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Executive Summary 

Under section 35 of the Resource Management Act 1991 (RMA), territorial authorities are obliged to monitor, 
gather information and keep records on the exercise of resource consents in its district, including compliance 
with consent conditions. 

The legislation requires a local authority to make such information publicly available. To fulfill this 
requirement, Resource Consents Monitoring/Development Report has been produced annually since 
2001/02. Each report presents information collected over the previous twelve months (1 July ï 30 June).   

In addition to meeting statutory requirements, the report serves other purposes. Firstly, information collected 
on both procedural and substantive issues will be useful for internal Council purposes. Information collected 
should indicate how Council is performing in regard to a range of issues, and how this performance can be 
improved. Secondly, some of the information gathered and presented in the report will be collated over a 
longer time frame and will be put into the district plan and state of the environment monitoring and reporting, 
both statutory obligations under the RMA.   

The present Resource Consents Monitoring / Development Report is the tenth report Council has produced 
in a series beginning in the 2001/02 financial year, thus enabling trend analysis of data over the last twelve 
years.  It reports on the 2012/13 financial year which runs from 1 July to the 30 June.  Comparisons are 
made with previous reports, which have been reported on the financial years between 1 July 2001 and 30 
June 2013.  These other reports can be referred to when comparisons are made in this document and can 
be obtained from the Policy and Monitoring Department.   

From the results of monitoring resource consents, it seems fair to conclude that the declining level of 
development identified in last yearôs report has levelled off in the 2012/13 financial year with only a very 
slight decline in resource consents granted and a significant increase in building consents granted. This 
levelling off may have signalled a turnaround in the downward trend of the previous few years. 

The total number of consents received and granted this year decreased 2.9%.  Land use consents 
decreased 2.7% while subdivision consents increased 7.0% in 2012/13. 

Total building consents granted (alterations, new builds, plumbing, etc...) increased in 2012/13, to 1,587, up 
40% from 2011/12.  This is the largest increase in building consents over the twelve year reporting period.  
The trend was the same for building consents for new residential dwellings and new commercial buildings, 
but the increase from last year to this year was 24%. The value of building consents increased slightly in 
2012/13 year to $157,576,377. In value-adjusted terms, this corresponds with the increase building consents 
granted. 

The spatial pattern of development was similar to previous reports, the highest level being in Whangarei City, 
with pockets along the coast ï particularly at Ngunguru, Whangarei Heads and Bream Bay - and scattered 
rural development. Spatial distribution has visibly contracted from 2008/09, reflecting declining levels of 
development. 

The number of new lots being created was less than the number of new buildings/dwellings in 2012/13 again 
this year, signaling a slowed rate of subdivision. The first time this happened was in 2009/2010.  There are 
still many vacant lots in the district as a result of previous surpluses.   

The majority of subdivisions occurred in the Countryside Environment (50%). Since the inception of the new 
Urban Transition Environment (UTE) in July 2013, there have been subdivisions and lots created in this 
environment.  The proportion of subdivisions occurring in rural environments (Countryside, Coastal 
Countryside, Open Space and Urban Transition Zone) stayed at about the same level as 2011/12. However, 
the proportion of lots created in business environments decreased significantly to 2.3%.  

It appears that the density of development occurring in the district on a broad measure is not substantially 
threatening the densities prescribed in the District Plan for most environments. Average lot sizes in the 
Countryside and Coastal Countryside Environments have been increasing since the 2006 Environment Court 
ruling to increase minimum lot sizes for controlled activities in these environments to 20ha, and to increase 
discretionary average lot sizes in the Coastal Countryside Environment from 6ha to 10ha. Average lot size in 
the Countryside Environment (14.8ha) is below the prescribed average for controlled activity (20ha) and 
above the average for discretionary activity (10ha) as prescribed by the Environment Court.  Lots in the 
Coastal Countryside environments (12.9ha) are also above the prescribed average 10ha for discretionary 
activity. The densities in other environments do not appear to be threatening minimum lot sizes prescribed in 
the District Plan. The average lot size for the whole district is 3.936 ha. and has been increasing since 
2006/07. However, there was a decrease from the last reporting period. 
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Regarding public participation and compliance costs, the notification level (including limited-notified) dropped 
again in 2012/13 to 2.6%. This followed a significant drop in 2009/10 to 7.3% from previous levels of around 
14%. Decisions from the Court, particularly on non-complying subdivisions, have clarified the manner in 
which the District Plan objectives and policies are to be applied. This has resulted in a reduction in the 
number of potentially viable non-complying applications being lodged. In general, people are taking less risk, 
want more certainty and safer options are being pursued, e.g. controlled activities that do not require 
notification. The current rate of notification is similar to the national average, which was 5% in 2012/13 
(Ministry for the Environment, 2013) and is believed to be a reasonable compromise between enabling public 
participation and limiting compliance costs during the development process.   

