.  While coordination with ARC consent processes is obviously desirable, the 
mechanisms for administration of consent processing are prescribed by the Act rather than the plan.  
Therefore this assessment criterion is unnecessary and inappropriate.  It is recommended that it be deleted. 
 
Assessment criteria 26(ar) provides a cross reference to the assessment criteria for other rules applying.  In 
response, this is better expressed within the matters over which discretion is limited to rather than as an 
assessment criterion, i.e. it would be more appropriate if the cross reference was made within the last 
paragraph of Rule 26.2.  Therefore it is recommended that the last paragraph of 26.2 be amended to the 
effect that where other rules apply then the assessment criteria of those other rules also apply in relation to 
those rules and that 26(ar) be deleted. 
 



 
These submissions request amendments to the provisions of Proposed Plan Change 15 and Proposed Pl

hange 18 to ensure that the design of buildings addresses public reserves as well as streets.  In resp
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an 
onse 

may have merit but it is unclear exactly what additional provisions would be appropriate. 
s 
e 

ssions request deletion of the Riparian Margin Natural Area and Drainage Ecological Open 
 stream that bisects precincts B and A. Related changes are also requested to Policy 

 
ral depression in the ground. 

t visual inspection indicates a low but not 
 

nificance of this stream is probably low but it 
s potential for riparian restoration. 

e throughout Massey North is to manage 
ormwater and catchment hydrology in accordance with the ICMP so that use and development of the 

hmen ble. It ation areas, and fl t after 
m

However, Fig re 3-5 of the ICMP, 2006 does not include a Drainage / Ecolog
stream.  Therefore it can be assumed that retention of the Drainage / Ecolog n Space for this stream 
is not considered necessary to give effect to the ICMP.   
 
Note also that there are other differences between the Drainage / Ecological igure 3 

se  15.  This is 
d ction 

 
It is recom  that the Drainage / Ecological Open Space be deleted fro
requested by the submitters.  This recommendation is subject to the Massey Plan 
being amended so that the Drainage / Ecological Open Space matches that 
ICMP, as recommended in section 5.7. 
 

i t ill ed by piping this 
particular nd allowi structed over it.  Ho at is 
best addr rehensive development plan consent proce
recomme arian zoning be retained as shown in Proposed Pla
recommended that Rule 3.2 of the Riparian Margins Natural Area Rule be am
earthworks for development are a limited discretionary activity, rather than a .  This 
maintains a consistent approach to consenting of development in Massey No

It is recom at som r, the specific amendments 
requested by the submitter, at any changes to the 
Drainage / Ecological Open d apply 

call n es are re the policy and 
assessment criteria to the e  N ge / 
Ecological Open Space nee p
 

 r ded that  renam nd Urban Open 
un n n 

drainage. 

C
theses submissions 
Most reserves will be fringed by public roads.  Development on the other side of the roads will face the road
and the relevant street typology will apply.  Thus in most cases building design should be compatible with th
adjacent reserves.  The existing criteria such as 26(c) and (d) etc… should be sufficient.  No change is 
recommended. 
 
Submissions 257/309, 300/34, 300/50, 300/55, 300/82 and 300/84 

hese submiT
Space, relating to the
11.44 and assessment criteria 26(l) and (an) (renumbered as (al) in Appendix 1). 
 
This stream is an unnamed tributary of Totara Stream, and is labelled as W21 in the Totara Creek Integrated 
Catchment Management Plan, 2006 (ICMP).  It has a 10m Riparian Margin Natural Area, and is included 
within the Drainage / Ecological Open Space as shown in Proposed Plan Change 15.  The stream is 
currently located in a pastoral environment and has been affected by historical agricultural activities.   
 
Part of the stream within precinct B has been piped and the piped length of stream is excluded from the 
Riparian Margin Natural Area and the Drainage / Ecological Open Space. Apart from this piped section, the

ajority of the streambed appears to be relatively unmodified, following a natum
 
No information is available on the flow rates of the stream, bu
insignificant rate of flow.  There is no significant native vegetation along the margins of the stream.  No
information is available on native fauna habitat but it is likely to contain native species such as eels that can 
adapt to an agriculturally modified stream habitat.  It would meet the Auckland Regional Plan: Air, Land and 
Water definition of a Category 1 Stream.  The overall habitat sig

oes make a broader ecological function in the catchment and had
 
The primary function of the Drainage / Ecological Open Spac
st
catc t is sustaina will also provide passive recre ora and fauna habita
enhance
 

ent.  

u ical Open Space for this 
ical Ope

 Open Space shown in F
d Plan Change-5 of the ICM

discusse
P and the Drainag

 further in se

mended

e / Ecological Open Space shown in Propo
5.7 above. 

m precincts B and A, as 
 North Urban Concept 
shown in Figure 3 - 5 of the 

It is poss ble, as the submit
stream a
essed through the comp
nded that the rip

ers argue, that the overall purpose of the Act w
ng the Town Centre to be con

 be best achiev
wever, this is a matter th
ss.  Therefore it is 
n Change 15, but that it is 
ended to ensure that any 

 non-complying activity
rth.  

 
mended th e flexibility be provided in Policy 11.44.  Howeve

are too broad.  It is more important to demonstrate th
 Space will not compromise implementation of the ICMP.  Also this shoul

generi y across all preci cts, not just Precinct A. Therefore chang
ffect that any changes to the Riparian Margins
d to demonstrate that the ICMP will not be com

commended to 
atural Area or Draina
romised. 

It is also
Space to reflect its main f

ecommen  the Drainage / Ecological Open Space be
ctions which are ecological (under the ICMP) a

ed Ecological a
d recreational, rather tha
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Submiss
This subm s to 9 hat  Natural 

 / Ecolog t technic reflects the on 
n

 
These areas were determin ta rated Catchment 
Management Plan, 2006 (IC s iparian 
Margins Natural Area, may tream by  some 
locations.  This is due to sca  not be discernable at the 1 t the district plan 

e n at.  The distri  riparian zone 
t the istrict plan maps.  Note that 

under the reek Inte s property will 
need to be purchased for co  is recommended. 
 
Submission 306/1 

to th s Natural Area on the district 
p ter iparian Margins Natural Area 

and asks e amended.  The black line was in rea of map subject to Proposed 
Plan Change 15. It was not  Margins Natural Area, but could 
give this impression.  This b e version of the maps.  No change 
is required. 
 
Submission 1117/1 
This submission requests that the ripa anged from the proposed 30m, back 

m dis an Ch nge 15.  The submitter owns 
76 Trig Ro is particul e effect of the 30 riparian margin on the value of this 
property.  In response, the w d by ecological criteria as set out in 
the report Riparian Margin S ic Growth Areas, 2004.  The submitter 
has not provided any inform at the 2004 assessment is incorrect.  Also 76 
Trig Road is within the State  shown as TSNZ4 in the District Plan.  Ultimately the 

 p pur n f the new State highway 16, 
which will to the eas o change is recommended. 
 
Recommendation:  
Submission 300/34, 300/50,
Submission 140/1, 257/244,  no changes recommended. 
Submissions 4/6, 81/14, 109 00/55, and 300/84 are accepted in 
part to the extent shown in Appendix 1. 

io ept
 

5.28 Massey North S
 

ion 296/6 
ission relate 7 State highway 16 and requests assurance t  the Riparian Margins

Area and
the grou

Drainage 
d situation.   

ical Open Space are as based on robus

ed by scientific research summarised by the To
MP).  Inspection of aerial photographs indicate

be displaced from the centreline of the s
ling errors that would

al research that 

ra Creek Integ
 the centreline of the R
 a matter of metres in
:8000 scale tha
e position of themaps ar

by the ac
ormally printed 

ual position of 
 Totara C

ct plan rules and definitions define th
 stream, not the indicative position shown on the 
grated Catchment Ma

d
nagement Plan 2006 (ICMP), much of thi

nstruction of stormwater wetlands.  No change

e black line shoThis submi
plan   ma

ssion relates 
s.  The submit

for it to b

wn enclosing the Riparian Margin
notes that it incorrectly portrays the width of the R

cluded to enclose the a
intended to indicate the width of the Riparian
lack line would be removed from the operativ

rian margin on Totara Creek be ch
trict plan prior to notification of Proposed Pl
arly concerned with th

to the 10  shown in the 
ad and 

a

idths of the riparian margins were determine
urvey of Waitakere City’s Northern Strateg
ation that would lead to the view th
 Highway 16 Designation

whole of roperty will be 
 run just 

chased by Transit New Zealand for constructio
t of Totara Creek.  N

 o

 300/82 and 1117/1are rejected. 
 257/268 and 296/6 are accepted in part with
/115, 110/115, 111/112, 203/45, 257/309, 3

Submiss n 306/1 is acc ed with no changes recommended. 

pecial Employment Area 

N0. Submitter Summary of Decision Sought Further Submitter/s 
109/114 e 

Ltd 
rspace’ from Rule 

250 Auckland Regional 
Council 
208 Sylvia Park Business 
Centre Limited 

The Warehous Delete the words after ‘floo
27.2(b)(i). 

Opposed By:  
300 IMF Westland Ltd 
108 Progressive Enterprises 
Limited 

110/114 Warehouse 
Stationery 
Limited 

Delete the words after ‘floorspace’ from Rule 
27.2(b)(i). 

O
3

pposed By:  
00 IMF Westland Ltd 

108 Progressive Enterprises 
Limited 
250 Auckland Regional 
Council 
208 Sylvia Park Business 
Centre Limited 

111/111 The National 
Trading 
Company of New 
Zealand Limited 

 Opposed By:  
208 Sylvia Park Business 
Centre Limited 
300 IMF Westland Ltd 
108 Progressive Enterprises 

Delete the words after ‘floorspace’ from Rule
27.2(b)(i). 
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Limited 
250 Auckland Regional 
Council 

140/4 Garelja Brothers 
Strawberry 
Gardens 

ad “…the 
Amend the last part of the paragraph starting 
“having regard for the above…” to re
achievement of an excellent standard of 
urban design.” 

 

171/3 nd Zoka 
Pavich le 

 

Supported By:  
140 Garelja Brothers 
Strawberry Gardens 

Mariko a Support proposed new area which will 
provide growth and opportunities for peop
to work as area is less suitable for strawberry 
farming as too close to urban areas

203/31 AMP NZ 
Property 
Development Ltd 
& AMP Capital 
Investors (NZ) 
Ltd 

 

d By:  
1 IB, GA and IE Midgley 

Opposed By:  
250 Auckland Regional 
Council 
300 IMF Westland Ltd 

Seeks that the industrial activities in the 
Massey North Employment Special Area that 
are located along the northern edge of the 
public open space facing the Massey North
Town Centre Special Area be replaced with 
residential activities. 

Supporte
8

250/166 Auckland 
Regional Council 

Supported By:  
127 Land Transport New 
Zealand 
Opposed By:  
00 IMF Westland Ltd 

76 Ivan & Milka Selak 
74 Roy Wigg 
75 Steve Nuich 

Delete the Massey North Employment 
Special Area from the plan change because it 
has not yet been identified as a future urban 
growth area in the Auckland Regional Growth 
Strategy or the Northern and Western 
Sectors Agreement. 

3

257/214 Waitakere City  
Council 

Amend Policy 1.18 by adding the following
additional sentence: 
“In terms of the Northern Employment Areas 
activities shall not compromise the functional 
purpose of this land for employment 
activities.” 

 

257/215 Waitakere City 
Council entence: 

th Areas 

Amend Policy 1.18 - Explanation by adding 
the following s
“The Northern Employment Grow
have been specifically provided to address 
the issue of the workforce commuting out of 
the city and to provide an additional area of 
employment land to meet local population 
growth.” 

 

257/216 City 
Council 
Waitakere Amend Policy 4.7 by adding the following 

additional sentence: 
“In terms of the Massey North Employment 
Area, activities shall not compromise the 
functional purpose of this land for 
employment activities.” 

 

257/217 City 
Council 

 the Waitakere Amend Policy 4.7-Explanation by adding
following sentence: 
“The Northern Employment Growth Areas 
have been specifically provided to address 
the issue of the workforce commuting out of 
the city and to provide an additional area of 
employment land to meet local population 
growth.” 

 

257/218 Waitakere City 
ncil 

ose words in 
italics and underlined: 
“Within an appropriate Working Environment 

priate Special Area 

Cou
Amend Policy 10.1 by adding th

or within an appro
Environment”. 

 

257/229 Waitakere City 
Council 

Amend Policy 11.17(a) by adding the 
following sentence: 
“Retail Activities within the Massey North 
Employment Special Area will be restricted to 
ensure that retail activities consolidate within 
the Massey North Town Centre special area 
and to ensure that a suitable area of 

Supported By:  
300 IMF Westland Ltd 
Support and Opposed By:  
108 Progressive Enterprises 
Limited 



 
employment land is retained for other 

I:\transfer\PC15\PC 15 Planners Report to the Panel January 2007.doc 114

employment activities.” 
257/256 Waitakere City 

Council 
Amend 6.1.1 to include the following 
sentence: 
“One of the significant issues facing 
Waitakere City is its ongoing perception as a 
dormitory suburb.  At the present time, the 
rate of population growth is outstripping the 
creation of local employment within the city.  
There is an identified lack of suitable 
employment land within the city.  This means 
that there has been an increase in the 
numbers of workforce leaving the city for 
employment.  In order to consolidate the city 
and stem the flow, there is the need to 
provide additional employment land in and 
around town centres.  This will have the 
benefit of aiding urban consolidation reducing 
air and water pollution and regional 
congestion from commuters.” 

 

257/257 Waitakere City 
Council 

Amend 6.2.2 to refer to Massey North 
Employment Special Area: 
“The development of Northern Strategic 
Growth Area Corridor is considered to 
provide an opportunity to meet the 
employment needs of the city.” 

 

257/302 Waitakere City 
Council 

Amend Rule 27 to include additional controls 
and assessment criteria within the Massey 
North Employment Node to address the 
interface with surrounding areas including 
State Highway 16 and the interface between 

 

the Massey North Town Centre Special Area, 
to ensure that buildings are of an appropriate 
scale and design, and to not compromise the 
amenity of adjoining sites. 

257/305 Waitakere City 
Council 

Amend Rule 27.5 by adding those words in 
italics and underlined: 
“(Note: this includes any residential activity or 
retail activity not provided for under rule 27.2 
or rule 27.4” 

 

261/1 H & C Evans Reject the rezoning of area industry opposite 
the most residential type area of this part of 
State Highway 16 

Opposed By:  
76 Ivan & Milka Selak 
74 Roy Wigg 
75 Steve Nuich 

261/2 H & C Evans Amend to include an open space/green belt  
along the highway that sets any industry back 
from the road 

300/73 IMF Westland 
Ltd 

Amend the 9th bullet as follows: 
ensuring that adverse effects on natural 
resources, including water quality and native 
vegetation are avoided remedied or 
mitigated; 

Support and Opposed By:  
81 IB, GA and IE Midgley 

300/74 IMF Westland Amend Rule 27.2(b)(i) as follows: 
Ltd Convenience shops with an aggregated retail 

floorspace not exceeding 100m2 provided 
there are no other convenience shops within 

Support and Opposed By
81 IB, GA and IE Midgley 
108 Progres

a 500m radius of the centre of the site subject 
to any proposal; 

 
:  

sive Enterprises 
Limited 

300/76 IMF Westland Amend Assessment Criteria 27(i) as follows:  
Ltd The extent to which activities, buildings, 

will accommodate the proposed activity and 
complement the character of buildings and 

Support and Opposed By:  
81 IB, GA and IE Midgley driveways, carparking and other development 

are of a size, location, scale and design that 



 
development of adjoining land, having regard 
to the existing and pote
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ntial use(s), (as 
identified within an approved resource 
consent) of that adjoining land; 

Discussion: 
 

ubmission 109/114, 110/114 and 111/111 S
These submissions request removal of the text after the word ‘floorspace’ in 27.2(b) (i).  In response these 

 of 

nse, “a reasonable” standard of design is a rather low target to aim at 
ppropriate, with a new greenfields development to aim for “an excellent” standard, 

g promulgated to address this.  It would be inappropriate to use this land for 

s 
ange is recommended. 

rn 

ame in these 
ith them either. It is part of the Henderson to Westgate 

proximately 1km beyond the area shown in 
gu rthern and Western Sectors 

assey North.  However, both the ARGS and the NWSA are essentially broad-brush 

s that population capacities will be changed when concept plans are 

on for industrial land use as part of a viable mixed town centre.  Location of the industrial 
 

ndments) can be developed 

 
 

rules are intended to discourage general retail development in the industrial area as there is a shortage
industrial land.  The proximity limitation is a necessary component of this.  Therefore no change is 
recommended. 
 
Submission 140/4 
This submission requests replacement of the word “reasonable” with the word “excellent”, in the second to 

st paragraph of policy 11.45.  In respola
and it would be more a
particularly considering the visibility of much of this area from nearby residential areas, rural areas and the 
state highway.  However it is recommended that the industrial nature of the area be recognised by amending 
it to read and “an excellent standard of industrial urban design.” 
 
Submission 171/3 
This submission states support for the Massey North Employment Special Area.  Support is acknowledged.  

o change is required. N
 
Submission 203/31 
This submission requests that residential activities replace industrial activities along the south western edge 
of the Massey North Employment Special Area adjacent to the Drainage / Ecological Open Space.  In 
response, Waitakere City Council has a recognised shortage of industrial land and the Massey North 

mployment Special Area is beinE
residential purposes.  In addition, if residential activities were placed here, adverse effects could arise 
because of incompatibility with the adjacent industrial uses.  The Drainage / Ecological Open Space provide

 buffer between Apartment Residential activities and industrial activities.  No cha
 
Submission 250/166 
This submission requests that the Massey North Special Employment Area be entirely deleted on the 
grounds that it is not included within the Auckland Regional Growth Strategy (ARGS), 1999 or the Northe
and Western Sectors Agreement 2001 (NWSA).   
 

 response, while the Massey North Employment Special Area is not expressly identified by nIn
two documents, it is not necessarily inconsistent w
Corridor referred to on page 32 of the ARGS.  It does protrude ap

i re 5 of the ARGS as “Westgate”, and also figures 2 and 3 of the NoF
Agreement shown as M
approaches to growth planning and do not detail the exact extent of growth and development.  Both 
documents provide for an intensive urban centre in Massey North. Note that Figure 5 of the ARGS is titled a 

rowth Concept” which implies a general outline subject to more detailed planning to take place.  Also “G
section 2.2 of the NWSA identifie
developed. 
 
The scope of this intensive urban centre has been refined since the NWSA document of 2001, leading to 
Proposed Plan Change 15.  It has also been confirmed since then in the Waitakere City Capacity Study.   

his includes provisiT
area underneath the airbase noise control area is an appropriate land use. Therefore Proposed Plan Change
15 represents a more detailed evolution of the broad outline of the ARGS and NWSA, rather than a 
departure from the ARGS and NWSA. 
 

he Massey North Special Employment Area (subject to the recommended ameT
in a way that is consistent with the Auckland Regional Policy Statement, Local Government Auckland 
Amendment Act 2004 and the Resource Management Act 1991.  Therefore no change is recommended. 
 
Submissions 257/214, 257/215, 257/216 and 257/217 
These submissions request policy amendments to protect employment special areas from activities 
that compromise them.  In response, the principle behind these submissions is appropriate but the proposed
wording of the amendments relates poorly to the wording of the existing policies 1.18 and 4.7 (policy relating
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4.  

.10 

ctivities should not compromise the ability of Working Environment, Community Environment and 

l areas” after “Working and Community Environments”. 

his submission requests a consequential amendment to Policy 10.1. It is recommended that it be accepted. 

cepted. 

