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Yes – I would like to be heard in support of my submission

With respect to Part 2 – District Wide Matters – Transport Section

Submission Point 1

My Submission

I oppose the proposed 'required' parking provisions as laid out in Table 1.

These parking requirements are excessive and counter to the policies and objectives for sustainable
transport networks, and the promotion of alternative modes of transport (to private car use).

The requirements are also inequitable, with respect to the differences provided for, "per" residential
unit across the categories of "residential", "multi-unit development", "papakainga", "retirement village".

They are also inequitable in terms of 'places of work' vs places temporarily occupied by people who
may require 'visitors' to be accommodated (e.g hospitals, schools, event facilities - such as Marae or
Community Halls and recreation spaces).

Relief Sought
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Adjust the requirement downwards for all parking requirements.

Introduce maximum spaces to allocate for different categories of unit

Encourage public transport use - by advocating other divisions within Council notify requirements (to
designate) public transport hubs, and associated facilities along key routes to enable public transport
use and alternative modes of transport (other than private cars) - as an alternative method to rules
within the DP.

Submission Point 2

My Submission

I oppose the proposed 'required' parking provisions as laid out in Table 2 with respect to accessibility
parking.

These parking requirements are insufficient and counter to the policies and objectives with respect to
providing sufficient accessibility for those with disabilities – in an aging population.

The requirements are also inequitable, with respect to the differences provided for accessibility to
commercial areas and to worksites. As more retired people are staying in the workforce, work sites
ought to provide for accessibility parking for employees as well as to accommodate clients/customers
or visitors.

Relief Sought

Adjust the requirement upwards for all accessibility parking requirements.

With respect to Part 3 – Area Specific Matters – Residential Section

My Submission

I oppose the creation of just one ‘general residential’ zone with a minimum size of section, and a cap
on the number of units able to be accommodated per section, and with requirements for outdoor living
space, and yard to boundary rules.

That requirements prohibit high density residential accommodation, without a relationship with
‘commercial’ use as provided for in the mixed-use zone.

There is also a need to allow (provide) for, accommodation that is affordable and accessible to work,
education and recreation opportunities. Accommodation as per the Proposed plan fails to provide for
young adults (new entrant workers or students), as well as for the home-alone elderly.   The
Proposed DP does not cater to all options or ‘potential’ choices for people throughout their life-cycle,
in being heavily biased towards providing for ‘families’ rather than for individuals or other groups who
may choose to want to cohabitate.

Please cross reference to my submission point with respect to “mixed-use” zone

Relief Sought

Provide a high density residential zone, in its own right – without the necessity to have a ‘commercial’
ground floor level (as per the mixed-use zone).  All townships ought to have a proportion of future
housing able to accommodate young single adults, and single elderly – accessible to services, and
not requiring individual car-parking spaces or personal ‘outdoor living’ areas.
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Such a zone should provide choice at the opposite end of the continuum from ‘rural-residential’, ‘rural-
lifestyle’ and ‘coastal-living’ as per the operative plan – where we currently see people housed in
caravans, shacks, tents, cars and temporary hired cabins.

The dire need for affordable, accessible housing across the Far North must be accommodated within
this plan, rather than enshrining rural-poverty (refer Far North stats re: deprivation indices) in rural
zoned properties.

With respect to Part 3 – Area Specific Matters – Mixed-Use Zone

My Submission

I oppose the extent of the area to be zoned “mixed-use”.

The area provided for in every township where this nw zone is proposed to be introduced is too
extensive, and it will hamper the development of much needed affordable accommodation by
requiring a glut of unneeded ‘commercial’ space at ground floor level. Meanwhile insufficient
‘industrial’ space has been envisaged as catering to ‘warehousing’ which requires a lot of vehicle
movements (as delivering as made both two and from the warehousing/storage nodes).

In particular I highlight Kerikeri – where a huge area has been proposed to be rezoned as ‘mixed use’
– while also acknowledging (with the S32 reports) that there is sufficient commercially zoned land in
the vicinity (at Waipapa, for example).

The infrastructure has not yet been secured to cater for the vast development envisaged (potential
released) by this PDP. I note an absence of FNDC notices of requirement within the notified PDP to
ensure transportation networks and other essential infrastructure will be developed alongside or prior
to releasing land to this extensive redevelopment potential)  to cater for the vast development
envisaged (potential released) by this PDP.

Relief Sought

Reduce the area covered by the proposed mixed use zone, by at least a half – to 2/3ds.  And allow
for high density residential living, without the encumbrance of having to also provide for commercial
use.

The mixed-use areas should also not be contiguous – they ought to be established as nodes, to allow
for precincts of like activities to emerge – and to allow for separation of travel and flow between
nodes.

Consider providing for mixed use either edge of Kerikeri for example, with areas of high-density
residential in between.

With respect to Part 3 -  Area Specific Matters – Specific-Purpose Zones

My Submission

I oppose the failure to introduce a specific purpose zone for Opua and for Paihia/Waitangi, and for
Russel townships – as tourist resort/hubs.

These areas are in need of specific provisions to allow for tourism related activities and facilities to be
further developed. There has been insufficient attention paid to the need to provide for ‘dormitory’
suburban/worker accommodation in the vicinity of these areas, that acknowledges the highly
seasonal nature of the workforce (similar to horticulture workers, which is provided for).

Relief Sought
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Provide another specific purpose zone – for the tourist resort townships around the Bay – and
acknowledge the significant investment in communal maritime facilities around the Bay.

Regards, Jane Johnston
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