In regard to consent processing efficiency, there has been a marked improvement in recent years in the 
percentage of consents processed within statutory timeframes. This is particularly so for the 2012/13 year, 
which saw consents processed on time reaching 98.2% which is an all time high. A process improvement 
programme was instigated in 2008 which resulted in greater efficiencies in the processing of resource 
consents. This allowed the Council to be in a strong position when discount regulations were implemented 
as part of the RMA Amendment Act 2009, which introduced a discount for resource consents processed 
outside of statutory timeframes. Building consents continue to be processed in a timely manner (99%). 

Over time, there was a relative increase in proportion of discretionary consents granted and a relative 
decline of controlled consents granted most likely as a result of the Environment Court Decision for 20 ha 
minimum lot sizes in the Countryside and Coastal Countryside Environments. 

At present a small percentage of consent applications are being declined (0.4%). There were no Council 
decisions appealed to the Environment Court during the 2012/13 year.  

The level of non-compliance with consents conditions was lower than the 2011/12 year (9%), at 
approximately 5%. The percentage of initially non-compliant consents has been quite variable over the past 
nine years, but it is hoped that the low level of recent years will continue in future. The number of section 127 
applications to change resource consents conditions increased slightly from 2011/12 (52) to 77. 

In 2012/13, seven out of 92 (7.6%) subdivision and subdivision/land use consents granted included a 
conservation covenant. In total, 20 covenants were created - an average of 2.6 per subdivision application 
that included a covenant. These figures show that the proportion of covenants on lots created is continuing 
to increase, both in terms of subdivision applications and lots created. This is encouraging, as it shows that 
more people are incorporating conservation values into development activity, and more of our significant 
natural areas are being formally protected.  

Of the conservation covenants created in 2012/13, none were on properties in a notable or significant 
landscape nor in areas of high ecological significance. Nine of the conservation covenants created were 
located in the Countryside Environment, five covenants were in the Living 3 environment and two covenants 
were in the Coastal Countryside Environment.  Four subdivision applications had a No Dogs, Cats or 
Mustelids condition. 

Five esplanade reserves or strips were created in the 2012/13 year, and three (3/92 or 3.2%) subdivisions 
contained esplanade priority areas.  
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 1.0 Introduction 

Under section 35 of the Resource Management Act 1991 (RMA), territorial authorities are obliged to monitor, 
gather information and keep records on the exercise of resource consents in its district, including compliance 
with consent condition. 

The legislation requires a local authority to make such information publicly available to enable the public ï 

 
(a) To be better informed of their duties and of the functions and  powers of the local authority, and  

(b) To participate effectively under the Act. 

As outlined in the Whangarei District Council Monitoring Strategy, to fulfill this requirement a Resource 
Consents Monitoring/Development Report will be produced annually.  This report will present the information 
collected over the previous twelve months (1 July ï 30 June) in regard to consents in a concise and 
meaningful manner.  Over time, trends are becoming apparent, and spatial and temporal comparisons can 
be made.   

This information is aimed primarily at an internal Council audience.  However, it also meets the statutory 
requirement to have such information available for the public.  It should indicate how the Council is 
performing in regard to a range of issues.  It should also indicate issues that may require further attention by 
Council staff.  Improvements to District Plan provisions or to Council bylaws may be involved.  Trends over 
time should provide a broad measure of Council performance in a number of areas.   

In addition, some of the information gathered and presented in the Resource Consents 
Monitoring/Development Report will be collated over a longer time frame and will be put into both the District 
Plan and state of the environment monitoring and reporting.  Such information will assist in the evaluation of 
planning provisions in the District Plan and will enable improvements to be made over time.  State of the 
environment monitoring and reporting will likewise benefit from information obtained from resource consents 
monitoring. 