 

ubject to any consequential amendments. 

hanges 13, 14 and 15 are accepted. 

reas including State 
ighway 16 and the interface between the Massey North Town Centre Special Area and the Massey North 

rea. 

e adopted for the reasons given below. 

re existing residential (lifestyle) activities that 
ould be affected by the close proximity of industrial activities.  Therefore it is recommended that a 10 metre 

 Massey North Employment Special Area.  This yard 
 carparking, as these activities have the potential to 

etract from the rural amenity.   

p nterface f Dra l Open Space 
provides s id mended.
 
With respect to the interface with the Massey North Town Centre Special Are

rovides rea tial s l activities may 
e s o siden g rule 

27.2(a) provides inadequate n rolled 
activity under Working Envir ntio me 
additional control over build  It is rec
 
• an additional assessme
• rule 27.2(a) be amended
 
Submission 257/305 

on requests an ule 27.5, to include a cross-reference 
ppropriate for consistency and it is recommended that it be accepted. 

 261/2 

to adverse effects on water and air quality caused by commuting) and their preceding objectives 1 and 
The subject matter of the submitters request relates better to policy 0.10 introduced by Proposed Plan 
Change 16 and the explanation that goes with that policy. Therefore it is recommended that the policy 0
be amended by the addition of text to the effect that:  
  
"A
employment special areas to provide employment opportunities within Waitakere City." 
  
In addition it is recommended that consequential amendments be made to the explanation of policies 1.18 
and 4.7 to insert “employment specia
 
Submission 257/218 
T
 
Submission 257/229 
This submission requests an addition to policy 11.17(a).  This amendment is appropriate and it is 
recommended that it be ac
 
Submission 257/256
This submission requests insertion of additional explanatory material in section 6.1.1.  The material is 
appropriate reflecting one of the main aims of the plan change.  It is recommended that it be accepted 
s
 
Submission 257/257 
This submission requests insertion of additional explanatory material in section 6.2.2.  The material is 
appropriate reflecting one of the main aims of the plan change.  However it is considered that some of the 
existing text in 6.2.2 may need to be updated to more adequately reflect the outcomes of urban planning 
under the LGAAA.  Therefore it is recommended that the submitter be asked to provide a more 
comprehensive update to the text of 6.2.2 as a consequential change in the event that Proposed Plan 
C
 
Submission 257/302 
This submission requests amendments to better address the interface with surrounding a
H
Employment Special A
 
In regard to the interface with existing State Highway 16, it is recommended that the changes recommended 
in response to submission 261/2 (below) b
 
In regard to the interface with the rural land to the North, there a
c
yard be extended along the northern boundary of the
should apply to buildings, outdoor storage areas, and
d
 
With res ect to the i

ufficient buffer w
 with the new State Highway 16, the area o
th and no additional controls are recom

inage/ Ecologica
  

a, the area of Drainage/ 
cale of inEcological O

still caus
pen Space p

 adverse effect
sonable buffer width, but the poten

n the amenity of the adjacent Apartment Re
 control because it does not include developme
onment Rule 4.2.  This is probably an uninte
ing form and appearance is appropriate. 

nt criteria be inserted, 
 to include controlled activities. 

 amendment to the notation at the end of R

dustria
tial Area.  The existin

 a contt that would be
nal oversight.  Therefore so
ommended that: 

This submissi
o Rule 27.4.  This is at

 
Submissions 261/1 and



 
These submissions are from a submitter on the opposite side of State Highway 16 to the Massey North 
Employment Special Area.  The submitter objects to the industrial zoning adjacent to the “most residential 
type area of this part of State Highway 16”.  The submitter also requests a green belt to set industry b

om the road.   
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ack 

 are also assessment criteria that apply such as 27(d) (ii). Collectively these 

 is 

nded that a similar 

 
refore it is recommended that Rule 27.2(a) be amended to include controlled activities 

entation of the Totara Integrated Catchment Management Plan. No 

 It is recommended that this amendment be accepted for the reasons given by the submitter. 

nd” in 
ssment criterion 27(i).  In response the second sentence is ambiguous and unnecessarily complicates 

atters, when an existing use on 
djoining land is a historical use not consistent with the Massey North Urban Concept Plan.  The aim should 

 ensu elopme t with the characte hat are 
te an n ws: 

“The extent ch activ d oth size, 
location, scale and design t s and g land 
as intended by the relevant o n”. 
 
Recommendation:  

sio , 110/1 3
Submissio 257/214 /302, pted 
in part to the extent shown i
Submissions 257/218, 257/2 n
Submission 171/3 is accept

 5.29 M
 
N0. Submitter itter/s 

fr
 
The general character of the existing environment is semi-rural with the submitter’s property being part of a 
loose cluster of residential or rural production buildings along the margin of State Highways 16.  
Development would see the eastern side of State Highway 16 change to an industrial character, although 
landscaping will be undertaken between the buildings and the State Highway.   
 
Proposed Plan Change 15 provides for a 10m Yard or building set-back along State Highway 16.  This is 
intended to result in buildings being setback from the legal boundary of the road by 10 metres.  Working 
Environment Rule 2.1 also sets a 45 degree height to boundary standard, which will discourage excessively 
tall buildings close to the State Highway.  Site development and building will also require resource consent 

nder Rule 27.2.  Thereu
provisions provide a potential mechanism to mitigate the effects the submitter is concerned with.  However, 
some changes are recommended to ensure the rules will be effective. 
 
Firstly, the existing Rule 27.3(b) Yards, does not say what the 10 metre yard is meant to apply to.  It
recommended that this be amended so that the Yard applies to buildings, outdoor storage areas, and 
carparking, as these activities have the potential to detract from the amenity along State Highway, and 

duce the space available for landscaping and tree planting.  It is also recommere
amendment be made to rule 26.3(b). 
 

econdly, Rule 27.2(a) omits to refer to controlled activities (refer Working Environment Rule 4.2).  This isS
probably an error.  The
as well as permitted and limited discretionary activities.  This will provide a better mechanism for control of 
buildings adjacent to the 10m Yard. 
 
Thirdly, an additional assessment criteria is recommended regarding landscaping of the 10 metre yard. 
 
Submission 300/73 
This submission seeks changes to the 9th bullet of Policy 11.45.  In response, the existing wording is 

ppropriate and supports the implema
change is recommended. 
 
Submission 300/74 
This submission request amendments to Rule 27.2(b) (i) to clarify that it applies to the total retail floor area 

p to 100mu 2. 
 
Submission 300/76 

his submission is primarily concerned with the reference to “potential use(s) of adjoining laT
asse
the issue.  In addition the reference to existing uses may also complicate m
a
be to re that dev nt and buildings are consisten

ge. It is recommended that as
r of adjoining uses t

as folloanticipa
 

d by the Plan ch

to whi

sessment criterio

ities, buildings, driveways, carparking an

 be amended 

er development are of a 
hat complements the character of, building
Human Environment or Massey North Urban C

 development on adjoinin
ncept Pla

Submis ns 109/114
ns 140/4, 

14, 111/111, 203/31, 250/266, 261/1 and 300/7
, 257/215, 257/216, 257/217, 257/256, 257

 are rejected. 
 261/2 and 300/76 are acce

n Appendix 1. 
29, 257/305 and 300/74 are accepted as show

ed with no changes recommended. 
 in Appendix 1. 

 

assey North Community Facility 

Summary of Decision Sought Further Subm
250/174 

l nd Ltd 
Auckland 
Regional Counci

Amend the plan change by relocating the Opposed By:  
300 IMF Westla
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the town gressive Enterprises 
proposed community facility to a more 
appropriate location, integrated with 
centre. 

Support and Opposed By:  
108 Pro
Limited 

257/308  City 

ility and consider changing 

rial and the southern 

 show 

Waitakere
Council 

Amend the Massey North Urban Concept 
Plan to reconsider the references to 
Community Fac
the proposed land use to the adjoining 
proposed land uses.  In the case of the 
school area this could comprise of the 
northern half as indust
portion as mixed use.  Consider amending 
Massey North Urban Concept Plan to
transport interchanges as indicative only. 

Supported By:  
nd Ltd 300 IMF Westla

Opposed By:  
108 Progressive Enterprises 
Limited 

Discussion: 
 
Submissions 250/174  
This submission requests reloca a location integrated with the Town Centre. 
The Community Facility are s.  However, at the time at which this 
report was written, the Ministry hat this site is necessary to 
accommodate future growth nee
 
Neither is it clear what other com  retention of this area.  It is possible 
that there is a need for relatively ot represented in the Drainage 
Ecological Open Space Area. H identified in the Plan Change 
documentation.   Waitakere City information on the intended uses of this 
area at the hearing. 
 
It is inappropriate to zone sig f ture community use, as this will 
affect the legally viable uses an ncil or other community service 
provider wants the land at some e course of action is to designate the 
land and purchase it.   
 
However, the potential need for at cannot easily be accommodated in the 
town centre needs to be recogn ncept Plan. 
 
Therefore it is recommended th an be amended to show the 
Community Facility as a hat Massey North Employment Special Area, 
but with a 50m wide strip of m  
 
This amendment indicates a po lso clarifies the underlying zoning 
and allows use of the land for o l needed for a community facility. 
 
Submission 257/308 
This submission requests consi nity Facility with Massey North Special 
area to the North and Mixed Us
 
Please refer to the recommenda 174 above and also submission 154/3 in section 
5.13. Taking into account th ble land for industrial activity, it is more appropriate for the 
underlying zoning to be Mas y ixed use, while retaining options for 
Community Facility Use. 
 
The Transport Audit indicates th ge needs to be determined in 
advance because the location is culation and the various intersection 
controls and bus priority measu ended that this aspect of the submission should 
be rejected. 
 
Recommendation:  
Submissions 250/174 and 257/3 wn in Appendix 1. 
 

5.30 Massey North Tow A 
 
N0. Submitter Further Submitter/s 

tion of the community facility to 
a in Precinct D was intended for school use

of Education has been unable to confirm t
ds.   

munity facilities are needed or warrant
 flat open community space, which is n
owever this or other needs have not been 
 Council may wish to present further 

ni icant areas of private land for unspecified fu
d therefore the value of the land.  If the Cou
 stage in the future, then the appropriat

 larger scale community facilities th
ised in the Massey North Urban Co

at the Massey North Urban Concept Pl
ched area with an underlying zoning of 

ixed use adjacent to the southern boundary.  

tential future use as community facility but a
ther purposes, in the event that is not al

deration of replacement of the Commu
e Periphery / Commercial to the south.  

tions for submission 250/
e shortage of suita
se  North Employment Special Area and m

at the location of the transport interchan
 critical with respect to efficient traffic cir

res.  Therefore it is recomm

08 are accepted in part to the extent sho

n Centre Special Area Precinct 

Summary of Decision Sought 
109/96 The Warehouse De own Opposed By:  lete bullet points 2-9 of Policy 11.44, T
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Ltd Ce
“En
ap y the use of 

108 Progressive Enterprises 
Limited 
110 Warehouse Stationery 
Limited 
208 Sylvia Park Business 
Centre Limited 

ntre Precinct Area A, and replace with: 
couraging good urban design and the 

propriate location of activities b
guidelines and a design review panel”. 
 

110/96 Warehouse 
Stationery 

De  Town 
Ce a A, and replace with: 

Opposed By:  
108 Progressive Enterprises 

Limited 

lete bullet points 2-9 of Policy 11.44,
ntre Precinct Are

“Encouraging good urban design and the 
appropriate location of activities by the use of 
guidelines and a design review panel”. 

Limited 
208 Sylvia Park Business 
Centre Limited 

111/93 

any of New 
Zealand Limited 

 11.44, Town 
lace with: s 

ses 

The National 
Trading 
Comp

Delete bullet points 2-9 of Policy
entre Precinct Area A, and repC

“Encouraging good urban design and the 
appropriate location of activities by the use of 
guidelines and a design review panel”. 

Opposed By:  
208 Sylvia Park Busines
Centre Limited 
108 Progressive Enterpri
Limited 

154/4 Joan Winnifred 
Boyle 

strial uses. 

Progressive Enterprises 
ted 

Amend all policies and rules relating to the 
precinct A area to allow a wide range of 
commercial smaller scale retail and 

ppropriate light indu

108 
Limi

a

Opposed By:  

203/5 AMP NZ 
Property 
Development Ltd 
& AMP Capital 
Investors (NZ) 
Ltd 

Amend text so that it reads as follows with 
additions underlined and deletions in 
strikethrough: 
"The Massey North Town Centre Special 
Area has been divided into five four precincts.  

 
 values for pedestrians 

The specific policies relating to each precinct 
are described below: 
The Town Centre Precinct Area A shall be 
................. designed town centre by: 
• requiring development to provide a high

level of amenity
who are utilising spaces that are 
accessible to the public realm; 

• utilising good accepted urban design 
principles including matters such as the 
development of verandah coverage on 
footpaths, zero setback of buildings along 
pedestrian oriented spaces and street 
frontages and implementing minimum 
areas of glazing to ensure that blank wall 
facades are minimised along those 
spaces and frontages  public streets; 

• the development of interactive frontages, 
and the avoidance of blank facades along 
pedestrian oriented spaces and street 
frontages the public realm.” 

• where appropriate ensuring parking 
buildings and large format retail 
developments are sleeved by the 
provision of specialty retail shopping or 
residential and commercial activities; 

• nominating street frontages to the 
selected proposed streets (as identified in 
the Massey North Urban Concept Plan) 
and requiring all buildings to be designed 
in accordance with the relevant street 
typology ies; 
mposing minimum numbers of • i floors 
levels and activity thresholds to 
ncourage a variety of activities to occur 
ithin the Town Centre; 

e
w

Supported By:  
81 IB, GA and IE Midgley 
Opposed By:  
108 Progressive Enterprises 
Limited 
258 Auckland Regional 
Transport Authority 
250 Auckland Regional 
Council 
300 IMF Westland Ltd 
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• i
• ...............; 

mposing minimum numbers of  floors 
levels along the identified  mainstreet 
hereby promoting t ensuring that the 
ability to provide a compact mixed use 
Town Centre is achieved; 

• provideing flexible flexibility to parking 
standards to enable the most efficient use 
of the scarce land resource in the Town 
Centre, and to encourage visitors to the 
Town Ccentre to use public transport, or, 

es when they choose to bring their vehicl
to the Town Ccentre to use communal 
parking areas; 

• ensuring that the design of the Town 
Centre as a whole is focussed upon 
having it is  integrated with the public 

ansport facilities that service the Ttr town 
Ccentre and the links within the City and 
across the Auckland Region. 

• Maintain areas of open space and riparian 
margins to provide for stormwater 
mitigation and passive recreational 
opportunities." 

203/11 AMP NZ 
Property 
Development Ltd 
& AMP Capital 
Investors (NZ) 
Ltd 

addi
strik
"Tow
 

Amend the text of Policy 11.44  - Explanation 
- Town Centre Precinct Area A as follows with 

tions underlined, and deletions in 
ethrough: 
n Centre Precinct Area A  

The Ttown Ccentre retail core should be 
loped as a compact, pedestrian 
tated retail based town centre with 

deve
orien larger 
scal riphery ande retail activities at the pe  
approp

 
Activ
leve
are 

riate provision for mixed 
use.................  

ities will be expected to provide a high 
l of amenity values for pedestrians who 

utilising the public realm, utilising 
inco porating sound r up to date approaches to 
urban design including matters ................  

assist the development of
 
To  interactive 
frontages, and assist with the avoidance of 
blank facades, parking buildings and large 
format retail developments will be sleeved by 
the provision of specialty retail shopping.  

The 
end, s require 

............................. 
use of thresholds levels ..............To this 
 the Rule also seek minimum 

floor levels along the main street thereby 
promoting ensuring that the ability to provide 

ompact mixed use Town Centre a c is 
achieved.  

Plan also seeks to pro
 
The vide flexible 
flexibility to parking standards to enable the 
most efficient use of the scarce land resource 

e Town Centre, and to in th encourage visitors 
e Town Cto th centre to use public transport, 
hen they choose to bring their vehicles 

c
or, w
to the Town Centre, use communal parking 

Supported By:  
81 IB, GA and IE Midgley 
Opposed By:  
108 Progressive Enterprises 

d 
258 Auckland Regional 
Transport Authority 
250 Auckland Regional 
Council 
300 IMF Westland Ltd 

Limite
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areas. Consequently it is proposed that the 
design of the Town Centre as a whole is 
focussed upon having it be integrated with 

public transport facilities the that service the 
town centre and the links within the City and 
across the Auckland Region. " 

203/17 AMP NZ 
Property 
Development Ltd 

stors (NZ) 
Ltd 

s - 

itions 
& AMP Capital 
Inve

Amend Rule 1.2 Special Area Defintion
"Massey North Town Centre Precinct A 
Activities" as follows with add
underlined, and deletions in strikethrough: 
“Massey North Town Centre Precinct Area A 

and 
g:  

Activities” means the use of land 
buildings for one or more of the followin
• any retail activities and/or retail se

excluding yard based activities;  
• 

rvices 

a supermarkets (limited to only one on 
the Massey North Town Centre Precinct 
A Area) with a gross floor area not less 
than 4000m² or greater than 9,000m²; 

• any administrative, commercial and/or
professional offices; ....................

• 

 
............ 

public and private parking buildings a
passenger transport facilitie
...........

nd 
s; 

upported By:  
81 IB, GA and IE Midgley 
111 The National Trading 

s 
Limited 
Opposed By:  
250 Auckland Regional 
Council 
300 IMF Westland Ltd 

.............." 

S

Company of New Zealand 
Limited 
108 Progressive Enterprise

203/33 AMP NZ 
Property 
Development Ltd 
& AMP Capital 
Investors (NZ) 
Ltd 

Amend the text of Rule 26.2 - Limited 
Discretionary Activities  - Town Centre 
Precinct Area A as set out on pages 23 - 33 
of the submission (203) and including the 
following amendments (additions underlined, 
and deletions in strikethrough): 
"Town Centre Precinct Area A 

Any The Comprehensive Development Plan 
relating to for the Town Centre Precinct Area

 to rovide details of: 

e exact boundaries of areas to be

 
A is  p

(i) Th  
de t veloped as Town Centre, Apartmen
Re hange and Park sidential, Bus Interc
and Ride, and Urban Open Space; 

location and configuration of (ii) The exact 
the proposed street network and 
associated intersections; 

(iii)  The indicative location of buildings and 
how each building will be designed to 
relate visually to adjoining activities and 
the streets (having regard to the 
nominated street typology); 

cation, dimension and indicative 
design of any 

(iv) The lo
the proposed pedestrian 

orientated open spaces and pedestrian 
routes Town Square; 

(v) Provision to be made for Mainstreet 
vehicular and pedestrian connections to 
other parts of the Massey North Town 
Centre Special Area the existing 
Westgate Shopping Centre (Precinct E); 

(vi) The ......., the streets (having regard to 
the nominated street frontage) and the 
identified Main Street area; 

81 IB, GA and IE Midgley 
Opposed By:  
108 Progressive Enterprises 
Limited 
250 Auckland Regional 
Council 
00 IMF Westland Ltd 

Supported By:  

3



 
(vii) ....; 

(viii) .....; 

(ix) 
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The location and indicative design of a 
public transport interchange and park 
and ride; 

(x) The method by which existing overhead 
transmission wires are to be integrated 
with the precinct development design, 
including any relocation or 
undergrounding proposed; 

e made for (xi) Provision to b residential 
activities within the Apartment 
Residential Area adjacent to Open 
Space Areas as shown on the Massey 
North Concept Plan (ground floor may 
be used for non-residential activities); 

(xii) The method by which no less than 40 
apartments per hectare will be provided 
for within the Apartment Living area of 
this precinct." 

