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What I will cover



Overall Comments





• My position regarding the need for a centres hierarchy remains unchanged from 
previous hearings – the inclusion of the TCZ does not go far enough.

• I generally support the spatial extent of the TCZ in Kerikeri. 
• The approach to the development of the TCZ has caused frustration. In 

particular:
• Utilisation of Kāinga Ora provisions should have been signalled sooner and an 

increased timeframe to respond provided; and
• In my opinion, the provisions have not been properly scrutinised, with a number of 

clear errors and inconsistencies as I have addressed in my evidence and within this 
presentation. 

Overall Comments 



Town Centre Zone (TCZ) -
Provisions



• Council have adopted Kāinga Ora’s provisions as the basis for their recommended 
TCZ with no targeted section 32AA evaluation of the provisions.

• The lack of targeted assessment represents a significant gap in Council’s 
assessment and makes understanding rationale of the provisions difficult.

• Lack of nesting tables for key activities remains an issue and makes 
understanding how activities are captured difficult  Council continue to reject 
this relief in recently released Hearing 17 s42A. 

• The objectives and policies for the TCZ clearly anticipate and provide for 
commercial activities.

General Comments 



Issues:
• PER 1 unnecessarily restricts alterations that do not alter building footprints and 

should be consistent with  the equivalent rule in MUZ (MUZ 1).
• PER-2 requires non-complying consent for extensions or alterations to an existing 

building or structure which accommodates a non-complying activity (under 
another provision) is unnecessary and redundant. 

Recommendations:
• Amend TCZ-R1 PER-1 to be consistent with the equivalent MUZ provisions.
• Delete TCZ-R1 PER-2.

TCZ-R1 New Buildings or Structures



TCZ-R1 Recommended Amendments



Issue:
• There is no definition of ‘trade and yard-based retail’ 
• PER 1 – alterations or extensions to existing buildings and structures are already captured by TCZ-

R1, this wording is not required. 
• The GFA limits are unjustified with no reasoning provided as to why this should apply to 

‘commercial activities’ but not other activities such as ‘healthcare activity’ or ‘community facility’. 
• Matters of discretion read like assessment criteria rather than targeted matters of discretion.
Recommendation:
• Replace ‘trade and yard-based retail’ with ‘trade supplier’ a defined term in the PDP.
• Amend the leader sentence of PER-1 to state ‘The new activity, or extension to an existing 

activity, is…’
• Redraft the matters of discretion to focus on relevant matters using clear and simple language.

TCZ-R2 – Commercial Activities



TCZ-R2 and TCZ-RXX Recommended Amendments



TCZ-R18 – Drive Through Activity
Issue:
• Should be ‘Drive Through Facility’ not ‘Drive Through Activity’  Council recommended this 

term in Hearing 14 recommendations. 
• ‘Drive through facilities’ meet the definition of ‘commercial activity’ which are otherwise 

permitted subject to the requirements of TCZ-R2.
• There is no directive to ‘avoid’ drive through activities specifically; rather the objectives and 

policies clearly provide for ‘commercial activities.’
• There are other provisions relating to traffic, access, bulk, location, signage, noise and 

lighting in the TCZ standards and PDP that can be relied on to manage actual or potential 
effects.

• TCZ-R18 will result in “double handling” resource consenting requirements and is unjustified 
with no basis in the proposed TCZ objectives and policies.

Recommendation:
• Delete TCZ-R18 and rely on the same controls applicable to other commercial activities.



Recommendations 
• Amend TCZ-S6 to exclude Town Centre Zone from landscaping requirement - consistent 

with MUZ-S9 which exempts landscaping for boundaries between sites zoned MUZ. 
• Delete TCZ-S10 clause 2 as the TCZ spatial extent is within Council’s reticulated network. 
• Delete the note in TCZ-S10 regarding engineering assessment – an engineering 

assessment is not required to demonstrate compliance. 
• Simplify the matters of discretion relating to TCS-S10.
• Support ‘no minimum allotment size’ stated in SUB-S1 to be consistent with the rest of 

the PDP this should be in the Subdivision Chapter. 

TCZ Standards



TCZ-S6, TCZ-S10 and TCZ-S1 Amendments



Other Changes



• There are inconsistencies and errors throughout the TCZ provisions 
that require amending, these include:
• Numbering errors;  
• Rule duplication; and
• Inconsistent referencing of terms.

• These are easily identifiable within the provisions, and I consider they 
indicate a lack of careful scrutiny of the TCZ provisions.
• Consequential changes – should be clearly shown as track changes so 

there is clarity for submitters as to what precisely is to be changed.

Other Changes



Examples



Summary & Key Takeaways



• Generally support the application of TCZ as applied to Kerikeri.
• The lack of targeted s32AA assessment makes understanding 

rationale of rules problematic and undermines their integrity.
• Targeted amendments are required to TCZ rules to improve clarity, 

remove duplication and redundant rules.
• In particular, TCZ-R18 should be deleted entirely as it unnecessarily 

restricts ‘drive through facilities’ with no clear justification.

Summary & Key Takeaways 
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