The 2012/2013 Resource Consents Monitoring/Development Report is the ninth report Council has produced 
in a series beginning in the 2001/02 financial year (please note that the 2007- 2010 information is captured 
within one report).  It reports on the 2012/13 financial year, which ran from 1 July 2012 to 30 June 2013.  Its 
primary purpose is three-fold: 

 

¶ Firstly, to report on that information which is available to Council, and 

¶ Secondly, to provide some trend analysis regarding development and the state of the environment of 

the district as a whole, and 

¶ Thirdly, to identify areas where information is not available, and provide suggestions as to how 

information should be collected.   
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2.0 Resource Consents Monitoring  

The granting of resource consent by a territorial authority places specific responsibilities upon the issuing 
authority and the consent holder.  By granting consent, the territorial authority has given approval for a 
consent holder to carry out an activity that would otherwise contravene a plan formulated under the RMA.  
The territorial authority therefore has the responsibility to ensure that: 

 

¶ Conditions to control adverse environmental effects and to manage resources sustainably are 

attached to the consent; 

¶ The consent holder complies fully with consent conditions; and 

¶ Appropriate action is taken if consent conditions are not complied with. 

In order to do this, the monitoring of resource consents encompasses the following aspects: 

 

¶ Compliance of the consent holder with the conditions attached to the consent; 

¶ The suitability and functionality of consent conditions; and 

¶ Monitoring the impact of activities (consented and permitted) on the environment. 

 

Monitoring ensures that consent holders meet the conditions of their consents.  In so doing, adverse effects 
on the environment from the granting of consents are avoided, remedied or mitigated.  Monitoring the 
suitability and functionality of consent conditions assesses whether the conditions attached to consents are 
workable, i.e. whether they are precise, achievable, measurable and enforceable. 

Impact monitoring relates to both consented activities and permitted activities.  Monitoring the impact of 
consented activities assesses whether the effects on the environment are being adequately addressed by 
the conditions attached to the consent, i.e. whether the conditions are effective.  Monitoring the impact of 
permitted activities ensures that those activities not requiring resource consent do in fact meet the standards 
in the District Plan for permitted activities and that permitted activities are not having adverse impacts on the 
environment. 

If consent conditions are unworkable or ineffectual, or if new conditions need to be imposed or old conditions 
discarded, consents processing staff (in consultation with policy and monitoring staff) will be required to 
rewrite them, draft new conditions, or discard unnecessary ones.  In addition, planning staff must be 
cognisant of, and review, the relationship between consent conditions and the objectives, policies and other 
methods contained within the District Plan.  Consent processing and consent monitoring staff can actively 
assist in this respect. 

Using this process, information gained from the monitoring of resource consents should be gathered and 
analysed to provide information useful to monitor both plan effectiveness and the state of the environment.  
In short, monitoring of resource consents needs to incorporate procedures for the following: 

 

¶ Assessing compliance with conditions attached to consents; 

¶ Assessing the suitability and functionality of consent conditions; 

¶ Assessing the impact of consented and permitted activities on the environment; 

¶ Transferring information between processing, monitoring and policy planners; 

¶ Determining whether the District Planôs objectives, policies and methods need revising; 

¶ Contributing to state of the environment monitoring and reporting; 

¶ Reviewing and revising monitoring procedures. 
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3.0 Resource Consents Monitoring Systems 

Council has been monitoring 100% of resource consents granted since 1997.  Initially, monitoring was 
conducted for the purposes of ensuring compliance with conditions, and only minimum data was collected.  
After the completion of the WDC Monitoring Strategy in 2001, monitoring procedures became more focused 
on providing Council with district plan and state of the environment information.  Although not all aspects of 
the Monitoring Strategy are being implemented, many of the issues and indicators outlined in the Monitoring 
Strategy are being monitored, and data is being collected. Consents monitoring is fully actioned whilst state 
of the environment and District Plan monitoring has been initiated and is being developed over time. Council 
utilises various databases for data management i.e. TRIM, XPLView, Alchemy, Tech One.   

A complete overview of the procedural system in place for the monitoring of resource consents can be found 
in Section 6 of the Monitoring Strategy.  The necessary procedural systems for the collection and storage of 
data specified in the Monitoring Strategy are still in development.   