257/238 Waitakere City 
Council 

Amend Policy 11.44 by adding the words 
“Precinct Area A” after the words “Town 
Centre” in bullet points 6, 7, 8, 9, & 10. 

 

300/33 IMF Westland 
Ltd

Seeks that if Submission 300/27 is not  
 accepted, amend the 2nd bullet following the 

subheading ‘Town Centre Precinct A’ by 

ransitional 
commercial, peripheral or residential) streets 

Support and Opposed By:  
81 IB, GA and IE Midgley 

inserting the following words in italics: 
utilising good urban design principles 
including matters such as the development of 
verandah coverage on footpaths, zero 
setback of buildings along street frontages 
and minimum areas of glazing on mainstreet 
but not necessarily all other (t

to ensure that blank wall facades are 
minimised along public streets. 

300/59 IMF Westland Delete Rule 26.3(c)(i) and replace with the
Ltd following: 

Town Centre Core Precinct Area A - 

  

Generally two storeys along both sides of the 

e entries in 

Support and Opposed By:  
81 IB, GA and IE Midgley 

Mainstreet except in the case of development 
proposed to accommodate double volume 
retail tenancies, atriums and arcad
which case the equivalent minimum height of 
2 storeys shall be allowed. 

300/61 nd replace 
with the following: 
Provided that: 

• Town Centre Core Precinct Area A 
Driveway access along the 

IMF Westland 
Ltd 

Delete the proviso of Rule 26.3(f) a

Mainstreet as shown on the Massey 
North Concept Plan shall be limited 
to a maximum of 2. 

 
Support and Opposed By:  
81 IB, GA and IE Midgley 

Discussio
 
Submissions 109/96, 110/9
These submissions seek rem ement with one bullet 
to the effect of encouraging w bullets 4-9 

n: 

6 and 111/93 
oval of bullets 2-9 of Precinct A, Policy 11.44 a

good urban design using an urban design rev
nd replac

ie  panel.  In response, 
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provide necessary guidance on sey North re.  Removal of these bullets 
is likely to result in an inappropr  
• low urban densities,  
• excessive retail dominance,
• low employment density,  
• wasteful use of space,  
• poor pedestrian environmen
• poor connectivity,   
• a low quality streetscap
• a low potential for intens ation and ail business activities, and  
• an inefficient transport syste ng high peak traffic densities. 
 
It is recognised that processing of co evelopment plans will require 
above average levels of skill and ex  applications are legally bound 
to do so within the context of the pla  provisions that provide good 
guidance are necessary to achieve a  LGAAA, even if an experienced 
panel is used.  Generalised stateme  helpful to those charged with 
making good decisions on resource mmended. 
 
Submission 154/4 
This submission requests non-speci ents to provide for “a wide range of commercial smaller scale 
retail and appropriate light industrial uses.  In response, the provisions of Proposed Plan Change 15 
provides for commercial and sm and n uired to give effect to this 
aspect of the submission.  Light indu  Town Centre.  No change 
is recommended in respect of th   
 

11
ub uest inct D co  urban 

concept p t n pr  is 
discussed  s tha o 
change is .  
 
Submission 257/238 
This submission requests am cinc is 
recommended that these chang
 
Submission 300/33 
This submission requests am own Centre Precinct Area A, Policy 11.44, 
to the effect that it will not ne  applie ets oth in street.  In response, some 
flexibility is appropriate as n eets.  For example, apartment 
buildings do not necessarily need  good urban design. It is 
recommended that the policy be  a way that is consistent with relevant street typology.  
 
Submission 300/59 
This submission requests an exe le volume retail, from the 
mainstreet two storey minimum s iums and arcade entries would 
be appropriate.  However, allowin d undermine the overall 
effectiveness of the standar ended that the Rule 26.3(c) (i) be amended to exempt 
atriums and arcade entries only.  The su on on Proposed Plan 
Change 18. 
 
Submission 300/61 
This submission seeks a two driv m the main street driveway restriction in Rule 26.3(f) 
(renumbered as (g) in Appe for this rule is to provide a continuous unbroken building 
façade and pedestrian envir in street.  However, given that the main street will be over 
200 metres long, allowing tw  excessive interruption to the 
building façade and pedestrian e hat this rule be amended to 
allow two driveways or service la
 
Recommendation:  
Submissions 109/96, 110/96 and cted. 
Submissions 300/33 and 300/59 ppendix 1. 
Submission 154/4 is accepted in
Submissions 257/238 and 300/6

the intended form of Mas  Town Cent
an foiate urb rm with:  

  

t,  

e,  
ific  growth of non-ret

m predominantly reliant on cars generati

nsent applications for comprehensive d
perience, but the persons processing the
n provisions.  Therefore appropriate plan
 result consistent with the RMA and the

nts about “good urban design” will not be
consent applications. No change is reco

fic amendm

aller scale retail uses o changes are req
strial activities would be inappropriate in the

is aspect of the submission.  

Submissions 203/5, 203/
These s

, 203/17 and 203/33. 
 major changes to the provisions of Prec
he submitter.  The revised urban concept pla
ection 5.13 above, where it is recommended 

missions req
lan presented by 
 in more detail in
 recommended

nsistent with the revised
 submitteresented by the

t it be rejected.  Therefore n

endments to Policy 11.44 Town Centre Pre t A, for clarification. It 
es be accepted. 

endment to the second bullet of T
cessarily be d on stre er than the ma

ot all the methods listed will be applicable to all str
 to located with a zero set back to achieve
amended to apply in

mption for atriums, arcade entries and doub
tandard.  In response, an exemption for atr
g exemptions for large retail activities woul

d. Therefore it is recomm
bmitter has also made a related submissi

eway exemption fro
ndix 1).  The reason 
onment along the ma
o driveways or service lanes would not cause an

nvironment.  Therefore it is recommended t
nes on the main street.  

 111/93, 203/5, 203/11, 203/17, 203/33 are reje
 are accepted in part to the extent shown in A
 part with no changes recommended. 
1 are accepted as shown in Appendix 1. 
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5.31 Massey North T
 
N0. Submitter Sum Further Submitter/s 

own Centre Special Area Precinct B 

mary of Decision Sought 
203/6 AMP NZ 

td 
P Capital 

Investors (NZ) 
Ltd 

Delet xt in Policy 11.44 relating to Supported By:  
Midgley 

300 IMF Westland Ltd 

Property 
Development L
& AM

e the all of the te
Town Centre Precinct Area B. 81 IB, GA and IE 

Opposed By:  
108 Progressive Enterprises 
Limited 
250 Auckland Regional 
Council 

203/18 AMP NZ 
Property 
Development Ltd 
& AMP Capital 
Investors (NZ) 
Ltd 

- 

ditions 

as 

Amend Rule 1.2 Special Area Defintions 
"Massey North Town Centre Precinct B 
Activities" as follows with ad
underlined, and deletions in strikethrough: 
“Massey North Town Centre Precinct Are
B(1) and (2)  Activities” means the use of l
and buildings for one or more the following: 

• � retail activities

and 

 and/or retail 

iling 
services involving the following: 

• � furniture reta
.....................; 

• � yard based activities 
including home improvement and 
handyman supplies including building 
materials, swimming pools and 
garden furniture, plant and garden 
supplies, servicing activities and; 
................... 

• � garden centres; 
• � auction markets; 
• provided that retail activities and 

retail services may be established in 
tenancies less than 200m2 up to a 
total gross floor area of 300m2 and in 
tenancies between 200m2-400m2 up 
to a total gross floor area of 1,500m2.  
All other tenancies shall have a 
minimum gross floor area of 400m2.  
No individual tenancy shall have a 
ground floor retail area greater than 
15,000m2; 

 
• � any administrative, 

................. 
• � service stations 

Supported By:  
81 IB, GA and IE Midgley 
Opposed By:  
250 Auckland Regional 
Council 
108 Progressive Enterprises 
Limited 
300 IMF Westland Ltd 

provided that ....... ". 
203/34 AMP NZ 

Property 
Development Ltd 
& AMP Capital 
Investors (NZ) 

Amend the text of Rule 26.2 - Limited 
Discretionary Activities  - Town Centre 
Precinct Area B as set out on pages 23 - 33 
of the submission (203) and including the 
following amendments (additions underlined, Ltd letions in strikethrough): and de
"Town Centre Precinct Area B(1) and B(2) 

The Any Comprehensive Development Plan 
relating to for the Town Centre Precinct Area 
B(1) or (2) is to provide details of: 

(i) The exact boundaries 
of............Retail/Commercial, Apartment 
Residential, ........; 

Supported By:  
81 IB, GA and IE Midgley 
Opposed By:  
108 Progressive Enterprises 
Limited 
250 Auckland Regional 
Council 
300 IMF Westland Ltd 



 
(ii) The indicative location of ........ the 

streets
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 (having regard to the nominated 
street typology) and the Town Centre 
Precinct Area A Main Street core area; 

(iii) ...........................; 

(iv)    In the case of Town Centre Precinct 
Area B(1), the location and indicative 
design of a public transport interchange 
and park and ride 

(v) ...................; 

(vi) In the case of Town Centre Precinct 
Area B(1), tThe method by which the 
existing overhead ............; 

(vii) Provision to be made for residential 
activities within the Apartment 
Residential Area adjacent to Open 
Space Areas as shown on the Massey 
North Urban Concept Plan (ground floor 
may be used for non residential 
activities); 

(viii) The method by which no less than 40 
apartments per hectare will be provided 
for within the apartment living area of 
this precinct. " 

300/35 IMF Westland 
Ltd 

Seeks that if Submission 300/27 is not 
accepted, reject the Introductory Statement 

Town Centre Precinct Area B 

for the ‘Town Centre Precinct B’ and replace 
with the following: 

 
recinct B shall 

t 

tail service 

108 Progressive Enterprises 
Limited 
Support and Opposed By:  
81 IB, GA and IE Midgley 

The Town Centre Periphery P
be developed as an area for the developmen
of large format retail primarily but with 
provision enabled for smaller re
and other land uses. The precinct shall not 
compromise the objectives for the overall 
Massey North Town Centre and the Massey 
North Urban Concept Plan. 

Supported By:  

300/36 IMF Westland 
Ltd 

ead 

deve

Seeks that if  Submission 300/27 is not 
accepted, amend the 1st bullet under the 
subheading ‘Town Centre Precinct B’ to r
as follows: 
enable the development of comprehensively 
planned large format retail developments 
between the proposed apartment housing 
and the proposed State highway 16 
Motorway, to act as a buffer for those 
residential activities. The large format retail 
will be required to meet more flexible design 
standards than those standards expected in 
the Town Centre Core. However these 

lopments will need to demonstrate how 
they mitigate the effects of large scale 
buildings particularly where directly 
associated with an active pedestrian 
environment. 

 
Support and Opposed By:  
81 IB, GA and IE Midgley 

300/86 IMF Westland 
Ltd 

Ame
Con
north

 
Support and Opposed By:  
81 IB, GA and IE Midgley 

nd Appendix XX - Massey North Urban 
cept Plan, the map to replace the 
ern boundary of large format retail in 
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c  
 and 

prov
deve

pre inct B with a boundary that has been
determined through detailed investigation

ision within the comprehensive 
lopment plan. 

Discussion: 
 
Submissions 203/6, 203/18 and
These submissions request majo recinct B consistent with the revised urban 
concept plan presented by t ct B would be split into two sub-precincts located 
in different positions to that r  Urban Concept Plan.  The revised 
urban concept plan presente y il in section 5.13 above, where it is 
recommended that it be rejected  
 
Submissions 300/35 and 300/36 
These submissions seek change purpose of Precinct B and amend 
the first bullet.  In response, it is xisting precinct subsections of 
Policy 11.44 is inconsistent and herefore, in response to other 
submissions requesting brevity it olicy 11.44 be restructured into a 
simpler layout.   
 
With respect to submission 300/3 is similar to that of the first bullet and 
there seems to be no need to repeat it as an additional paragraph.  No change is recommended. 
 
With respect to submission 300/3 e of the first bullet can be given effect 
practically in the context of large  Greater flexibility should be provided 
but interactive facades should st r, in response to submissions on 
Proposed Plan Change 18, the p mended instead of “interactive 
facades”. Therefore it is rec he following effect: 
 
“However, these developments w ity particularly for adjacent 
pedestrian environments.  Use o ferred method for providing 
amenity, but other methods may t frontages are not feasible.”   
 
Submission 300/86 
This submission requests am ncept Plan to: “replace the northern 
boundary of large format retail in  been determined through detailed 
investigation and provision within  The submission does not specify 
particular changes.  However, th investigation.  This indicates that 
the northern area of Precinct B s se in relation to the environment.  

in are: 

• exten i ne ay 16 to 
appro idt

• exten  roa
• exten of the apartm , 
• inclusion of an additiona Use / Periphery Commercial area
 
It is recommended that the M o give effect to the above 
points. 
 
Recommendation:  
Submissions 203/6, 203/18,
Submissions 300/36, 300/66 hown in Appendix 1. 
Submissions 300/64 and 30
 

5.32 Massey North T
 
N0. Submitter Further Submitter/s 

 203/34 
r changes to the provisions of P

he submitter.  Note that Precin
of P ecinct B as shown in the Massey North
d b  the submitter is discussed in more deta

.  Therefore no change is recommended. 

s to Precinct B policy 11.44 to clarify the 
considered that the overall format of the e
involves some unnecessary duplication.  T
 is recommended that the subsections of p

5 the subject matter of the submission 

6, it is not clear how the last sentenc
 format retail and yard based activities. 
ill be the preferred technique. Howeve
hrase “active street frontages” is recom

ommended that this sentence be amended to t

ill need to provide a high standard of amen
f active street frontages is the generally pre
 also be considered in cases where active stree

endment of the Massey North Urban Co
 precinct B with a boundary that has
 the comprehensive development plan.”

e Council has undertaken further detailed 
hould be revised to better manage land u

The ma
 

 changes 

sion of the Ecolog
ximately 50m w
sion of a public
sion 

cal Open Space between the precinct and the 
h, 

w State Highw

d around the entire north eastern boundary of P
ent residential area further to the North around th

area of Mixed 

recinct B, 
e margin of Precinct B

l  to the north. 

assey North Urban Concept Plan be amended t

 203/34 and 300/35 are rejected. 
 and 300/86 are accepted in part to the extent s

0/65 are accepted as shown in Appendix 1. 

own Centre Special Area Precinct C 

Summary of Decision Sought 
203/7 AMP NZ 

Property 
Development Ltd 
& AMP Capital 
Investors (NZ) 
Ltd 

Amend Policy 11.44 - Town Centre Precinct 
Area C as follows with additions underlined, 
and deletions in strikethrough: 
“Town Centre Precinct Areas C B (1) and 

Supported By:  
81 IB, GA and IE Midgley 
Opposed By:  
108 Progressive Enterprises 
Limited 
250 Auckland Regional 
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B(2) 
The Town Centre Precinct Areas CB (1) and 
B (2) shall not compromise the objectives for 
the overall Massey North Town Centre and 
the Massey North Urban Concept Plan.  
Those objectives seek to establish an 
integrated and compact town centre 
surrounded by a supportive town centre 
periphery, including mixed use and apartment 
activities.  In These precincts provide for the 
development of commercial and mixed use 
activities on the periphery of the Town Centre 
Precinct Areas A and C.  particular, the The 
precincts seeks to: 
§ enable commercial, and business, and 

limited retail activities to occur in the 
case of Town Centre Precinct Area B(1) 
along the frontage to Hobsonville Ro
and alongside the North Western 

ad 

Motorway/State Highway 16 designation, 
and in the case of Town Centre Precinct 
Area B(2) along the frontage to the 
existing State Highway 16 north of the 
Don Buck Road intersection; 

§ to enable apartment and mixed use 
activities to occur along the green 
network and to utilise the amenity value 
for the riparian margins for residents.  
The apartment development will be 
encouraged to located mixed use 
activities on the ground floors; 

§ provide an opportunity .....; 
§ ensure that development of the Town 

Centre Precinct Areas CB(1) and B(2) 
does not compromise the objectives for 
the Town Centre as a whole; 
avoid the establishment of activities § 
supermarkets/department stores and/or 
significant retail units that might detract 
from the intensification outcomes sought 
within the Town Centre Precinct Area 
Core A Area; or from the amenity of 
residents of the Town Centre Precinct 
Area C; 

§ allow the establishment of other 
complementary activities other than 
large format retail within Town Centre 
Precinct Area B, such as residential, 
commercial and mixed use activities;  
ensure§ ing integration of public transport 
facilities services throughout the Town 
Centre while reinforcing the development 
of the Town Centre Main Street in 
Precinct A; 

§ .......... parking areas;  provide flexibility 
§ maintain areas of open space and 

riparian margins to provide for the 
mitigation of adverse effects that might 
be caused by stormwater mitigation and 
for passive recreational opportunities. " 

Council 
300 IMF Westland Ltd 

203/13 AMP NZ Amend text in Policy 11.44 - Explanation - Supported By:  
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Property 
Development Ltd 
& AMP Capital 
Investors (NZ) 
Ltd 

Town Centre Precinct Area C as follows with 
additions underlined, and deletions in 
strikethrough: 
"Town Centre Precinct Areas B(1) and B(2)  
C  
 
The Town Centre Precinct Areas B(1) and 
B(2) C will have an important role in
supporting the functioning of
c

 
 the Town Centre 

Core, but and will have a distinctly ........... 
Consequently some commercial and 
business activities and retail will be enabled 

e case of Town Centre Precinct to occur in th
Area B(1)  along the frontage to Hobsonville 
Road and alongside the North Western 
Motorway/State Highway 16 designation, and 
in the case of Town Centre Precinct Area 
B(2) along the frontage to the existing State 
Highway 16 north of the Don Buck Road 
intersection. This Precinct Area commercial 
and retail area will act as a buffer between 
the arterial roading system and the  to 
apartment residential activity that is proposed 
to be located within Precinct C.  
 
The Precinct seeks to encourage apartment 
development along the green network areas 
identified within Precinct C, thereby providing 
amenity values associated with the green 
network to the residents. The quality of .........  
 
It is expected that the development of any 
retail activities within this Precinct will 

nt of the Town 
s are to 

complement the developme
Centre Core. Significant retail activitie
be avoided within the pPrecinct.  
 
These Precinct Areas contain areas of open 
space associated with the riparian margins.  
The provision of open space in these Precinct 
Areas seeks to address the passive 
recreational needs of both the residents and 
the workforce of the Massey North town 
Centre, while avoiding and mitigating the 
effects of the development on the streams 
and their riparian margins." 

81 IB, GA and IE Midgley 
Opposed By:  
108 Progressive Enterprises 
Limited 
250 Auckland Regional 
Council 
300 IMF Westland Ltd 

203/35 AMP NZ 
Property 
Development Ltd 
& AMP Capital 
Investors (NZ) 
Ltd h): 

The

Amend the text of Rule 26.2 - Limited 
Discretionary Activities  - Town Centre 
Precinct Area C as set out on pages 23 - 33 
of the submission (203) and including the 
following amendments (additions underlined, 
and deletions in strikethroug
"Town Centre Precinct Area C 

 Any Comprehensive Development Plan 
relating to for the Town Centre Precinct

  to provide details of: 

The exact boundaries of areas to b
developed as 

 Area 
C is

(i) e 
e Mixed Us

Periphery/Commercial, Town Centre, 
Apartment Residential, Medium Density 
Residential, Urban Open Space and 

Supported By:  
81 IB, GA and IE Midgley 
Opposed By:  
108 Progressive Enterprises 
Limited 
250 Auckland Regional 
Council 
300 IMF Westland Ltd 

Drainage Ecological Open Space use; 
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(ii) uildings 
the 
wn 

The indicative location of b
............the street (having regard to 
nominated street typology) and the To
Centre Precinct Area A; 

...............; (iii) 

)

(v)  
t 

(iv  ...........; 

Provision to be made .......on the Massey
North Urban Concept Plan (areas tha
directly address the Town Centre 
Precinct Area A at grade ground floor 
may be used for non-residen
activities

tial 
); 

)(vi  The method by which ...........for within 
the Aapartment Residential living Aarea 
of this precinct." 

300/37 IMF Westland 
Ltd 

[Cla is 
not troductory 

and
Tow

rity]Seeks that if  Submission 300/27 
 accepted, reject the In

Statement for the ‘Town Centre Precinct C’ 
 replace with the following: 
n Centre Precinct Area C  
 Town Centre Periphery Precinct C shall The

and  
tow
pro
the
pro  
com he overall 

ssey 
Nor

Supported By:  
108 Progressive Enterprises 
Limited 
Opposed By:  
110 Warehouse Stationery 
Limited 
111 The National Trading 
Company of New Zealand 
Limited 
109 The Warehouse Ltd 
Support and Opposed By:  
81 IB, GA and IE Midgley 

be developed as an area for predominantly 
intensive residential, mixed use commercial 

 limited retail activities peripheral to the
n core in precinct A. The development 
posed for the precinct shall demonstrate 
 basis upon which it will complement and 
vide support for precinct A and shall not
promise the objectives for t

Massey North Town Centre and the Ma
th Urban Concept Plan. 

 
Discussion: 
 
Submissions 203/7, 203/13 and 203/35 

ub uest evised urban 
t p nted by t r  is 

discussed  s   Therefore no 
change is .  
 
Submission 300/37 
This submission seeks chan response, 
it is considered that the ove  istent and 
involves some unnecessary missions requesting brevity it is 
recommended that the subs ler layout.  The subject matter 
of the submission is similar be no need to repeat it as an 
additional paragraph.   
 
Recommendation:  
Submissions 203/7, 203/13 
Submission 300/37 is accep
 

5.33 Massey North T
 
N0. Submitter Further Submitter/s 

These s
concep

missions req
lan prese
 in more detail in
 recommended

 major changes to the provisions of Precinct C co
he submitter.  The revised urban concept plan p
ection 5.13 above, where it is recommended tha

nsistent with the r
esented by the submitter
t it be rejected.

ges to Precinct C policy 11.44 to clarify the purp
rall format of the existing precinct subsections of
 duplication.  Therefore, in response to other sub
ections of policy 11.44 be restructured into a simp
to that of the first two bullets and there seems to 

and 203/35 are rejected. 
ted in part to the extent shown in Appendix 1. 

own Centre Special Area Precinct D 

Summary of Decision Sought 

ose of Precinct C.  In 
Policy 11.44 is incons

203/8 AMP NZ 
Property 
Development Ltd 
& AMP Capital 
Investors (NZ) 

Amend text as follows with additions 
underlined, and deletions in strikethrough: 
"Town Centre Precinct Area C D 
The Town Centre Precinct Area CD shall not 

Supported By:  
81 IB, GA and IE Midgley 
Opposed By:  
108 Progressive Enterprises 
Limited 
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Ltd ectives for the overall compromise the obj
Massey North Town Centre and the Massey 
North Urban Concept Plan. Those objectives 
seek to establish an integrated and compact 
town centre surrounded by a supportive town 
centre periphery. including mixed use and 
apartment activities.  This precinct provides 
for residential activities in close proximity to 
the Town Centre Precinct Area and to the 
urban open spaces and drainage/ecological 
open spaces, so as to maximise the amenity 
and convenience of residents.   In particular, 
this The precinct seeks to:  
• enable commercial and business, and 

limited retail activities to occur along the 
frontage to State Highway 16;  

• to enable apartment and mixed use 
activities to occur along the green 
network and to utilise the amenity value 
for of the riparian margins for residents. 
The apartment development will be 
encouraged to locate mixed use activities 
on the ground floors; 

• provide an opportunity to establish a 
school within close proximity to the Town 
Centre Core and new residential; 

• 
Cen
ensure that development of the Town 

tre Precinct Area C D does not 
promise the objectives for the Town 
tre as a whole;  
id the establishm

com
Cen

• oav ent of activities 
su ermarkp ets/department stores and/or 
significant retail units that might detract 

 the intensification outcomes sought 
in the Town Ce

from
with ntre Precinct Area 

eCor  A Area or from the amenity of 
res dents of the Town Centre Precinct i
Area C; 

w the intensive establishment of • allo other 
com
with

plementary activities other than retail 
in Town Centre Precinct Area C D, 
h as suc residential, commercial and 
ed use activities;  
uring integration of public transport 
ices 

mix
• ens

serv facilities throughout the Town 
tre Cen while reinforcing the development 

of the Town Centre Main Street in 
Precinct A;  

• provide flexibility to parking standards to 
enable the most efficient use of the 
scarce land resource, and encourage 
visitors to the Town Centre to use public 
transport, or, when they choose to bring 
the ntre, use ir vehicles to the Town Ce
communal parking areas;  

ntain areas of open space and 
rian margins to provide for the 

• mai
ripa
mitigation of adverse effects that might be 
ca sed byu   stormwater runoff  mitigation 

n  for a d passive recreational opportunities. 
"  

250 Auckland Regional 
Council 
300 IMF Westland Ltd 
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203/14 AMP NZ 
Property 
Development Ltd 
& AMP Capital 
Investors (NZ) 
Ltd 

Am  
Tow
addition
strik r
"Town C

end text in Policy 11.44 - Explanation - 
n Centre Precinct Area D as follows with 

s underlined, and deletions in 
eth ough: 

entre Precinct Area CD  
 
The Town Centre Precinct CD will have an 
imp e functioning of 
the 
dist
This Pre

ortant role in supporting th
Town Centre Core, but will have a 

inctly different pattern of development.  
cinct provides for residential activities 

in close proximity to the Town Centre 
Pre ccin t Area A and to the urban open 
spaces and drainage/ecological open spaces, 
so as to maximise the amenity and 
con iven ence of residents. This pattern of 
development seeks to ensure that the 
intensity of development of the Town Centre 
Core is not dispersed across a large area. 
Conseq commercial and uently some 
busi sne s activities and retail will be enabled 
to occu to the existing r along the frontage 
State Highway 16. This commercial and retail 
area w ffer to apartment ill act as a bu
development that is proposed to be located 
within Precinct D.  
 
The Pprecinct provisions seeks to encourage 
aApartment residential development. The 
quality of the urban design of this precinct will 
be similar to the Town Centre Core, given this 
Precinct’s supporting role for the Town 
Centre Core. 
 
This Precinct has scope for the development 
of community facilities, and a contains a large
area of open space associa

 
ted with the 
munity area riparian margins. The com

identified is considered to provide an ideal 
opportunity for school facility which is integral 
to the development of the Town Centre, and 
those facilities will service the new residents 
and the workforce that spends its working day 
in the Town Centre or the Employment 
Centre Precincts. The provision of 
space in this precinct seeks to address th
passive recreational needs of both th
residents and the workforce of the Massey

open 
e 
e 

 
North Town Centre, while avoiding and
mitigating the effects of the development o
the streams and their riparian ma
Significant 

 
n 

rgins. 
retail activities are to be avoided 

within the precinct. " 

Supported By:  
81 IB, GA and IE Midgley 
Opposed By:  
250 Auckland Regional 
Council 
108 Progressive Enterprises 
Limited 
300 IMF Westland Ltd 

203/19 AMP NZ 
Property 
Development Ltd 
& AMP Capital 
Investors (NZ) 
Ltd 

 - 
ct 

with additions 
deletions in 

ct 

• Amend Rule 1.2 Special Area Defintions
"Massey North Town Centre Precin
C Activities" as follows 
underlined, and 
strikethrough: 

• “Massey North Town Centre Precin
Area C Activities” means the use o
land and buildings for one or mo
the following: 

 
• retail activities and retail services with 

f 
re 

Supported By:  
81 IB, GA and IE Midgley 
Opposed By:  
250 Auckland Regional 
Council 
108 Progressive Enterprises 
Limited 
300 IMF Westland Ltd 
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a maximum floor area of 200 m2 each 
provided they are located directly 
facing the ground level of Massey 
North Town Centre Precinct Area A 
excluding yard based activities, 
supermarkets and department stores 
provided that retail activities shall be 
restricted to the Town Centre Area of 
Precinct C as shown on the Massey 
North Urban Concept Plan and 
provided that the total gross floor 
area of retail activities shall not 
exceed 10,000m2; 

• mixed use activities with a maximum 
floor area of 200 m2 each provided 
they are located directly facing the 
ground level of Massey North Town 
Centre Precinct Area A; 

• any administrative, commercial and 
professional offices provided they are 
located directly facing the ground 
level of Massey North Town Centre 
Precinct Area A; 

• service stations located within the 
Mixed Use Periphery / Commercial 
Area of Precinct C as shown on the 
Massey North Urban Concept Plan 

• cafes, restaurants and other eating 
places; 

• reception, conference, seminar and 
theatre facilities (including overnight 
tourist accommodation); 

• educational, preschool and childcare 
facilities; 

• residential activities; 
• healthcare facilities (including 

medical centres, hospitals, rest 
homes); 

• entertainment facilities,  (excluding 
cinemas but including bars, taverns, 
nightclubs); 

• public and private parking buildings; 
• community facilities (including 

libraries, public toilets, recreational 
facilities, religious facilities 
gymnasiums); 

• emergency facilities (including police, 
fire and ambulance). 

 
• In addition ........". 

203/20 AMP NZ Delete the definition - "Massey North Town Supported By: 
Property 

Investors (NZ) 

Centre Precinct D Activities" from Rule 1.2 

 

 
81 IB, GA and IE Midgley 
Opposed By:  
250 Auckland Regional 
Council 

prises 

Development Ltd 
& AMP Capital 

Special Area Definitions. 
 

Ltd 108 Progressive Enter
Limited 
300 IMF Westland Ltd 

203/36 
 

Development Ltd 
ital 
Z) 

 on pages 23 - 33 

ned, 
 Enterprises 

AMP NZ 
Property

& AMP Cap
Investors (N
Ltd 

Amend the text of Rule 26.2 - Limited 
Discretionary Activities  - Town Centre 
Precinct Area D as set out
of the submission (203) and including the 
following amendments (additions underli
and deletions in strikethrough): 

Supported By:  
81 IB, GA and IE Midgley 
Opposed By:  
108 Progressive
Limited 
250 Auckland Regional 
Council 
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"Town Centre Precinct Area D 

The Any Comprehensive Development Plan 
relating to for the Town Centre Precinct Area 
D is to provide details of:..." 

and delete (i), (v) and (vi). 

300 IMF Westland Ltd 

257/282 Waitakere City 
Council 250 Auckland Regional 

Council 

Amend the rules of the Plan Change to 
consider a minimum requirement of 70% of 
GFA in Precinct ‘D’ should be for residential 
land uses with control flexibility providing for 
this to be lowered to no less than 50% if the 
retail limits in Precincts A, B, and C are 
achieved. 

Opposed By:  

300/39 IMF Westland 
Ltd 

[Clarity] Seeks that if Submission 300/27 is 
not accepted, reject the Introductory 
Statement for the ‘Town Centre Precinct D’ 
and replace with the following: 
Town Centre Precinct Area D  

Support a
81 IB, GA and IE Midgle

The Town Centre Periphery Precinct D shall 
be developed as an area for predominantly 

sive residential, mixed use commercial 
limited retail activities peripheral to the 
 core in Precinct A. The development 
osed for the precinct shall demonstrate 
asis upon which it complements and 

ides support to Precinct A and shall not 
promise the objectives for the overall 
sey North Town Centre and the Massey 

cept Plan. 

inten
and 
town
prop
the b
prov
com
Mas
North Urban Con

Supported By:  
108 Progressive Enterprises 
Limited 

nd Opposed By:  
y 

Discussion: 
 
Submissions 203/8, 203/14, 20
These submissions request majo onsistent with the revised urban 
concept plan presented by t u sented by the submitter is 
discussed in more detail in sectio  it be rejected.  Therefore no 
change is recommended.  
 
Submission 257/282 
This submission requests insertio residential land use with some 
flexibility for a lower amount re a minimum amount of 
residential activity.  
 
The amount of floor area allocate when comprehensive 
development plan consent applic y with the Massey North 
Urban Concept Plan (see as  of area allocated to Apartment 
Residential would be incons n .  
 
Also, if space is not allocated to idential activity contributing to 
employment density.  In the cont ential densities or high 
employment densities will suppo etween residential and non-
residential activity is not importan  proportion of residential activity 
in close proximity to the Town Ce
 
The existing plan provisions ent residential area.  This will 
ultimately provide for a high resid partments is built out.  
However, this may take time if th  In that context a 70% gross 
floor area threshold could place e remainder of the precinct, 
which may in turn slow developm ulation could be 
counterproductive. 
 
Given that non-residential activity is allowed within apartment residential areas, an alternative limitation on 

ortio nt floor are riate.  This 

3/19, 203/20 and 203/36 
r changes to the provisions of Precinct D c

he s bmitter.  The revised urban concept plan pre
n 5.13 above, where it is recommended that

n of a minimum 70% gross floor area to be 
.  The submission appears to be intended to ensu

d to Apartment Residential will be dealt with 
ations are lodged and assessed for consistenc

sessment criterion 26(a)). A significant reduction
iste t with the Massey North Urban Concept Plan

residential activity, it will be used for a non-res
ext of Appendix H of the ARPS, either high resid
rt public transport. Therefore the exact ratio b
t, though it is desirable to gain a reasonable
ntre.   

 provide for a 4 storey minimum within the apartm
ential floor area, once all area allocated to a
e market for apartments is slow to develop. 
an inappropriate brake on development of th
ent of apartments.  Thus the proposed reg

the prop n of apartme a that can be used for non-residential activities is approp



 

I:\transfer\PC15\PC 15 Planners Report to the Panel January 2007.doc 134

would ens a ended 
that Rule ed it 
individual ncie
 
Submission 300/39 
This submission seeks chan licy 11.44 to clarify the purp response, 
it is considered that the ove f Policy 11.44 is inconsistent and 
involves some unnecessary missions requesting brevity it is 
recommended that the subs pler layout.  The subject matter 
of the submission is similar  need to repeat it as an 
additional paragraph.   
 
Recommendation:  
Submissions 203/8, 203/14,
Submissions 257/282 and 3 Appendix 1. 
 

5.34 Massey North T ial Area Precinct E 
 
N0. Submitter Further Submitter/s 

ure that residenti
26.3 be amend
 non-retail tena

l activity remains the primary activity in this area.  Therefo
to limit non-residential activity to the ground floor
s to 500m

re it is recomm
 only of apartments, and lim

2 within apartment buildings. 

ges to Precinct C po ose of Precinct C.  In 
rall format of the existing precinct subsections o
 duplication.  Therefore, in response to other sub
ections of policy 11.44 be restructured into a sim
to that of the first bullet and there seems to be no

 203/19, 203/20, 203/36 are rejected. 
00/39 are accepted in part to the extent shown in 

own Centre Spec

Summary of Decision Sought 
118/2 Westgate 

Properties 
Limited 

Opposed By:  
107 Westfield (New Zealand) 
Limited 
108 Progressive Enterprises 
Limited 

Amend Policy 11.44 and relevant Plan Map 
o that the existing zoning for existing s

Westgate Shopping Centre (Community 
Environment) is retained. 

118/3 Westgate 
Properties 
Limited 

 the plan provisions for Opposed By:  
107 Westfield (New Zealand) 
Limited 
108 Progressive Enterprises 
Limited 

Amend to ensure that
Precinct E are consistent with those 
contained within the current Community 
Environment zone. 

203/9 AMP NZ 
Property 
Development Ltd 
& AMP Capital 
Investors (NZ) 
Ltd 

Amend text of Policy 11.44 Town Centre 
Precinct Area E as follows with additions 
underlined, and deletions in strikethrough: 
"The Town Centre Precinct Area D E shall not 
compromise the objectives for the overall 
Massey North Town Centre and the Massey 
North Urban Concept Plan. Those objectives 
seek to establish an integrated and compact 
town centre surrounded by a supp
entre periphery, including mixed

ortive town 
 use and c

apartment activities.  . In particular, this 
precinct seeks to integrate This precinct 
provides for large format retail activities on 
the site of the existing Westgate Shopping 
Centre. into an expanded Town Centre, with 
cConnections will be provided where possible 

ss Hobsonville Road to the Town Centre acro
Precinct Area A via the Fernhill Drive 
intersection . In particular,  Tthe precinct 

s to:  seek
• retain existing large format retail 

activities in the Westgate Shopping 
Centre. at the same time as the 
development of the Town Centre Core 
and other precincts. The main focus on 
the Westgate Centre is to consolidate 
the centre for large format retail activities 
while encouraging limited specialty retail 
along the internal access road and 
fronting existing large format retail 
stores;  

• ensure that development of the Town 
Centre Precinct Area D E does not 
compromise the objectives for the Town 
Centre as a whole.;  

Supported By:  
 IB, GA and IE Midgley 

pposed By:  
108 Progressive Enterprises 
Limited 
250 Auckland Regional 
Council 
300 IMF Westland Ltd 

81
O
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• avoid the establishment of malls or 
significant intensive retail on Town 
Centre Precinct Area D E that might 
detract from the intensification outcomes 
sought within the Town Centre Core 
Precinct Area A Area;  

• allow the intensive establishment of 
other complementary activities other 
than retail within Town Centre Precinct 
Area D E, such as residential, 
commercial and mixed use activities;  

• promoting accessible public transport 
services for patrons of Town Centre 
Precinct Area D. ensuring integration of 
public transport facilities across 
Hobsonville Road to facilitate access 
throughout the Town Centre while 
reinforcing the development of the Town 
Centre Main Street in Precinct A;  

• providing flexible provide flexibility to 
parking standards to enable the most 
efficient use of the scarce land resource, 
and encourage visitors to the Town 
Ccentre to use public transport, or, when 
they choose to bring their vehicles to the 
Town cCentre, to use communal parking 
areas.  

 
203/10 AMP NZ 

Property 
Development Ltd 
& AMP Capital 
Investors (NZ) 
Ltd 

Amend text of Policy 11.44 
Town Centre Precinct Area E 
- Explanation as follows with 
additions underlined, and 
deletions in strikethrough: 

"Explanation  

The Massey North Town ...........centre. The 
aim is to expand the existing Westgate Town 
Centre to develop into an expanded and 
integrated town centre. The District Plan 
seeks to ensure that the development of a 
new pedestrian focussed town centre to the 
north of Hobsonville Road is integrated with 
he existing t Westgate precinct shopping 
centre, to ensure that .................close 
proximity to important public and private 
transport corridors.  
 
....The plan also seeks to encourage reusable 
and adaptable buildings, and to achieve 
excellent urban design outcomes.  
 
The environmental issues relating to the 
upper Waitemata Harbour means that a 
higher quality .......... 

 
Development Financial contributions will be 
ecessan ry to fund ..............  

 
Existing Ttown Ccentres comprise, in each 
case, a concentration represent an 
agglomeration of significant resources and 
have an associated value and range of 
benefits to the community. This presents 

Supported By:  
81 IB, GA and IE Midgley 
Opposed By:  

gressive Enterprises 
Limited 
250 Auckland Regional 
Council 
300 IMF Westland Ltd 

108 Pro
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challenges for the identification of appropriate 
mechanisms to ensure that such resources 
are managed sustainably managed for 
existing and future communities.  
 