 

4.0 Results for Resource Consents Monitoring 

The following results originate from several databases, but predominantly Tech One.  This set of results is 
taken for the financial year: 1 July 2012 ï 30 June 2013.  The categories for the following tables have been 
taken from Whangarei District Councilôs Monitoring Strategy Section 6.1 ñIssues and Information Needsò and 
6.2 ñMonitoring Indicatorsò. There are three groups of consents monitored and reported upon. These are: 

¶ Land use consents (resource consents) 

¶ Subdivision consents (resource consents), and 

¶ Building consents.  
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All Resource Consents 2012/13 

Monitoring Indicators 
Number of 
Consents 

% of Relevant 
Total 

(i) Broad development trends for the Whangarei District   

 
Total consents received* 
Total consents rejected 
Total consents withdrawn 
 
Total consents processed (decision made)* 
Total consents approved 
Total consents declined 
 
Land use consents approved 
Subdivision consents approved 
Subdivision/land use consents approved 
 
Spatial distribution 
 
 
Certificates of compliance issued 
 

 
241  
10 
22 

 
225 
224 

1 
 

132 
81 
11 

 
See Figures 

1.1-1.4 
 
5 

 
 
 
 
 

100% 
99.6% 
0.4% 

 
100% 
98.8% 
100% 

 
 
 
 
 

(ii) Public participation/compliance costs for development   

 
Total consents fully notified 
Total consents limited-notified 
Total consents notified (fully and limited) 
Total consents non-notified 
 
Land use consents  

Notified 
Limited-notification 

 
Subdivision consents  

Notified 
Limited-notification 

 
Subdivision/land use consents  

Notified 
Limited-notification 

 
4 
2 
6 

218 
 

132 
1 
1 
 

81 
2 
1 
 

11 
1 
0 

 
1.8% 
0.9% 
2.6% 
97.3% 

 
 

0.8% 
0.8% 

 
 

2.5% 
1.2% 

 
 

9.1% 
0% 

 

(iii) Consent processing efficiency   

   

Total consents issued within statutory timeframes 221 98.2% 

Land use consents issued within statutory timeframes 132 100.00% 

Subdivision consents issued within statutory timeframes 79 96.3% 

Subdivision/land use consents issued within statutory 
timeframes 

10 90.9% 

   

Non-notified consent applications issued within statutory 
timeframes 

216 99.1% 

Notified consent applications issued within statutory timeframes 5 83.3% 
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Notified consent applications with a hearing issued within 
statutory timeframes 

4 100%** 

Notified consent applications without a hearing issued within 
statutory timeframes 

1 100%** 

   

Decision to notify made within 10 working days for a resource 
consent 

23 10.2% 

Total consents suspended due to a request for information 71 32.6% 

(iv) Decision making effectiveness   

 
Total consents declined 
Land use consents declined 
Subdivision consents declined 
Subdivision/land use consents declined 

 

Total consents subject to an objection*** 

Total decisions appealed to the Environment Court 
 

 
1 
0 
1 
0 
 
 
9 
 
0 

 
0.4% 
0.0% 
1.2% 
0.0% 

 

4.0% 

0% 
 

 
Table 1.1: Resource Consents 2012/13 

*    The number of consents received differs from the number processed (decision made). This is because the consents received 
by Council during a given financial year (1 Julyï 30 June) are not all necessarily processed to a decision by 30 June of that year. 
In addition, some of those processed to a decision during the current financial year would have been received by Council prior to 
1 July.   

**   For Example 100% of notified consents with a hearing were processed on time (4/4), and 100% of notified consents without a 
hearing were processed on time (1/1). 

***  These are resource consent applications where objections have been lodged under sections 357 or 358 of the RMA. These 
are objections to the Council over a range of issues rather than formal appeals lodged with the Environment Court (although 
objections to Council if not resolved can escalate into formal appeals to the Court). 
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Land Use Consents 2012/13 

Monitoring Indicators 
Number of 
Consents 

% of Relevant 
Total 

(i) Broad development trends for the Whangarei District   

 
Total land use consents approved 
Total subdivision/land use consents approved 
 
Spatial distribution 
 

 
132 
11 

 
See Figures 

1.3, 1.4 
 

 

 

(ii) Compliance with land use consents  % of total 
monitored 

 
Total land use consents monitored* 
 
Land use consents initially compliant with consent conditions 
 
Land use consents initially non-compliant with consent 
conditions 
 
Number of consents not exercised in current year 
 
Site visits required to achieve compliance 
 

 
264 

 
83** 

 
 