Retail activities in new ............ urban form, 
including:  
 
 ...... •

• Whether affects existing centres have 
outlived their original historical function 
and whether the rate of transition is such 
as to maintain an appropriate level of 
function and amenity.  

 
Activities within Ttown Ccentres can, if not 
appropriately managed, give rise to adverse 
effects on the visual and other amenities 
within and adjoining the areas including 
effects of building height, form and design, 
and effects of an activity’sies noise 
production, hours of operation and traffic 

ne  ge ration.  
 

location and capacity of intersections The 
with the arterial road network, pParking 

ision and demand prov and traffic generation 
key issues in determining the integration 
wn centres with the 

are 
of to capacity and safety 
of the supporting road network. Given the 

imity of the Town Centre prox these areas to 
existing and the proposed arterial road 
ork, there is a need to ensure that 
ing and 

netw
park accesses layout and effects on to 
and from the wider road network for the Town 
Ce tre are located, designed and n managed in 
such as way as to avoid adverse effects on 

safety and efficiency of the roading 
 

the 

e 

network. 
 
Th Massey North Town Centres Special 
Area has been divided into five four 
“pre

n

v

cincts” (see Massey North Urban 
Co cept Plan). Each ...........  
 
The approach the District Plan Special Area 

isions take is to identify eacpro h precinct 
and to set up an objectives and a resource 

agement approach ............  man
 

of management 
 key 

The first layer 
............illustrates the precincts
intersections with the arterial road network, 
and major indicative roading pattern .........  
 
A second layer of management 
................Plans are prepared on a whole or 
part precinct basis and assessed .......  
 
The third layer of management involves a 
resource consent requirement (as a Limited 
Discretionary Activity) for each building 
proposed, and for certain non-residential 
activities (residential activities are permitted 



 
in buildings approved for that purpose).
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................ be assessed against the other 
layers of management - i.e. the Cconcept 
Pplan and the relevant Ccomprehensive 
Ddevelopment Pplan.  
............" 

203/15 AMP NZ 
Property 
Development Ltd 

Amend text in Policy 11.44 - Explanation - 
Town Centre Precinct Area E as follows with 

& AMP Capit
Investors (NZ

al 
additions underlined, and deletions in 
strikethrough: 

) 
Ltd  

"Town Centre Precinct Area D E  
This precinct ........... Those objectives seek to 
integrate retain large format retail activities on 
the site of the existing the Westgate 
Shopping Centre. into the larger Town 
Centre, with Cconnections will be provided 
where possible across Hobsonville Road to 
the Town Centre Precinct Area A via the 
Fernhill Drive intersection.  Iti s not 
appropriate in traffic planning terms to 
provide vehicular connections across 
Hobsonville Road at any point east of Fernhill 
Drive.  
 
The provision of retail activity in the Westgate 
Shopping Centre is expected to maintain a 
strong Large Format Retail character, while 
allowing limited additional retail to enhance 
the existing Mainstreet and to sleeve existing 
large format buildings. The plan seeks 
provide flexibility for 

to 
of other comple

non-retail 
mentary 

activities to establish within 
P

the 
precinct. This intensification at the Westgate 

Shopping Centre will enable other retail uses 
to locate within the Area, while requiring 
integration with new Town Centre, and 
ensuring that It is intended that development
within 

 
of the pPrecinct does not compromise

the objective for the Town Centre as a whol
 

 
e.  

the upgrading of This integration will include 
public transport facilities and integration of 
public transport across Hobsonville Road to 
facilitate access throughout the Town Centre 
while reinforcing the development of the 
Town Centre main street in Precinct A. " 

Opposed By:  
108 Progressive Enterprises 

kland Regional 
Council 
300 IMF Westland Ltd 

Supported By:  
81 IB, GA and IE Midgley 

Limited 
250 Auc

203/21 AMP NZ 

ent Ltd 

Amend Rule 1.2 Special Area Definitions - 
"Massey North Town Centre Precinct E Property 

Developm
& AMP Capital 
Investors (NZ) 
Ltd 

Activities" as follows with additions underlined 
and deletions in strikethrough: 
“Massey North Precinct Area D E Activities” 
means the use of land and buildings for one 
or more the following: 
• retail activities and retail services 

provided that any additional retail activity 
established after 31 March 2005 shall 
have a minimum gross floor area of 

2400m , except that up to 5,000m² gross 
floor area of retail activities of less than 
400m² per tenancy may be located along 
the central spine road or Westgate Drive 
to a dept of 20 metres. The total gross 

 area of retail activities (including a 

Supported By:  
81 IB, GA and IE Midgley 
Opposed By:  

floor

258 Auckland Regional 
Transport Authority 
250 Auckland Regional 
Council 
108 Progressive Enterprises 
Limited 
300 IMF Westland Ltd 



 
supermarket) for Precinct Area D 
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E shall 
not exceed 40,000m2. 

• a supermarkets (limited to only one on 
the Massey North Town Centre Precinct 
E Area) with a gross floor area not less 
than 4,500m² or greater than 9,000m². 

• any administrative, commercial and 
professional offices;   .................... 

• reception, conference, seminar and 
theatre facilities including overnight 
tourist accommodation;  ............... 

• residential activities;   ............................. 
• public and private  parking buildings and 

passenger transport facilities; 
• community facilities including libraries 

recreational facilities, religious facilities; 
.................. 

•      service stations. 
203/37 AMP NZ Delete the text in Rule 26.2 - Limited Supported By: 

Property 
Development Ltd 

Discreti
Centre 

& AMP Capital 
Z) 

onary Activities relating to Town 
Precinct Area E. 

 
81 IB, GA and IE Midgley 
Opposed By:  
107 Westfield (New Zealand) 

prises 
mited 

250 Auckland Regional 
Council 
300 IMF Westland Ltd 

Investors (N
Ltd 

Limited 
08 Progressive Enter1

Li

Discussion: 
 
Submissions 118/2 and 118/3 

hese submissions request retention of the existing community environment zoning and rules for Precinct E.  
sions of Proposed Plan Change 15 provide for Precinct E to develop as an integrated 

eversion to the Community Environment provisions, would potentially allow 
 as a completely separate retail centre, which would be inappropriate.  No change is 

miss  203/10
b est o sistent with the revised urban 

concept p d by t resented by the submitter is 
discussed in more detail in s at it be rejected.  Therefore no 
change is recommended.  
 

enity / Dust / Traffic 

T
In response, the provi
part of the whole Town Centre.  R
Precinct E to develop
recommended. 
 
Sub ions 203/9, , 203/15, 203/21 and 203/37 
These su missions requ

lan presente
 major changes to the provisions of Precinct E c
he submitter.  The revised urban concept plan p
ection 5.13 above, where it is recommended th

n

Recommendation:  
Submissions 118/2, 118/3, 203/9, 203/10, 203/15, 203/21 and 203/37 are rejected. 

 

.35 General – Noise / Am5
 
N0. Submitter Summary of Decision Sought Further Submitter/s 
78/1 Martin and Karen 

Smith 
Amend to include requirement for fences, 
trees and noise controls at residential 
interface with industrial and motorway areas. 

 

257/219 Waitakere City 
Council 

Amend Policy 10.2 by adding the following 
sentence: 
“New activities within town centres, 
particularly residential activities shall be 
designed to meet a certain level of acoustic 
attenuation, while at the same time 
recognising that town centres provide a 
noisier environment than traditional 
residential environments.” 

Supported By:  
110 Warehouse Stationery 
Limited 
108 Progressive Enterprises 
Limited 
111 The National Trading 
Company of New Zealand 
Limited 

td 109 The Warehouse L

257/252 City 
Council  confirming that it will be a ressive Enterprises 
Waitakere Amend Policy 11.44 to add a further policy 

statement
Opposed By:  
108 Prog
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requirement, at CDP and individual 
development stages, to address potential 
adverse effects (noise, vehicle movements, 
glare, odour, dust, etc) on surrounding sites, 
particularly where residential activities exist or 
are possible under relevant rules. 

Limited 

257/294 Waitakere City 
Council 

fer to Opposed By:  
110 Warehouse Stationery 
Limited 
111 The National Trading 
Company of New Zealand 
Limited 
109 The Warehouse Ltd 

Amend Assessment Criterion 26(j) to re
wider (than aural) effects, including visual, 
odour, dust, vehicle movement, hours of 
activity, traffic and security. 

300/47 IMF Westland ).  
upport and Opposed By:  Ltd 

Reject Rule 26.2(f)(x
S
81 IB, GA and IE Midgley 

Discussion: 
 
Submission 78/1 
This submission requests in d noise controls at residential 
interface with industrial and Urban Concept plan 
deliberately places the main ed new State Highway 16 and 
the existing State Highway 1 assey North Employment Area 
Special Area, which will be s ace buffer zone.  These measures 
are sufficient to provide ade ation of industrial and motorway noise.  The submission is 
accepted in principle but no
 
Submission 257/281  
This submission requests am vant to town centres.  In 
response the proposed polic rally appropriate except that it is unclear what is meant by “a certain 
level”.  Therefore it is recom “reasonable” substituting for 
“certain”. 
 
Submissions 257/252 and
These submissions seek ch ate an express requirement to 
assess effects of noise, dus  response, town centres are 
inherently subject to higher vity levels.  People living and working 
in Town centres must reaso d changes may conflict with the 
objective of a high density m .  However, mitigation of noise and 
other nuisance is a reasona side as apartment residential area.  
It is considered that the exis ndix 1) of policy 11.44, rule 26.2(f) (x) 
(renumbered as (e)(xi) in Ap ) are adequate.  No change is 
recommended. 

00/47 
ests deletion of Rule 26(f) (x) (renumbered as (e)(xi) in Appendix 1).  In response, 

l 
e 

and 257/294 are rejected. 

 of Decision Sought Further Submitter/s 

clusion of a requirement for fences, trees an
motorway areas.  In response, the Massey North 
 residential areas at a distance from the propos
6.  Industrial activities will be limited to the M
eparated from residential areas by a open sp

quate noise mitig
 changes are recommended. 

endments to Policy 10.2 to provide policy that is rele
y is gene
mended that the policy be adopted but with 

 257/294 
anges to policy and assessment criteria to cre
t, odour, traffic, hours of work and security.  In
than average noise, traffic and general acti
nably expect that.  Therefore these propose
ixed use town centre with high activity levels

ble expectation within an area expressly set a
ting bullet 16 (renumbered as 18 in Appe
pendix 1) and Assessment Criteria 26(j

 
ubmission 3S

This submission requ
provision for aural amenity is important particularly in relation to noise sensitive activities such as residentia
activities.  However the current statement is too wide ranging and open ended.  It is recommended that it b
amended to focus on effects of noise on noise sensitive activities such as residential activities and schools. 
 

ecommendation:  R
Submissions 257/252 
Submission 78/1 is accepted with no changes being recommended. 
Submissions 257/281 and 300/47 are accepted in part to the extent shown in Appendix 1. 

5.36 Reverse Sensitivity 
 

0. Submitter SummaryN
257/250 Waitakere City Amend Policy 11.44 to provide clarification in  

Council relation to the need to avoid, remedy or 
mitigate adverse reverse sensitivity effects. 

Discussion: 
er, the 

bmission is general in nature and it is unclear what reverse sensitivity issues need to be addressed. No 
s re ded.  

This submission request amendments to Policy 11.44 to address reverse sensitivity.  Howev
su
change i commen
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Recommendation:  
Submission 257/250 is rejec

5.37 Heritage 

N0. 

ted. 

 
Submitter Summary of Decision Sought Further Submitter/s 

257/213 e City 
Council 

 

ls 
be 

Waitaker Amend the Plan Change to consider including
the homestead at 17 SH16 as a Category 3 
listed building within the District Plan.  Detai
of the historical merit of this building shall 
presented at the hearing. 

 

Discussion: 
This submission requests listing of an existing building at 17 State Highway 1 ilding in 

ita .  The hat de val of the 
building w  resou  inform
submissio ify the listi
 
However, the building at 17 eritage item in the report 
“Northern Region Strategic s significant historical value and is 
listed in the Cultural Heritag eritage report does not recommend an 

cate g, the ory 3 rating priate.  
re mmende cl te 

Highway 1
 
Recomm
Submissio s acce

5.38 Appendix XX 
 
N0. Submitter Summary of Decision Sought Further Submitter/s 

6 as a category 3 bu
the Her ge Appendix

ould require
n to just

 effect of accepting this request would be t
rce consent as a discretionary activity.  No

molition or remo
ation is provided in the 

ng.   

State Highway 16 is identified as a significant h
Development: Heritage Assessment”.  It ha
e Inventory as CHI 3327.  Although the h
 overall evidence indicates that a categexpress 

Therefo
gory ratin

 it is reco
6.  

endation:  
n 257/213 i

would be appro
d that the Heritage Appendix be amended to in

pted with changes as shown in Appendix 1. 

ude the building at 17 Sta

300/87 IMF Westland 
Ltd Conce

the pla
The C
docum
definit
such a
prefer
comm
and pa
Devel
substa ith the Plan and 
where the
be accom
the policie s of the area are 
being t
Develo

Supported By:  
gressive Enterprises 

Limited 
Support and Opposed By:  
81 IB, GA and IE Midgley 

Amend Appendix XX - Massey North Urban 
pt Plan, by inserting the following onto 
n: 
oncept Plan is intended as a guiding 
ent to use allocation, precinct 

ion, alignment of structural elements 
s major roads and the identification of 

red locations for public facilities such as 
unity facilities, transport interchange 
rk & ride. Comprehensive 

opment Plans prepared shall be 
ntially in accordance w

108 Pro

re is more than minor change shall 
panied by an assessment of how 
s and objective

 me  through the Comprehensive 
pment Plan. 

300/88 IMF Westland 
Ltd 

Amen n 
Conce
the pla
Provis  
facilitie
Comm
locate
the plan, offer visu

ly blic 

Urban Op
the major 
plan, be e
public tran
amenity 

 
Support and Opposed By:  
81 IB, GA and IE Midgley 

d Appendix XX - Massey North Urba
pt Plan by inserting the following onto 
n: 
ion needs to be made for the following
s to be located within the town: - 
unity Facility - the facility is to be 
d within 200m of the position shown on 

al prominence and be 
easi  accessible for pedestrians and pu
transport users 

en Space - is to be located within 
intersection position shown on the 
asily accessible for pedestrians and 
sport users and deliver solar 
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Park and 
such that 
pedestrian
delivers a
users. The
develops n to 
deliver such us within a parking structure 
Trans t
located wi
visual pro
accessible
transport u

Ride - the facility is to be located 
it is easily accessible for 
s and public transport users and 

 safe and secure environment for 
 location can change as the town 

further including the optio

por  Interchange - the facility is to be 
thin 200m of the main street, offer 
minence and be safe & easily 
 for pedestrians and public 
sers. 

 
Discussion: 
 
Submission 300/87 
This submission requests th orth Urban Concept Plan – 
Appendix XX.  In response, uld additional refer to ‘urban 
form’ after use allocation.  The seco ncluded as a bullet within 
Policy 11.44 to give it legal substanc
 
Submission 300/88 
This submission requests the additio North Urban Concept Plan – 
Appendix XX relating to the facilities ly appropriate but needs to 
be updated to reflect the recent tran recommended that this 
submission be adopted in principle b n are determined once all other 
submissions have been addressed. 
 
Recommendation: 
Submissions 300/87 and 300/88 are  Appendix 1. 
 

5.39 Comprehensive Development Plan / Consent Processing Issues 
 
N0. Submitter Summary of D urther Submitter/s 

e addition of explanatory material to the Massey N
the first sentence is generally appropriate but sho

nd sentence is also appropriate but is better i
e. 

n of explanatory material to the Massey 
 shown.  In response, the request is general
sport audit and other design work.  It is 
ut the actual contents of the explanatio

 accepted in part to the extent shown in

ecision Sought F
107/69 Westfield (New 

Zealand) Limited 
Amend Rule 2
provision) to m
may be made
resourc
area covered d CDP and, 
accordingly, may be processed together. 

upported By:  
300 IMF Westland Ltd 
Support and Opposed By:  
208 Sylvia Park Business 
Centre Limited 

6.2 (or other appropriate 
ake it clear that an application 

 simultaneously for a CDP and 

S

e consent(s) for activities within the 
by the propose

108/93 Progressive 
Enterprises 
Limited 

Amend 
provision) to m
may be made
resource cons e 

d, 

Supported By:  
110 Warehouse Stationery 

ited 
111 The National Trading 

 Zealand 

 
 Business 

Rule 26.2 (or other appropriate 
ake it clear that an application 

 simultaneously for a CDP and 
ent(s) for activities within th

Lim

area covered by the proposed CDP an
accordingly, may be processed together. 

Company of New
Limited 
109 The Warehouse Ltd
208 Sylvia Park
Centre Limited 
300 IMF Westland Ltd 

108/97 Progressive 
Enterprises 
Limited 

ike effect): 
“The following rules of the Plan shall also 
apply to Any Activity within the Massey Town 
Centre Special Area (except where those 

Amend Rule 26.5 by adding those words 
underlined (or words to l

rules are inconsistent with an Approved 
Comprehensive Development Plan)”. 

Supported By:  
208 Sylvia Park Business 
Centre Limited 
300 IMF Westland Ltd 

203/32 AMP 
Property 
Development Ltd 
& AMP Capital 
Investors (NZ) 
Ltd 

Dis Town 
Centr  - 
33 of th
followin
and deletion

 and IE Midgley 
Opposed By:  
108 Progressive Enterprises 
Limited 
250 Auckland Regional 
Council 

NZ Amend the text of Rule 26.2 - Limited 
cretionary Activities  - Massey North 

e Special Area as set out on pages 23 
e submission (203) and including the 
g amendments (additions underlined, 

s in strikethrough): 

Supported By:  
81 IB, GA
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"Th f
Activitie

(a) P ny 
A a 
P a 
C
a

e ollowing are Limited Discretionary 
s: 

rior to the establishment of A
ctivity or building that is not 
ermitted Activity under Rule 26.2, 
omprehensive Development Plan for 
ny the whole or part of one or more of 
e following precincts as shown on the
assey Urban North C

th  
M oncept Plan 

ny shall be provided and approved. A
application for a Comprehensive 
Development Plan shall be assessed 
as a Limited Discretionary Activity. In
considering a ............ 

• Town Centre Precinct Areas

 

 B(1) & 
(2)    ............. 

• Town Centre Precinct Area E. 
This rule shall be limited to the first 
Comprehensive Development Plan 
only in respect of each precinct (any 
further Comprehensive Development 
Plan or any amendment to a 
Comprehensive Development Plan 
shall be a Discretionary Activity 
pursuant to Rule 26.4(a).   .................. 
 
The erection of alteration ......... : 

r development 

(c) 

• buildings o visible on 
a site which fronts a relevant 
nominated street typology on an 
Approved Comprehensive 
Development Plan comply with 
Citywide Rule 3 as either B. Town 
Centre Mainstreet Typology 2, D. 
Town Centre Commercial 
Transitional Typology, E. Town 
Centre - Periphery Typology or F. 
Town Centre - Residential 
Typology    .................. 

• any Apartment or Mixed Use 
Activity shall also be subject to 
Citywide Rule 1 General Apartment 
Design; Citywide Rule 2 - Noise; 
Rule 4 - Mixed Use.    .................. 

(f) General Standards for 
Comprehensive Development Plans 
(applying to all Precincts) 

 
 

n 

 (see the Massey North Urban
Concept Plan for location of identified
features): 

 A Comprehensive Development Pla
shall include provision for all relevan
components of the Massey Nort
Urban Concept Plan, for the whol

t 
h 

e or 
part of the relevant precinct subject to 
the application, and any infrastructure 
required to service that land precinct, 

300 IMF Westland Ltd 



 
and shall include details of: ............... 

(iv) The method by which the land
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precinct will be integrated 
visually, ................. 

(vi) Design Guidelines including 
standards and conditions 
which are developed to 
achieve the matters outlined in 
Policy 11.442; (Note: ............  

(viii) All Pproposed bus stops within 
the precinct; 

(xiv) An infrastructure management 
plan prepared in accordance 
with Assessment Criteria 
26(ae) to and 26(an);  ..." 

257/209 Waitakere City Amend the P
Council 

lan Change to clarify the 
proposed rules to require that subsequent 

accordance with CDP shall be assessed as a 

Supported By:  
250 Auckland Regional 

 

buildings are built in accordance with 
approved Comprehensive Development Plan 
(CDP).  Buildings or activities not in 

Council 
Opposed By:  
110 Warehouse Stationery 
Limited 

non-complying activity. 
108 Progressive Enterprises 
Limited 
111 The National Trading 
Company of New Zealand 
Limited 
109 The Warehouse Ltd

257/211 Waitakere City Amend the Plan Change to review the 

• clarify what additional incentives may 
be applied to the use of the CDP; 

Opposed By:  
Council requirements for the CDP, in order to: 

• incentivise the use of the CDP 
method, by reducing the number of 
relevant rules and assessment 
criteria, where a CDP is relied upon; 

108 Progressive Enterprises 
Limited 

• amend the CDP process to clarify 
that it can only be relied upon as a 
Limited Discretionary activity where 
all relevant land owners of a precinct 
have agreed to use a CDP, otherwise 
a CDP is required to be assessed as 
a Discretionary Activity. 

257/232 Waitakere City 
Council 

Amend Policy 11.44 to add a further policy 
statement explaining the intent of the district 
plan provisions, whi

Opposed By:  
300 IMF Westland Ltd 

ch provide for flexibility in 
the design of development, but only where a 

not 

d the maintenance 

108 Progressive Enterprises 
Limited 

Comprehensive Development Plan (CDP) 
has first been prepared and approved.  
Include a statement that development “shall” 
be in accordance with a CDP.  Include 
reference to the importance of the CDP 
being changed once development has 
commenced (that being a non-complying 
activity); Include reference to the need for 
buildings to be designed and sited to allow 
access to light and sun, an
of outlook. 

257/236 Waitakere City 
Council 

Amend Policy 11.44 to add an additional 
bullet point to read: 

Opposed By:  
110 Warehouse Stationery 
Limited 



 
• “Ensuring that development proceeds in 
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a coordinated manner by requiring that a 
comprehensive development plan is 
prepared for each precinct.” 

111 The National Trading 
Company of New Zealand 
Limited 
109 The Warehouse Ltd 

30 44 IMF Westland Reject Rule 26.2(a). Opposed By:  0/

250 Auckland Regional 

nd Opposed By:  
 

Ltd 108 Progressive Enterprises 
Limited 

Council 
Support a
81 IB, GA and IE Midgley

300/45 IMF Westland 
Ltd 

Amend Rule 26.2(f)(ix) to insert the words in 
italics as follows: 

Opposed By:  
250 Auckland Regional 

Provision to be made for community facilities 
as identified and specified by WCC, provided 

Council 
Support and Opposed By:  

further that in the event that no commitment 81 IB, GA and IE Midgley 

is received from the appropriate agency to 
construct or lease such facilities on 
appropriate commercial terms within 2 
months of the lodging of the CDP, that such 
provision shall not be required. 

300/62 IMF Westland 
Ltd 

Delete Rule 26.4(a). Opposed By:  
108 Progressive Enterprises 
Limited 
Support and Opposed By:  
81 IB, GA and IE Midgley 

300/71 IMF Westland Amend Chapter 26 in 
Ltd 

order to provide for a 

way of the insertion of an “Other Method” or 
 

 
Support and Opposed By:  dedicated team of officers to manage WCC’s 

assessment of CDP’s and resource consent 
applications. The necessary clauses would 
be added within Plan Change 15 by way of 
either a new ‘rule’ under 26.0 General or by 

81 IB, GA and IE Midgley 

“Explanation” at the end of chapter 26.
Discussion: 
 
Submissions 107/69 and 108/93 
These submissions request amendments to provide for simultaneous applications for comprehensive 
development plans and activities provided for in the comprehensive development plan applications. In 
response, joint lodgement of consent applications for comprehensive development plans and related 
activities would facilitate an integrated approach to processing of consents. Therefore it is recommended that 
the rule 26.2(c) (renumbered as (b) in Appendix 1) be amended to give effect to this request where buildings 

 
ry plans.  Resource consents create a specific 

uest major changes to the provisions of the plan consistent with the revised urban 

2(a) to 
lopment consent applications for part of a precinct (rather than the whole 

nsive development consent applications a limited discretionary activity.   

are expressly identified in comprehensive development plan consent applications.  Consequential 
amendments are also required to Rule 26.6. 
 
Submission 108/97 
This submission requests that Rule 26.5 be amended to the effect that the rules referenced in 26.5 do not 
apply where they are inconsistent with a comprehensive development plan.  In response, the comprehensive
development plans are resource consents, not statuto
permission to operate in breach of specific rules (subject to specific conditions), but resource consents can’t 
create a general permission to waive the rules in a district plan.  Therefore no change is recommended. 
 
Submission 203/32 
These submissions req
concept plan presented by the submitter.  The revised urban concept plan presented by the submitter is 
discussed in more detail in section 5.13 above, where it is recommended that it be rejected.  Therefore no 
change is recommended in that regard. 
 
In addition, the submission requests two changes of more general effect.  These are to amend rule 26.
allow comprehensive deve
precinct), and to make all comprehe
 
In response to the first matter, the intent of the Rule 26.2(a) is that the comprehensive development consent 
applications would cover entire precincts to provide for an integrated process of development.  A more 
piecemeal approach to lodgement of comprehensive development consent applications could undermine this 



 
integration. Note that Rule 26.2(f) (xiii) provides for comprehensive development plan consent applications to 
specify staging of development.  This provides adequate flexibility. No change is recommended.   
 
In regard to the second matter, Rule 26.2(a) provides that only the first comprehensive development plan for 
each precinct is a limited discretionary activity.  This is because any development undertaken under the first
omprehensive development plan consent alters the 
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environment.  Therefore a discretionary category for 

sive development plan consent applications is appropriate to allow effects to be 
the Act 

ests amendments to the rules to require that buildings or activities not in accordance 

hat they be tested against the plan objectives and 
mplying activity process.  Therefore it is recommended that Rule 26.6 be amended to 

evelopment 

 a limited discretionary activity, where all land owners within a 
recinct have agreed to the comprehensive development plan. 

atte fy th a and 
ru   pment 

plans will nee  a  w  
needs to be comprehensive d that: 
 
• Assessment criterion 26(p) (si licates city-wide rules 
• Assessment criterion 26(q) (co ecessarily duplicates city-wide rules 
• Assessment criterion 26(r) be ere are no sites in 

Massey North and there are o  heritage assessment criteria that relate to listed buildings 
• Assessment criteria 26( med under an amended 26(aj) and 

27(z). 
• Rules 26.3(f) and the cross re ule 14 and associated assessment 

criteria be amalgamated into o ent criteria. 
• Assessment criteria 26(ag) an ate to earthworks be deleted, as there are separate 

er thw
• Asse ( u tive 

processes of another a  not a suitable matter for an assessment
• Assessment criteria 26( sarily
• Rule 26.2(c) be amended by t s connection subject to a 

consent process and their incl
• Rule 26.2 be amended by alte ant assessment criteria apply to 

Rules 26.2 (a) to (c). 
 
In regard to the second matter, the e comprehensive development 
plan approach relates to non-notifi ed but not expressly stated that the 
limited discretionary comprehensiv  on a non-notified basis.  However, 

re an to e n e processed 
without the written approval  and 
300/77 fo iscussion 
 
The amendments recomme ll also provide an incentive to use 
comprehensive developmen prehensive development plan 
would be processed as a no
 

c
secondary comprehen
comprehensively assessed and, if necessary, provide for the notification of affected parties. Also that 
deems all variations to the conditions of resource consent to be a discretionary activity.  No change is 
recommended. 
 

ubmission 257/209 S
This submission requ
with a comprehensive development plan are a non-complying activity.   
 
The comprehensive development plan consent process provides for an integrated process for managing 
development and use to give effect to the objectives and policies of the plan. Subsequent applications for 
buildings that are in accordance with a comprehensive development plan follow a relatively streamlined 
limited discretionary consent process.  Conversely where proposed buildings are not consistent with a 

mprehensive development plan, it is appropriate tco
policies via the non-co
give effect to this submission. 
 
Submission 257/211 

rehensive dThis submission requests generalised changes to provide incentives to use comp
plans such as reducing the number of assessment criteria, and amendments to the effect that 
comprehensive development plans are only
p
 
In respon
related 

se to the first m
les in response to

d to address

r, some amendments can be made to simpli
other more specific submissions.  However, the
 range of issues and therefore the matters over
.  It is recommende

e assessment criteri
comprehensive develo

hich discretion is limited to

gns) be deleted as it unnecessarily dup
ntaminated sites) be deleted as it unn

 deleted as archaeological surveys indicate that th
ther rules and

ag) 27(u) be deleted as they can be subsu

ference to Community Environment R
ne rule and a reduced set of assessm
d (27ag) which rel

crit ia under the ear
ssment criteria 26

orks rules. 
aq) and 27(ah) be deleted as the extent of cons
gency is

ltation about the administra
 criteria. 
 duplicate other rules. 

s should not be 
ar) and 27(aa) be deleted as they unneces

he deletion of “connections or”, a
usion is an error. 
ring the last paragraph so that only relev

 main potential incentive for the use of th
cation of the applications.  It is assum
e development plans will be processed

the Act quires the pl

r more d

expressly state that the applications will not b
 of affected parties.  Refer to the recommendatio
of this point. 

otified, and will b
n on submissions 300/70

nded in response to submission 257/209 wi
t plans, as activities not provided for in a com
n-complying activity.  
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In regard to the third matter, for a plan to specify that the written 
permission of another party f resource consent, as this 

ely  aspe hird sence of legal 
to at a ru om

 
Submission 257/232 
This submission requests a 
 
Firstly, an explanation of the intent t plan process is requested.  In 
response it is considered that there al.  No change is recommended. 
 
Secondly, it is requested that a sta elopment shall be in accordance 
with a comprehensive developmen mended that an additional bullet 
be added to Policy 11.44 to that ef
 

 it ted that t are to 
comprehe n respo  
consent h consents.  T  
right, and ere o  
developm  Cou quest ld not be 
appropriate.  Therefore no c
 
Fourthly, it is requested that  to allow access to sun, light and 
outlook.  In response, it is n ided for within a town centre where 
intensity is a priority and bui is recommended. 
 
Submission 257/236 
This submission requests th prehensive development plan be 
prepared for each precinct. e people to lodge comprehensive development 

u ll  
comprehe n eac  No 
change is recommended. 
 
Submissions 300/44 and 3
These submissions seek de tion of rules 26.2(a) and 26.4(a) on the grounds that both amendments to 
existing comprehensive dev prehensive development plans should 
be a limited discretionary ac  only the first comprehensive 
development plan for each p  because any development 
undertaken under the first c lters the environment.  Therefore a 
discretionary category for se sive development plan consent applications is appropriate to 
allow effects to be thorough the notification of affected parties. 
Section 127 of the Act also ariation to the conditions of resource 
consents and deems all var a discretionary activity.  This includes consents for comprehensive 

m an
 
Submission 300/45 
This submission seeks alter mmu lities have to be 
purchased by Council within evelopment plan.  In response, the 
processes for Council purch ks are set out in other legislation and it would be 

r to c m nded. 
 
Submission 300/71 

m rov
applicatio mendmen at.  In response, ve 
development plan applicatio Council needs to 
recognise this.  However, al ministrative function that 
cannot be predetermined by ded that the submission be 
accepted in principle but no
  
Recommendation:  
Submissions 108/97, 203/32 d. 
Submission 300/71 is accep . 
Submissions 257/211 and 2 tent shown in Appendix 1. 
Submissions 107/69, 108/93 pendix 1. 

 it is not clear whether it is legally permissible 
must be obtained to determine the category o
ct of the Councils duties and functions to aeffectiv

advice 
 devolves an
the effect th

 t
le of this type is permissible, no change is rec

party.  In the ab
mended. 

variety of changes to Policy 11.44. 

 of the comprehensive developmen
 is already adequate explanatory materi

tement be included to the effect that dev
t plan.  This is appropriate and it is recom
fect. 

Thirdly, is reques
nsive developme
olders to seek a v
 in any case, th
ent plan.  The

he plan be amended to provide that there 
t plans once development is underway.  In 

ariation to the conditions of resource 

be no changes to a 
nse, the Act provides for
he plan cannot revoke this

r amending comprehensive may be good resource management reasons f
ncil also has a right to decline any such re
hange is recommended. 

 the need for buildings to be designed and sited
ot clear how it is intended that this be prov
ldings are likely to be multi-storey.  No change 

at Policy 11.44 be amended to require a com
 In response, the plan cannot forc

 for a variation if it wou

plan reso rce consents.  A
nsive developme

 that can be done is to use rules that provide an
t plan process, rather than seek consent for 

00/62 

incentive to use a 
h activity individually. 

le
elopment plans and any subsequent com
tivity. In response, Rule 26.2(a) provides that
recinct is a limited discretionary activity.  This is

omprehensive development plan consent a
condary comprehen

ly assessed and, if necessary, provide for 
provides for consent holders to seek a v
iations to be 

develop ent plans. No ch ge is recommended. 

ations to Rule 26.2(f)(ix) to the effect that co
 2 months of lodging a comprehensive d
ase of land for public wor

nity faci

inapprop iate to attempt onstrain them in the plan.  No change is recom e

This sub ission seeks p
ns and a

ision of a dedicated team of officers to process c
ts to the plan to give effect to th

omprehensive development plan 
 processing of comprehensi
es. The ns will require an above average level of resourc

location of resources to consent processing is an ad
 specification in a plan.  Therefore it is recommen
 change be made. 

, 257/236, 300/44, 300/45 and 300/62 are rejecte
ted in part with no changes recommended
57/232 are accepted in part to the ex
 and 257/209 are accepted as shown in Ap
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5.40 Rules Assessm
 

r Submitter/s 

ent Criteria 

Summary of Decision Sought N0. Submitter Furthe
107/66 Westfield (New 

Zealand) Limited 

each precinct as 

 each precinct as 
appropriate”. 

upported By:  
300 IMF Westland Ltd 
Support and Opposed By:  
208 Sylvia Park Business 
Centre Limited 

Amend the Assessment Criteria under Rule 
26 to include the following additions (or words 
to like effect): 
“26(X) The extent to which any proposed 

Comprehensive Development Plan is 
consistent with Policy 11.44 and the 
specific policies for 
appropriate. 

26(X)  The extent to which any proposed 
development, buildings and activity are 
consistent with Policy 11.44 and the 
specific policies for

S

107/67 Westfield (New 
Zealand) Limited 

 by 
like 

 

Amend 26(b) of the Assessment Criteria
adding those words underlined (or words to 
effect): 
“26(c) The extent to which any proposed 

development and buildings are 
consistent with the Massey North 
Urban Concept Plan and the Approved
Comprehensive Development Plan, to 
which the degree of consistency shall 
usually be afforded greater weight than 
the degree of non-compliance with 
other relevant Assessment Criteria”.   

Supported By:  
300 IMF Westland Ltd 
Support and Opposed By:  
208 Sylvia Park Business 

entre Limited C

108/90 Progressive 
Enterprises 

e Assessment Criteria under Rule 
26 to include the following additions (or words 

Limited 

Amend th

to like effect): 
“26(X)  The extent to which any proposed 
Comprehensive Development Plan is 
consistent with Policy 11.44 and the specific 
policies for each precinct as appropriate. 
26(X)  The extent to which any proposed 
development, buildings and activity are 
consistent with Policy 11.44 and the specific 
policies for each precinct as appropriate”. 

Supported By:  
208 Sylvia Park Business 
Centre Limited 
300 IMF Westland Ltd 

108/91 Progressive 
Enterprises 
Limited 

cept Plan and the Approved 
Comprehensive Development Plan, to 

Amend 26(b) of the Assessment Criteria by 
adding those words underlined (or words to 
like effect): 
“26(c) The extent to which any proposed 

development and buildings are 
consistent with the Massey North 
Urban Con

which the degree of consistency shall 
usually be afforded greater weight than 
the degree of non-compliance with 
other relevant Assessment Criteria”. 

Supported By:  
208 Sylvia Park Business 
Centre Limited 
300 IMF Westland Ltd 

203/38 AMP NZ Amend Rule 26.2 - Limited Discretionary 
Property 
Development Ltd 
& AMP Capital 

Activities as follows (additions underlined, 
and deletions in strikethrough): 
"Assessment of Limited Discretio

Investors (NZ) 
Ltd applica

nary Activity 
tions will be limited to the matters 

referred to in Rule 26.2 and matters of 
provision to be made for transport systems 
and the integration of those systems with land 
use, health and safety the design of and 
materials used in buildings, construction , the 
location of buildings, health and safety issues 

108 Progressive Enterprises 
Limited 
250 Auckland Regional 

Supported By:  
81 IB, GA and IE Midgley 
Opposed By:  

Council 
300 IMF Westland Ltd 



 
and matters within Assessment Criteria 26(a) 
- 26(ar) and relevant assessment criteria in 
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the Specified City-Wide Rules." 
250/173 Auckland 

Regional Council 
Amend all assessment criteria by deleting the 
words “the extent to which” and add words 
that are more specific and directive to reflect 
the intention of the LG(A)AA and the vision 
for the area.   
 

Opposed By:  
300 IMF Westland Ltd 

For example, Assessment Criteria 26(c) 

“26(c) Building design within the Massey 

states: “The extent to which building design 
within the Massey North Town Centre Special 
Area will achieve…”. Amend this to read: 
  

North Town Centre Special Area shall 
achieve…” 

254/17 North Shore City 
Council 

Amend Plan Change 15 to include suitable 
assessment criteria for limited discretionary 
and discretionary activities in the rules 

Opposed By:  
300 IMF Westland Ltd 
108 Progressive Enterprises 

packages in the plan change to ensure the 
adequate control of activities (including 

Limited 

industrial activities). 
257/276 Waitakere City 

Council 
Amend Rule 26.4 to require compliance with 
the rules in Rule 26, not simply the 
assessment criteria. 

 

257/285 Waitakere City 
Council 

Amend the last sentence of Rule 26.2 by 
deleting the following wording: 
health and safety and matters within 
Assessment Criteria 26(a) - 26(ar) and 
relevant assessment criteria in the Specified 
City-Wide Rules. 
 
and replacing with: 
 “and, in respect of Rule 26.2(a), Assessment 
Criteria 26(a), (b)-(as), in respect of Rule 
26.2(b), Assessment Criteria 26(b), 
(c),(p),(ar),(as); in respect of Rule 26.2(c), 
Assessment Criteria 26(b)-(r),(v)-(ae), (ag) 
(ai)-(an), (ap)-(as); in respect of Rule 26.2(d), 
Assessment Criteria 26(t)-(an); in respect of 
Rule 26.2(e) Assessment Criterion 
26(a),(o),(q),(r),(t)-(w)(ae)-(as).” 