14** 
 

64** 
 

Data not 
available 

 
100% 

 
31.4% 

 
 

5.3% 
 

24.4% 
 
 

(iii) Suitability and functionality of consent conditions 
  

Number of necessary conditions 2,109 100 % 
Number of consents with clear, unambiguous, or enforceable 
conditions 

259 98.1% 

Number of s127 and s128 changes to land use consent 
conditions 

28 10.6% 

Number of s127 and s128 changes to subdivision consent 
conditions 

45 17.0% 

Number of s127 and s128 changes to subdivision/land use 
consent conditions 

4 1.5% 

Total number of s127 and s128 changes to land use and 
subdivision consent conditions 

77 29.2% 

 
Table 1.2: Land Use Consents 2012/13 

*  Note: The number of consents monitored differs from the number approved because monitoring of consents takes place some 
time after the approval of consents. Consent holders now have five years to give effect to the resource consent. Therefore, those 
consents monitored in a given financial year are not necessarily those approved in that year. 

**  These do not add up to total land use consents monitored, as the category ñIn Progressò is not included. The addition of this 
category would bring the total to 100% of consents monitored. 
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Subdivision Consents 2012/13 

Monitoring Indicators Number of Consents 

(i) Broad development trends for the Whangarei District  

  

Total subdivision consents granted 81 

Total subdivision/land use consents granted 11 

  

Total number of lots granted 631 

Total number of lots created* 188 

  

Spatial distribution of subdivision consents See Figures 1.2, 1.4 

  

(ii) Compliance with the District Plan  

 
Average lot size created for whole district** 
Minimum lot size created for whole district 
Maximum lot size created for whole district 
 

 
3.94 ha 
126 m

2
 

110.1 ha 

(iii) Conservation values  

 
Number of conservation covenant(s) 
Number of subdivision consents with conservation covenant(s) 
 
Spatial distribution 
 

 
16 
6 
 

See Figure 1.7 

(iv) Protection of riparian values  

 
Number of esplanade reserves/strips 
Number of subdivision consents with esplanade reserves/strips 
 
Spatial distribution 
 

 
5 
3 
 

See Figure 1.8 

 
Table 1.3: Subdivision Consents 2012/2013 

* Note: The figures for lots created in the 2012/2013 financial year are not necessarily related to consents granted in that year.  
Many of the lots created during the 2012/2013 period stemmed from subdivision consents granted prior to this period.  A consent 
holder has five years to apply for a Section 224(c) certificate after consent has been granted. 

** Note: Information on lot sizes includes reserves, utility and access lots.   
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Number of Lots Created and Lot Sizes 

Environments  
Number of 

Lots 
Average Lot 

Size (ha) 
Minimum Lot 

Size (ha) 
Maximum Lot 

Size (ha) 

Living 1 45 0.1627 0.0340 3.3489 

Living 2 0 - - - 

Living 3 16 0.4072 0.0126 1.4032 

Business 1 0 - - - 

Business 2 0 - - - 

Business 3 2 0.7700 0.5584 0.9817 

Business 4 5 0.2387 0.1285 0.41 

Urban Transition 4 2.0015 0.5017 6.1269 

Open Space 9 0.1785 0.0557 0.9636 

Coastal Countryside 18 12.896 0.0199 110.088 

Countryside 89 14.837 0.0406 99.596 

District 188 3.936 0.0126 110.088 

 
Table 1.4: Number of Lots Created and Lot Sizes* in Different Environments 2012/13 

* Note: Information on lot sizes includes reserves, utility and access lots. 

 

Number of SD and SDLU Consents Granted 

Environments 
Number of 

Subdivisions 
% of Total 

Living 1 29 31.5 

Living 2 1 1.1 

Living 3 3 3.3 

Business 1 0 0.0 

Business 2 2 2.2 

Business 3 1 1.1 

Business 4 0 0.0 

Coastal Countryside 5 5.4 

Countryside 46 50.0 

Urban Transition 0 0.0 

Open Space 0 0.0 

Futures 1 1.1 

Living 3 / Coastal Countryside / Countryside 1 1.1 

Living 1 / Coastal Countryside 1 1.1 

Living 1 / Business 2 1 1.1 

Total 92 100% 

Table 1.5: Number of Subdivision and Subdivision/Land Use Consents Granted in Different 
Environments 2012/13 
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Building Consents 2012/13 