108 Progressive Enterprises 
Support and Opposed By:  

Limited 

257/287 Waitakere City Amend Rule 26
Council additional assessment criteria: 

“The extent to which the 

 to add the following 

site is of adequate 
size to accommodate the proposed Massey 
North Town Centre Activities together with 
associated carparking, landscape treatment 
and any other facilities. 

 
The extent to which proposed development 
makes the most efficient use of the land 
resource with the use of shared facilities 
between similar activities both on adjoining 
sites and in the vicinity.” 

assessment criteria [Note: proposed 

under Rules 26.2 (a), (c), (e) (f) and (g)]. 

 

 
And any consequential renumbering of 

Assessment Criteria to require assessment 

257/288 Waitakere City 
Council 

Amend Assessment Criteria 26(ak) that 
requires ‘recognition’ be given to non 
statutory standards; substitute to require 

 



 
assessm
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ent of the extent to which there has 
ndard been compliance with the relevant sta

under the non statutory instrument. 
257/289 

s section of 
Waitakere City 
Council 

Delete Assessment Criteria 26(aq) and place 
reference to ARC within the Note
Rule 26. 

Supported By:  
300 IMF Westland Ltd 
Opposed By:  
250 Auckland Regional 
Council 

257/290 Waitakere City 
Council 

pect 

Reg
effe
water quality.

Opposed By:  
259 Transit New Zealand 
250 Auckland Regional 
Council 

Delete Assessment Criteria that require 
consultation with public bodies; substitute 
with a ‘Note’ indicating that WCC will ex
applicants to undertake consultation with 
public bodies, in particular the Auckland 

ional Council, to address cumulative 
ct issues, especially associated with 

 

Supported By:  
300 IMF Westland Ltd 

257/306 Waitakere City 
Council con bstitute 

with a ‘Note’ indicating that WCC will expect 

pub
Reg tive 

Opposed By:  
250 Auckland Regional 
Council 

Delete Assessment Criteria that require 
sultation with public bodies; su

applicants to undertake consultation with 
lic bodies, in particular the Auckland 
ional Council, to address cumula

effect issues, especially associated with 
water quality. 

Discussion: 

Submissions 107/66 and 1
These submissions request y 11.44.  This is 
appropriate in principle as P ited discretionary consent 
applications, but is not curre xercised.  The simplest way 
to rectify this is to include Po ich discretion will be limited to.    
Therefore it is recommende  Rule 26.2 be amended to include Policy 11.44 as one 

Submissions 107/67 and 1
These submissions request to th 

e  Co an con e assessment 
In ile sessment 

criteria an r
circumstances to automatica  sed nature.  
These judgements are best ces.  No change is recommended.  
 
Submission 203/38 

uests various amendments to the last paragraph of Rule 26.2.  In response the deletion 
f the duplicated “health and safety” is appropriate as is the replacement of “construction” with “design of and 

ings”.  However, “location” should not just be limited to the location of buildings as 
e 

his submission requests that the phrase “the extent to which” in all assessment criteria be replaced with 
he phrase “the extent to which” is a suitable expression for assessment 

s.  
his submission is non-specific but it is recommended that the matters over which Council reserves 

nded to include the matters in policies 11.44 and 11.45 as these matters are not all 

his submission requests “Clarify rules to require compliance with the rules in Rule 26, not simply the 
It is not completely clear what this submission is referring to but it is probably 26.4(b) 

 
08/90 

 additional assessment criteria to cross reference
olicy 11.44 is relevant to the consideration of lim

 to Polic

ntly listed as a matter over which discretion is to be e
licy 11.44 as one of the matters over wh
 that the last paragraph ofd

of the ma
 

tters over which discretion is to be exercised. 

08/91 
 an amendment to assessment criterion 26(c) 
ncept Plan will be given greater weight th

the effect that consistency wi
the Mass
criteria.  

y North Urban
 response, wh

d the Massey No

sistency with th
there may be instances where there is an inconsi
th Urban Concept Plan.  However, it may not be 
lly give priority to the urban concept plan, which
made according to specific circumstan

stency between the as
appropriate to the 
is of a generali

This submission req
o
materials used in build
there are other activities such as carparking which do not always involve buildings, but which need to b
controlled.  It is recommended that the last paragraph of Rule 26.2 be amended to this effect. 
 
Submission 250/173 
T
more directive working.  In response t
criteria and has been accepted by the Environment Court.  No change is recommended. 
 
Submission 254/17 
This submission requests additional assessment criteria to control activities, particularly industrial activitie
T
discretion over be ame
contained within the assessment criteria.  This will provide for a more comprehensive basis for assessing 
consent applications. 
 
Submission 257/276 
T
assessment criteria”.  



 
hich currently only refers to the “Precinct Standards in Rule
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 26.2(a).  It is recommended that this be 
ed to refer to the general standards in rule 26.2(f) and the precinct standards in rule 26.2(g) for clarity. 

ubmission 257/285 
 subm ests am r which discretion i  which 

n ple as it 
sult in better correla  T erefore it is recommended that 

changes be  to the las endix 1.  
 
Submission 257/287 
This submission requests th e subject matter of the proposed 
assessment criteria is appro f the Act.  It is recommended that 
the assessment criteria be i
 
Submission 257/288 
This submission requests am eplace “recognition has been given 

th com  I s recommended that this 
te s 6(ai) in Appendix 1. 

 
Submissions 257/289, 257
These submissions request  any other assessment criteria that 
require consultation and rep
 
Assessment criterion 26(aq)  of consent requirements.  This is 
an inappropriate subject for tation.  It is recommended that 
this request be accepted. 

notation 

o the extent shown 
 Appendix 1. 

87, 257/289, 257/290 and 257/306 are accepted as shown in Appendix 1. 

dit
N0. r Further Submitter/s 

w
amend
 
S
This ission requ endments to the matters ove s restricted to clarify

e accepted in princimatters are relevant to whic
would re

h rules.  It is recommended that this submissio
tion of rules with relevant assessment criteria. 
t paragraph of Rule 26.2 as described in App

e addition of two new assessment criteria.  Th
priate and will assist in achieving the purpose o
nserted as requested. 

endment of assessment criterion 26(ak) to r

b
h

made

to” with “
request b

ere has been 
e accepted.  No

pliance with the”.  This change is appropriate. 
that this criterion is consequently renumbered a

/290 and 257/306 
 deletion of assessment criterion 26(aq) and
lacement with a notation.  

 relates to consultation with the ARC in respect
an assessment criterion but is suitable for a no

t i
 2

 
Assessment criteria 26(w) and 27(r) contain a notation on consultation.  It is recommended that the 
be amended to the effect that consultation is a recommendation rather than an expectation.  Note that 26(w) 
is renumbered 26(x) in Appendix 1. 
 
Recommendation:  
Submissions 107/67, 108/91 and 250/173 are rejected. 

ubmissions 107/66, 108/90, 203/38, 254/17, 257/276 and 257/285are accepted in part tS
in
Submissions 257/2
 
 

5.41 Consent Con
Submitte

ions 
Summary of Decision Sought 

203/46 AMP NZ 
Property 
Development Ltd 
& AMP Capital 
Investors (NZ) 
Ltd 

, 

ncil may 
respect to restricted 

Amend Rule 26 - Resource Consent 
Conditions - as follows (additions underlined
and deletions in strikethrough): 
" In granting a  resource consent Cou
impose conditions. With 
discretionary activities, cConditions may 
govern include any one or more of the 
following matters: ............. 

• Requiring alterations to design and/or 
location of buildings, including adherence 
to design guidelines established for all 
development.   ...................... 

• Limiting the scale of activities and other 
development    ..................... 

• Requiring onsite or offsite works and 
services to avoid, remedy, mitigate or 
offset relevant adverse effects. 

• Such other matters provided for in section 
108 of the Act  ........................." 

Supported By:  
81 IB, GA and IE Midgley 
Opposed By:  
108 Progressive Enterprises 
Limited 
250 Auckland Regional 
Council 
300 IMF Westland Ltd 



 
257/279 Waitakere City 
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Council Delete the words, under the heading 
s’ for Rule 26, 

ion 
‘Resource Consent Condition
“Such other matters provided for in sect
108 of the Act” and insert the words: 
“Such other matters provided for in the 
assessment criteria.” 
 

Opposed By:  
250 Auckland Regional 
Council 

257/293 Waitakere City 
Council 

Amend Rule 26 to insert a further bullet point 
under “Resource Consent Conditions” 
allowing a 10 year consent period in respect 
of Comprehensive Development Plans. 

Supported By:  
300 IMF Westland Ltd 
108 Progressive Enterprises 
Limited 

257/307 Waitakere City 
Council Delete the words, under the heading 

‘Resource Consent conditions’ for Rule 27, 
“Such other matters provided for in section 

ch other matters provided for in the 
108 of the Act” and insert the words: 
“Su
assessment criteria.” 

250 Auckland Regional 
Council 

Opposed By:  

Discussion: 

This subm quests a n
section is a generalised stat h to di ry and non-complying 
activities as it does to limited ment  the 
statement.  No change is re ded. 
 
Submissions 257/279 and 257/307 
These submissions request replacement of “Such other matters provided for t” with 

h ide

 
Submission 203/46 

ission re number of amendments to the statement on co
ement on conditions and it applies as muc
 discretionary activities. Overall the amend

commen

ditions.  In response, this 
scretiona
s requested do not improve

 in section 108 of the Ac
“Such ot er matters prov d for in the assessment criteria.”   In 

 it applies to discretionary and non-comp
refore the requested change is inappropriate.  N

response, th sed 
statement itions and lying ac
discretionary activities.  The  is recommended. 
 

ubmission 257/293 
uests insertion of a clause allowing a 10-year period for comprehensive development 

 

 of Decision Sought Further Submitter/s 

is section is a generali
 on cond tivities as well as limited 

o change

S
This submission req
plan resource consents.  This request represents a doubling of the normal 5-year period. This is appropriate
in the context of a comprehensive development plan.  It is recommended that this request be accepted.  
However, note that under the Act, the applicant will still need to apply for the extension. 
 
Recommendations: 
Submissions 203/46, 257/279 and 257/307 are rejected. 
Submissions 257/293 is accepted as shown in Appendix 1. 
 

5.42 Existing Uses 
 
N0. Submitter Summary
257/267 Waitakere City Delete Rule 26.1(b), and if it is felt necessary 

c statement 
 

Council by the Council, a more generi
could be provided at the beginning of each 
section of the Plan Changes prior to the list of 
permitted activities as a note confirming that 
lawfully established existing uses on land 
subject to applications are provided for by the 
Resource Management Act and may continue 
without the need for further authorisation 
unless they change their scale, intensity, or 
character. 

257/304 Waitakere City 
ncil eneric statement could be provided 

at the beginning of each section of the Plan 
Changes PRIOR to the list of permitted 

 
Cou

Delete Rule 27.1(b) and if it is felt necessary, 
a more g

activities as a note confirming that lawfully 
established existing uses on land subject to 
applications are provided for by the Resource 
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Management Act and may continue without 
the need for further authorisation unless they 
change their scale, intensity, or character. 

Discussion: 
hese submissions requesT t deletion of rules 26.1(b) and 27.1(b).  In response, these two rules are 

restate existing use provisions of the Act.  It is recommended that they be deleted.  No 

4 are accepted with changes as shown in Appendix 1. 

.43 Signs 

N0. 

unnecessary as they 
additional notations are necessary. 
 

ecommendation:  R
Submissions 257/267 and 257/30
 

5
 

Submitter Summary of Decision Sought Further Submitter/s 
257/297 Waitakere City 

Council 

nt living 
 

Amend the Plan Change to include an 
additional rule to allow signage on consented 
buildings which complies with the Community 
Environment provisions of the District Plan, 
except for areas denoted as Apartme
which should be subject to the living
environment provisions. 

 

 
Discussion: 

bm sts am sp ed effect of the 
submissio rely cl 26  also 
an error in ss-referen  should s the potential for 
overlap and inconsistency in o  certainty 
is needed as to which rules apply to particula at t Rule 
12 should apply in all areas of the Massey North To a,
Residential, Drainage/ Ecolo artm  
existing Living Environment ot e t is 
intended that the ground flo me  it is 
recommended that Commun und flo rtment residential areas 
where the sign is for a non-r on the ground floor of that building.  In regards to the Drainage/ 
Ecological and Open Space pace Environment Rules apply.  
 
Recommendation:  
Submission 257/297 is acce dix 1 
 

5.44 Natural Area Ru
 
N0. Submitter Further Submitter/s 

This su ission reque
n is not enti
 the cro

endments to the rules controlling signs.  In re
ear and the existing rules 26.1(e) 26.2(b) and 
cing to Living Environment Rule 4, which
 the various rules that may apply.  Overall it is c

r areas. It is recommended th

onse, the intend
.5 are confusing. There is
 be 15.  There i
nsidered that greater

 Community Environmen
 except the Apartment 
ent Residential Area, the

wn Centre Special Are
gical and Open Space areas.  Within the Ap

 Rule 15 could be applied.  However, this is n
or of apartment buildings can be used for com
ity Environment Rule 12 apply on the gro

esidential activity 

ntirely appropriate, as i
rcial activities.  Therefore
or of apa

 areas, it is recommended that the Open S

pted in part to the extent shown in Appen

les 

Summary of Decision Sought 
257/259 Waitakere City al Area rules to allow the 

 
 

Council 
Amend the Natur
Working and Community earthwork rules to
apply to the proposed Special Areas. 

Discussion: 
This submission requests th thwo  Community 
Environment and Working E y to the Massey North special areas, in 
order to integrate consent re onse, General Natural Area Rules 3.2 and 3.3 contain 

isions for earthworks in the Community Environment and Working Environment.  It is 
ppropriate that the same approach applies in the special areas.  Therefore it is recommended that these 

al areas. 

at the Natural Area Rules which control ear
nvironment area be amended to appl
quirements.  In resp

rks in the

particular prov
a
rules be amended to include the Massey North speci
 
Recommendation:  
Submission 257/259 is accepted with changes as shown in Appendix 1. 

5.45 City-wide Rules 
 
N0. Submitter Summary of Decision Sought Further Submitter/s 
257/248 Waitakere City 

Council 
Amend Policy 11.44 to provide an Opposed By:  
explanation regarding how “City-Wide Rules” 
are to be applied when implementing the 

110 Warehouse Stationery 
Limited 
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111 The National Trading 
Company of New Zealand 
Limited 
109 The Warehouse Ltd 

Massey North Town Centre Special Area 
Rules. 

108 Progressive Enterprises 
Limited 

257/278 Waitakere City Amend Rule 26.4 to clarify that any 
 rules as 

y 

Opposed By:  
prises Council infringements to the City Wide

imposed for Massey North are a discretionar
activity. 

108 Progressive Enter
Limited 

 
Discussion: 

b est lica e City Wide rules.  In 
  th 15 and Proposed Plan 

Change 1 uate an e policy would be of benefit.  Rule 26.4 
Discretionary Activities alrea  not meet the specified standards in City-

ule ten es n – Intensification 
m e ch cla

This appea to meet the su ein
 
Recommendation:  
Submissions 257/248 and 2 hown in Appendix 1. 

5.46 Other Rules Ap

ision Sought Further Submitter/s 

These su
response

missions requ
it is considered
8 are adeq

 changes to policy and rules to clarify the app
at the contents of policy in Proposed Plan Change 
d it is not clear that further changes to th
dy states that ‘(e) Activities which do

tion of th

Wide R
Develop

s – “Design In
ents” should b
rs 

sification Developments”.’  The reference to “D
anged to “City-Wide Urban Design Rules” for 
bmitters request without further amendment b

ig
rity. 
g necessary.   

57/278 are accepted in part with changes as s

plying 
 
N0. Submitter Summary of Dec
203/41 AMP NZ 

Property 
Development Ltd 

Amend Rule 26.5 - Other Rules Applying as 
follows (additions underlined, and deletions in 
strikethrough): 

& AMP Capital 
Investors (NZ) 
Ltd 

" The following rules of the Plan shall also 
apply to Any Activity within the Massey North 
Town Centre Special Area:........... " 

Council 
300 IMF Westland Ltd 

Supported By:  
81 IB, GA and IE Midgley 
Opposed By:  
250 Auckland Regional 

257/298 Waitakere City 
Council 

Amend the Plan Change to include cross 
reference w

 
ithin the rules to require 

compliance with Community Environment 
Rule 15. 

Discussion: 
 
Submission 203/41  
This submission requests a correction to 26.5 to clarify that it applies to Massey North and not Massey as 

hole.  This correction is appropriate and it is recommended that the amen
a 

dment be accepted. 

se, Rule 26.5 already states that Community Environment Rule 15 applies within the Massey North 
No 

change ded. 

omme
issio accep

io cce

5.47 Default Rules 
 
N0. Submitter itter/s 

w
 
Submission 257/298 

his submission requests an amendment to require compliance with Community Environment Rule 15.  In T
respon
Town Centre Special Area.  No further change is required to give effect to the submitter’s request.  

 is recommen
 
Rec
Subm

ndation:  
n 203/41 is 
n 257/298 is

ted with changes as shown in Appendix 1. 
pted in part with no changes recommended.Submiss

 
 a  

Summary of Decision Sought Further Subm
107/70 Westfield (New 

Zealand) Limited 
ties 

s. 

300 IMF Westland Ltd 
Support and Opposed By:  
208 Sylvia Park Business 
Centre Limited 

Amend Rule 26.4(d) - Discretionary Activi
and Rule 26.6 - Non-Complying Activities to 
make it clear which activities will be classified 
as discretionary and non-complying activitie

Supported By:  

108/95 Progressiv
Enterprise
Limited 

e 
s 

 

“Any Activity not provided for as a Permitted, 

upported By:  
208 Sylvia Park Business 
Centre Limited 
300 IMF Westland Ltd 

Amend Rule 26.4(d) - Discretionary Activities
by adding those words in italics and 
underlined (or words to like effect): 

S
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Limited Discretionary Activity or Non-
complying Activity”. 

108/96 Progressive 
Enterprises 
Limited 

s 
ich activities will be 

classified as non-complying activities in 
 to 

“Any Building or Any Activity within Town 

Amend Rule 26.6 - Non-Complying Activitie
to make it clear wh

particular by adding the following (or words
like effect): 

Centre Precinct B, not specifically provided 
for in the Special Area Definition of Massey 
North Town Centre Precinct B Activities 
under Rule 1.2.  
Any Building or Any Activity within Town 
Centre Precinct C, not specifically provided 
for in the Special Area Definition of Massey 
North Town Centre Precinct C Activities 
under Rule 1.2.  
Any Building or Any Activity within Town 
Centre Precinct D, not specifically provided 
for in the Special Area Definition of Massey 
North Town Centre Precinct D Activities 
under Rule 1.2”. 

Supported By:  
208 Sylvia Park Business 
Centre Limited 

y of New Zealand 

house Stationery 

300 IMF Westland Ltd 
Opposed By:  
111 The National Trading 
Compan
Limited 
109 The Warehouse Ltd 
110 Ware
Limited 

257/277  
 

or 
Limited Discretionary Activity a Non-
complying Activity. 

Waitakere City 
Council 

Amend rules to clarify whether an activity
qualifies as discretionary or non-complying. 
Review 26.4(d) and consider making Any 
Activity not provided for as a Permitted 

Opposed By:  
300 IMF Westland Ltd 
108 Progressive Enterprises 
Limited 

Discussion: 

.4(d) are either 
 discretionary or non-complying activity.  This uncertainty should be resolved and, on balance it is 

es not otherwise referred to in the rules, should be a non-complying activity.  

even if 

ecommendation:  
08/95, 108/96 and 257/277 are accepted in part with changes as shown in Appendix 

 
Submissions 107/70, 108/95, 108/96 and 257/277 
These submissions all seek clarification of the overlap between rules 26.4(d) and 26.5.  In response, the 
current drafting of these rules creates uncertainty as to whether the activities referred to in 26
a
appropriate that activiti
Therefore it is recommended that that Rule 26.4(d) be deleted.  It is also recommended that Rule 26.6 be 
amended to clarify that activities not provided for in the precinct definitions are non-complying activities and 
that a corresponding amendment be made to rule 26.1 to clarify that activities provided for in the precinct 
definitions are permitted activities (note that buildings or subdivision will still require resource consent 
the activity is permitted). 
 