Monitoring Indicators Number of Consents 

(i) Broad development trends  

Total building consents issued 

 

Spatial distribution of building consents 

 

New dwellings (residential) 

New buildings (commercial) 

Total 

 

Spatial distribution of new dwellings/buildings 

 

Total value of building consents issued 

 

Total number of building consents issued within 
statutory timeframes 

Percentage of building consents issued within 
statutory timeframes 

 

1,598 

 

See Figure 1.5 

 

326 

49 

375 

 

See Figure 1.6 

 

$157,576,377 

 

1,118 

 

69.96% 

 

 
Table 1.6: Building Consents Processed 2012/13 

 

CATEGORY OF 
CONSENT 

NUMBER OF CONSENTS PROCESSED 

CONSENTS GRANTED Land Use Subdivision SD/LU TOTAL 

Controlled 4 15 0 19 

Restricted Discretionary 79 12 3 93 

Discretionary 42 33 7 82 

Non Complying 7 21 1 29 

TOTAL 132 81 11 224 

CONSENTS DECLINED Land Use Subdivision SD/LU TOTAL 

Controlled 0 0 0 0 

Restricted Discretionary 0 0 0 0 

Discretionary 0 0 0 0 

Non Complying 0 1 0 1 

TOTAL 0 1 0 1 
 
Table 1.7: Resource Consents Processed (including those refused) by Category 2012/13 
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Figure 1.1: All Resource Consents Granted Between 1 July 2012 - 30 June 2013 
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Figure 1.2: Subdivision Consents Granted Between 1 July 2012 - 30 June 2013 
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Figure 1.3: Land Use Consents Granted Between 1 July 2012 - 30 June 2013 
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Figure 1.4: Combined Subdivision and Land Use Consents Granted Between 1 July 2012 - 30 June 2013 
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Figure 1.5: Building Consents Granted Between 1 July 2012 - 30 June 2013 
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Figure 1.6: Building Consents for New Dwellings and Commercial Buildings Granted Between 1 July 2012 - 30 June 2013  
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Figure 1.7: Conservation Covenants Granted Between 1 July 2012 - 30 June 2013*  

* N.B. There is more than one covenant at some locations  
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Figure 1.8: Esplanade Reserves Granted Between 1 July 2012 - 30 June 2013  
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5.0 Consents Trend Results and Discussion 

This discussion aims to objectively interpret the consents results from the 2012/13 financial year in terms of 
the ñIssues and Information Needsò of the Monitoring Strategy (Chapter 6.1), and is divided into a number of 
categories based on the Monitoring Strategy. The results now cover twelve years ï the 2001/02 ï 2012/13 
financial years. Comparison of the results allows spatial and temporal trends to be identified and reported on, 
and gives a useful picture of how development in the district is progressing. 

 

5.1 Broad Development Trends for the Whangarei District 

The number of consents received (Figure 1.9) has declined markedly since 2001/02, from over 600 to 224 in 
2012/13. The number of consents received in the last year was the lowest since reporting began, however, it 
does not appear that the consents are declining as quickly as in the past and this might be a turning point in 
the trend. The number of resource consents received was highest in 2003/04 (672), and lowest in 2012/13 
(241), representing a 64% decrease. The most significant drop was from 2007/08 ï 2008/09, where 
consents received dropped by approximately 41% from one year to the next. The significant drop could be 
related to the fact that in 2009, Whangareiôs annual average GDP growth was negative for the first time since 
2001 (Infometrics, 2010).  The GDP has continued to rise since then and has increased by 3.0% in the year 
to September 2013 (Infometrics, Quarterly Economic Monitor, September 2013) 

 

Figure 1.9: Resource Consents Received from 2001/02 ï 2012/13 

 

The number of consents granted (Figure 1.10) has also decreased over the reporting period, and in 2012/13 
was the lowest since reporting began (224). This represents a 66% decrease since 2001/02; in other words 
the number of consents being granted has more than halved over that time.  The large reduction in the 
number of consents being received and processed in recent years is undoubtedly a result of the economy 
slowing as a whole in the district in recent years (Infometrics, 2009). The slight pick up into 2009/10 was 
thought could signal an increase in development activity, however this has not continued into the next three 
years, and the number of consents received/granted is still declining.  From 2010/11-2012/13 consents 
decreased by 19.4% while at the national level, the decrease was 5.75% (Ministry for the Environment, 
2013). 
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Figure 1.10: Resource Consents Granted from 2001/02 ï 2012/13 

 

The pronounced dip in consents granted in 2005/06 is unexplained in previous reports, and the number was 
expected to instead increase in line with the trend of the preceding few years. The dip could be caused by 
fewer numbers of consents received in this year.  