R
Submissions 107/70, 1
1. 
 

.48 Financial Contributions 5
 
N0. Submitter Summary of Decision Sought Further Submitter/s 
257/247 Waitakere City 

Council 
Amend Policy 11.44 and its ‘Explanation’ to 
provide further clarification regarding 
‘financial contributions’ verses ‘development 
contributions’. 

Supported By:  
300 IMF Westland Ltd 
Opposed By:  
108 Progressive Enterprises 
Limited 

257/254 Waitakere City Amend Policy 1
Council provide clarification regarding ‘financial 

contributions’ verses ‘development 
contributions’. 

1.45 and its ‘Explanation’ to  

300/57 IMF Westland 
Ltd 

Amend Assessment Criteria 26(an) (assume 
submitter means (as)) to insert the following 
at the end of the criteria: 

 
Support and Opposed By:  
81 IB, GA and IE Midgley 

Demonstrate the manner in which the 
financial contribution framework provides for 
efficient public infrastructure provision across 
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precinct or site boundaries. 
Discussion: 
 
Submissions 257/247, 25
These submissions seek clarificatio

7/54 and 300/57 
n of the way in which development contributions and financial 

ntributions are to be applied to provide for infrastructure development. 

ng eve s that will 
lopm ver nt Act 2002 and are 

independe ct p d to fund infrastructure such as but not 
limited to stormwater and w
 

l ill c of the RMA for reserve contribution 
es  po

 
The content of policy 11.44 ld be amended to reflect the above.  Also 
the phrase “including an upg  assessment criterion as financial 
contributions will no longer b es. 

m
Submissio 257/247, 257/5 anges
  

5.49 Flexibility / Discretion in Policies & Rules / Control v Permissiveness / 
C

 
N0. Submitter 

co
 
In respon
be payabl

se, Council’s Lo
e. These deve
nt of the distri

 Term Council Community Plan sets out the d
ent contributions are set under the Local Go

l
nme

opment contribution

lan. Development contributions will be use
astewater. 

Financia
process

contributions w
, although this

ontinue to be taken under section 409 
licy may be reviewed in the near future. 

is appropriate, but the explanation shou
rading contribution” should be deleted from
e used to provide for infrastructure upgrad

 
Recom endation:  

ns 4 and 300/57 are accepted in part with ch  as shown in Appendix 1. 

ertainty 

Summary of Decision Sought Further Submitter/s 
177/9 John Ingram nd to ensure that rules are ‘watertight’ Ame  
257/246 Waitakere City Amend Policy 11.44 to include a requirement 

licy. Add the 
oint to Policy 

ve the above 

Council to avoid activities that are contrary to the 
intent of the individual po
following additional bullet p
11.44:  
“Activities that do not achie
policies shall be avoided.” 
Further particulars of proposed amendments 
will be provided at any hearing of this Plan 
Change. 

Opposed By:  
ery 

111 The National Trading 
Company of New Zealand 
Limited 
109 The Warehouse Ltd 

110 Warehouse Station
Limited 

258/204 Auckland 
Regional 
Transport 
Authority 

policies included in Plan Change 15. 

Amend so that the words “should” or “may” 
be replaced with the word “shall” in all 

 

264/50 Centre for Urban 
and Transport 
Studies 

Amend the Plan Change to replace constraint 
policies with "enablement of people and 
communities" policies (including for busi

Supported By:  
110 Warehouse Stationery 

ness Limited 
111 The National Trading firms as communities), to meet the RMA's 

express purpose. Company of New Zealand 
Limited 
109 The Warehouse Ltd 

300/27 IMF Westland 
Ltd 

Reject Policy 11.44 and replace with that 
contained in Appendix A of this submission. 

Supported By:  
108 Progressive Enterprises 
Limited 
Opposed By:  

111 The National Trading 
Company of New Zealand 
Limited 

81 IB, GA and IE Midgley 

110 Warehouse Stationery 
Limited 

109 The Warehouse Ltd 
Support and Opposed By:  

300/28  Westland  IMF Seeks that if Submission 300/27 is not 
 to utilise the 

Supported By:  
es 

 By:  

Ltd accepted, amend Policy 11.44
terms “Encouraging”...or “It is desirable 
that....” in the place of “Ensuring” or  
“Requiring” to generally reflect the 

108 Progressive Enterpris
Limited 
Support and Opposed
81 IB, GA and IE Midgley 
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amendments proposed in Submission 
300/27. 

300/72 IMF Westland Supported By:  
nterprises 

:  
y 

Ltd 
Amend Policy 11.45 to utilise the terms 
“Encouraging”...or “It is desirable that....” in 
the place of “Ensuring” or “Requiring”. 

108 Progressive E
Limited 
Support and Opposed By
81 IB, GA and IE Midgle

Discussion: 
 
Submission 177/9 
This submission makes a ge ndments to ensure that the rules are watertight.  In 

  th chieve the purpose of the Act, if they are 
amended mended nge is
 
Submission 257/246 
This submission requests sp  it is red that the existing 
wording, e.g. “ensuring” “req 4 is adequately directive.  However, there is a 

r olic iscr ed to for limited 
discretion ities.  This  being taken into account 
discretionary consent applications.  Therefore it is recommended that the last paragra
amended to include reference to Policy 11.44 as one of the matters which C

This submi uests th th s.  In 
response, the policies do no s s g”.  Therefore 
the existing wording of polic ang
 
Submission 264/50 

on seeks generalised changes to “constraint” policies to enable  and communities.  In 
ssion is of a very general nature.  Proposed Plan Change 15 will enable people and 

sses to meet their social and economic needs. To the extent that the 

and 300/72 

e 
e 

ing the LGAAA.  The phases requested by the submitter would create uncertainty as to 

on 177/9 and 258/204 are accepted in part with no changes recommended. 
ndix 1. 

neralised request for ame
response it is considered

 as recom
at the rules will be sufficiently robust to a
 in response to other submissions.  No cha

ecific changes to Policy 11.44.  In response
uiring”, of the bullets of Policy 11.4

 recommended 

 conside

related p oblem in that P
ary activ

y 11.44 is not listed as a matter over which d
 prevents Policy 11.44

etion is restrict
when processing limited 

ph of Rule 26.2 be 
ouncil will consider.  

 
Submission 258/204 

ssion req at the words “should” or “may” be replaced wi
t use words such as “should” but do use word
ies achieves intent of the submission.  No ch

the word “shall” in all policie
uch as “ensurin
es are recommended. 

This submissi
response the submi

 people

communities and particularly busine
policies create constraints, these are necessary to achieve the purpose of the Act including provision for 
people’s social and economic needs. No change is recommended. 
 
Submissions 300/27, 300/28 
These submissions seek that either Policy 11.44 be replaced as requested by the submitter, or alternatively 
replace “ensuring” and “requiring” with terms such as “encouraging” or “It is desirable that”. In response th
existing choice of words is appropriate and necessary to assist the Council in achieving the purpose of th
RMA and implement
intended outcomes and substantially reduce the likelihood that they would be achieved. No change is 
recommended. 
 
Recommendation:  
Submission 264/50, 300/27, 300/28 and 300/72 are rejected. 
Submissi
Submission 257/246 is accepted in part to the extent shown in Appe
 

5.50 Notification 
 
N0. Submitter Summary of Decision Sought Further Submitter/s 
257/260 Waitakere City 

Council 
Amend ‘Special Area - Rule 1.0 General’ to 
include the number ‘28’ as follows: 
“The following Rules 1.1, 1.2 and 2 to 28 

 

apply to activities situated in the Special 
Area.” 

257/261 Waitakere City 
Council 

Amend ‘Special Area - Rule 1.1 
Notification/Non-Notification General’ to 

r ‘28’ as follows: 
trolled Activities and 

include the numbe
“In relation to Con
Limited Discretionary Activities under the 
following Rules 2 to 28 applications…” 

 

300/70 IMF Westland 
Ltd 

Amend Chapter 26 or make the necessary 
changes to the Special Areas chapter to 

Supported By:  
108 Progressive E

provide discussion on notification / non-
nterprises 

Limited 



 
notification when giving eff
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ect to Plan Change Support and Opposed By:  
15. 81 IB, GA and IE Midgley 

300/77 IMF Westland 
Ltd 

Amend Chapter 27 or make the necessary 
changes to the Special Areas chapter to 
provide discussion on notification / non-
notification when giving effect to Plan Change 
15. 

Supported By:  
108 Progressive Enterprises 
Limited 
Support and Opposed By:  
81 IB, GA and IE Midgley 

Discussion: 
These submissions note that that Proposed Plan Change 15 does not make any statement about 
notification, and request amendments to clarify this. 
 

 response, section 77D of the Act states:   In
 
A rule for a controlled activity or a restricted discretionary activity may state whether applications for a 
resource consent for the activity may be decided without notification under section 93 or without service 
under section 94(1).] 
 
(See also section 94D). 

to 20, but through an oversight, Proposed Plan Change 15 did not extend the 
e new special areas through to number 28. 

1 Clarity / Word Economy 

r Summary of Decision Sought Further Submitter/s 

 
In the absence of such a statement in the plan, the normal provisions of section 93 and 94/1 apply.  Special 
Area Rule 1.1 does contain a statement on notification giving effect to section 77D of the Act.  This rule 

pplies to special areas 2 a
numbering to include th
 
The intention of Proposed Plan Change 15 was that the first round of comprehensive development plans 
within Massey North would be processed on a non-notified basis, without the written approval of affected 
parties.  This is because the areas being developed are greenfield sites, and the general public has had an 
opportunity to make submissions on the Massey North Urban Concept Plan and related plan provisions 
within Proposed Plan Change 15.  Subsequent development that is consistent with an approved 
comprehensive development plan should also be consented on a non-notified basis. 
 
Therefore it is recommended that Special Area Rule 1.0 and Special Area Rule 1.2 be amended to refer to 

pecial Areas 2 to 28. S
 
Recommendation:  
Submissions 257/260, 257/261, 300/70 and 300/77 are accepted with changes as shown in Appendix 1. 

.55
 
N0. Submitte
107/68 Westfield (New 

ited 
Amend the plan change to clarify Rule 1.2 

e) to make it 
y 

an activity, building or 
pe of the Rule 1.2 

Supported By:  
 
d By:  

Zealand) Lim and/or Rule 26 (as appropriat
clear that any reference to the terms An
Activity, Building and any other relevant term 
in Rule 26 means 
development within the sco
Special Area Definitions. 

300 IMF Westland Ltd
poseSupport and Op

208 Sylvia Park Business 
Centre Limited 

108/92 
ppropriate) to make it 

ing and any other relevant term 

devel
Speci itions. 

Progressive 
Enterprises 
Limited 

Amend the plan change to clarify Rule 1.2 
and/or Rule 26 (as a
clear that any reference to the terms Any 
Activity, Build
in Rule 26 means an activity, building or 

opment within the scope of the Rule 1.2 
al Area Defin

Supported By:  
208 Sylvia Park Business 
Centre Limited 
300 IMF Westland Ltd 

257/212 Waitakere City 
Council 

Amend the Plan Change to reword the 
policies, rules and assessment criteria to 
eliminate ambiguity and promote greater 

upported By:  
00 IMF Westland Ltd 

Opposed By:  
08 Progressive Enterprises word economy. Further particulars of 

proposed amendments will be provided at 
any hearing of this Plan Change. 

S
3

1
Limited 

257/253 Waitakere City Amend the ‘Explanation’ to Policy 11.44 to 
condense it in length. 

Opposed By:  
107 Westfield (New Zealand) 
Limited 

Limited 

Council 

108 Progressive Enterprises 



 
257/263 Waitakere City 

Council 
Amend Rule 1.2 to clarify the proposed 
activity lists to provide greater certainty and 
direction to the activities to be contemplated 
for each of the respective precincts.  Full 
particulars of the proposed changes will be 

Supported By:  
107 Westfield (New Zealand) 
Limited 
Opposed By:  
258 Auckland Regi
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provided at any hearing of the Plan Change. 

onal 
Transport Authority 
108 Progressive Enterprises 
Limited 

Discussion: 
 
Submissions 107/68 and 108/92 

d 

he term “Non Residential Activity is defined as “any activity not defined as a Residential Activity or a 
 a Prohibited Activity.” 

are all effectively subsets of “Any 
ctivity” 

 or building that is not a Permitted Activity under Rule 26.2, a 
re of the following precincts…” 

appro fer to A e intention is that elopment 
p an tivitie

there is an or in cross ref l  26.1. 
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Submission 257/212 
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This submission requests condensation of the length of the explanation for Policy 11.44.  In response while 

e explanation is lengthy and could be conden

I:\transfer\PC15\PC 15 Planners Report to the Panel January 2007.doc 159

sed, further submitters oppose a condensation. Therefore no 

ction 
 the activities to be contemplated for each of the respective precincts.”  In response, the activity definitions 

themselves are sufficiently clear, subject to any amendments made in response to other submissions.  
However, there is a deficiency in the cross referencing between the Rule 1.2 and Rule 26.  This is discussed 
in more detail above in response to submissions 107/68 and 108/92, and the same recommendations apply.  
Also, under the existing rules it is unclear whether the activities are intended to be permitted or subject to a 
resource consent (in addition to that required for CDP and buildings).  Therefore it is recommended that 
rules 26.1 and 26.6 be amended to clarify that the activities are permitted provided that they occur within the 
relevant precinct and are consistent with the CDP for that precinct.    
 
Recommendation:  
Submission 257/253 is rejected. 
Submissions 107/68, 108/92, 257/211 and 257/263 are accepted in part with changes as shown in Appendix 
1. 
 

5.52 Errors 
 
N0. Submitter Summary of Decision Sought Further Submitter/s 

th
change is recommended. 
 
Submission 257/263 

his submission requests clarification of “the proposed activity lists to provide greater certainty and direT
to

108/104 Progressive 
Enterprises 
Limited 

Amend the Plan Change to correct the 
referencing in Rule 26.2(a) and Assessment 
Criteria 26(u)(vi). 

Supported By:  
208 Sylvia Park Business 
Centre Limited 
300 IMF Westland Ltd 

203/40 AMP NZ 
Property 
Development Ltd 
& AMP Capital 
Investors (NZ) 
Ltd 

Amend Rule 26.4 - Discretionary Activities as 
follows (additions underlined, and deletions in 
strikethrough): 
"The following are Discretionary Activities: 
.................. 
(b) Activities which do not satisfy the 

Precinct Standards in Rule 26.2(a).  
................." 

Supported By:  
81 IB, GA and IE Midgley 
Opposed By:  
108 Progressive Enterprises 
Limited 
250 Auckland Regional 
Council 
300 IMF Westland Ltd 

257/237 Waitakere City 
Council 

Amend Policy 11.44 by deleting the word 
“core” in Bullets 9 & 10. 

 

300/48 IMF Westland 
Ltd 

Amend Rule 26.2(f)(xv) as follows. 
Details of how the Precinct will comply with 
the Performance Standards of 26.3. 

 
Support and Opposed By:  
81 IB, GA and IE Midgley 

Discussion: 
 
Submission 108/104  
This submission requests corrections to the referencing Rule 26.2(a) and assessment criterion 26(u)(vi). 
In response there are errors in cross-referencing. The reference to permitted activities should be amended to 
refer to rule 26.1, the reference to General Standards should be amended to refer to rule 26.2(f) and the 
reference to Additional Precinct Standards should be amended to refer to Rule 26.2(g). It is probable that the 
submitter is referring to Rule 26.2(f)(vi) as there is no 26(u)(vi).  Rule 26.2(f)(vii) incorrectly refers to Policy 
11.42.  This should refer to Policy 11.44.  It is recommended that these corrections be made. 
 
Submission 203/40 
This submission requests correction of an error in the cross-referencing in Rule 26.4(a) which refers to the 
standards in Rule 26.2(a).  It is recommended that this be amended to referencing to 26.2(f) and (g). 
 
Submission 257/237  
This submission requests removal of “core” from bullets 9 & 10 of Policy 11.44.  This is appropriate as the 
Town Centre as shown on the Massey North Urban Concept Plan extends across both precincts A and C.  
The phrases “Precinct A” and “Town Centre” and “Core” are sometimes used interchangeably but they do 
not cover the same area.   For clarity it is recommended that these bullets be amended to just refer to Town 
Centre and a notation be inserted to the effect that Town Centre is as shown on the Massey North Urban 
concept Plan, or Comprehensive Development Plan consent.  Consequentially it is also recommended that 
bullets currently located in Precinct A policy but applying more generally to the whole Town Centre area, 
should be relocated to the general section of the policy. 
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Submission 300/48 
This submission requests correction of an error in the cross referencing within Rule 26.2(f)(xv) which should 
refer to Rule 26.3.  It is recommended that this submission be accepted. 
 
Recommendation:  
Submissions 108/104, 203/40, 257/237 and 300/48 are accepted with changes as shown in Appendix 1. 
 

5.53 Consequential Changes 
 
N0. Submitter Summary of Decision Sought Further Submitter/s 
109/104 The Warehouse 

Ltd 
Amend the explanation of Policy 11.44 to 
make changes consequent to those set out in 
submissions 109/92-109/103. 

Opposed By:  
300 IMF Westland Ltd 
108 Progressive Enterprises 
Limited 
208 Sylvia Park Business 
Centre Limited 

110/104 Warehouse 
Stationery 
Limited 

Amend the explanation of Policy 11.44 to 
make changes consequent to those set out in 
submissions 110/92-110/103. 

Opposed By:  
300 IMF Westland Ltd 
108 Progressive Enterprises 
Limited 
208 Sylvia Park Business 
Centre Limited 

111/101 The National 
Trading 
Company of New 
Zealand Limited 

Amend the explanation of Policy 11.44 to 
make changes consequent to those set out in 
submissions 111/89-111/100. 

Opposed By:  
208 Sylvia Park Business 
Centre Limited 
300 IMF Westland Ltd 
108 Progressive Enterprises 
Limited 

203/12 AMP NZ 
Property 
Development Ltd 
& AMP Capital 
Investors (NZ) 
Ltd 

Delete the text in Policy 11.44 - Explanation 
relating to Town Centre Precinct Area B. 
 
 

Supported By:  
81 IB, GA and IE Midgley 
Opposed By:  
250 Auckland Regional 
Council 
300 IMF Westland Ltd 

Discussion: 
 
Submissions 109/104, 110/104 and 111/101 
These submissions seek unspecified changes consequential to other submissions by the same submitters.  
It is recommended that any consequential changes necessary can be dealt with during preparation of the 
Panels final report.  No changes are recommended at this point in time.  
 
Submission 203/12 
This submission seeks changes to the explanation for Policy 11.44.  Other submissions by the same 
submitter request major changes to the provisions of Precinct E consistent with the revised urban concept 
plan presented by the submitter.  The revised urban concept plan presented by the submitter is discussed in 
more detail in section 5.12 above, where it is recommended that it be rejected.  Therefore no change to the 
explanation of Policy 11.44 is recommended.  
 
Recommendation:  
Submission 203/12 is rejected. 
Submissions 109/104, 110/104 and 111/101 are accepted in part with no changes recommended. 
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