The volume of consents granted in 2001/02 is believed to be an anomaly, and unusually high. If this year is 
removed from analysis, the number of consents granted each year rose from 2002/03 to 2004/05, and then 
decreased from 2006/07 to current levels. The decrease from 2006/07 is believed to be related to the 
slowing of the economy from around this time. There was a leveling off from 2008/09 ï 2009/10, but this did 
not signal a reversal in downward trend of the previous two years, rather the numbers decreased again into 
the next three years. 

This yearôs results show that numbers have declined ever so slightly signaling a leveling off of the downward 
trend of the past six years; we may see a reversal of the trend in the coming years. 

When broken down into separate land use and subdivision trends (Figure 1.11), we can see that in the 
2005/06 year, land use consents dropped markedly (34%), in line with the drop in total consents granted that 
year. Subdivision consents also decreased that year, but not as drastically.  

The number of subdivision consents granted this year is higher than last year (up 7%).  This type of increase 
has not happened since 2006/07 when subdivision consents granted (as well as land use consents) 
increased more than in the previous year.  Land use consents granted declined again this year, but only by 
2.7%, where in previous years the decline was more pronounced. 

Overall, the number of subdivision consents granted has decline by 78% in the last eleven years, whereas 
the land use consents granted have declined by 40%.  
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Figure 1.11: Subdivision and Land Use Consents Granted 2001/02 ï 2012/13* 

*  Subdivision and land use consent categories include combined subdivision and land use data. i.e. if there were 15 

subdivision consents, 15 land use consents and 3 combined subdivision and land use consents, this would be inputted as 
18 subdivision consents and 18 land use consents for the purposes of representation on this graph. 

 

Of note in Figure 1.11 is that around the 2007/08 year, the number of subdivision consents granted fell below 
land use consents for the first time since reporting started. In general, subdivision signals new development 
and growth, and is probably more closely dictated by the economic climate than land use consents. As the 
economy slows, there is less impetus for new growth. The relative stability in land use consents may 
represent the fact that although growth has slowed, there is still enough demand for óinfillingô of previous 
growth ï houses built on existing sections, or other consents sought for alterations to existing land uses. 
Land use consents did slow in line with the weakened economy, but showed more resistance than 
subdivision consents. Subdivision consents are still tracking below land use consents. It will be interesting to 
see how the results for the next few years either continue to decline to increase should the economy make a 
recovery. 

The number of lots created (Figure 1.12) has been decreasing since 2007/08, and decreased by 8.7% in the 
last year. The number of lots created in 2012/13 (188) was the lowest since reporting began. The total lots 
created reported over the last eleven years in the district is 11,702. 

For a period, there was a time-dependent relationship between the number of subdivisions granted and the 
number of new lots created. At that point in time, developers had two years to exercise their subdivision 
consent, and so a large number of subdivisions occurring in 2001/02, corresponded with a peak in the 
number of lots created in 2003/04 before the consents expired. A subsequent trough in subdivision consents 
occurred in 2002/2003 and the number of lots created in 2004/05 correspondingly decreased. This trend of a 
two-year lag between the granting of subdivision consents and creation of new lots was reported until 
2005/06. Subsequently, the period of time to exercise consent was extended to five years. As developers 
may uptake the consent in any one of the subsequent five years, the relationship between these two 
variables will be altered. It appears that the five-year lag from consent approval to lot creation does not have 
the same correlation as the two-year lag.  This could be due to the slow economyôs effect on subdivision 
consents granted, and the uptake of new lots. 
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Figure 1.12: Number of Lots Created per Year 2001/02 ï 2012/13  

 

The number of new buildings created was higher than the number of lots created by almost 50% this year, 
representing an uptake of lots.  This also occurred in 2009/10, where 10% more new buildings/dwellings 
were built than lots created and in 2011/12 there were 32% more new builds.  Historically there have been 
large excesses of lots created in relation to their uptake. This was highest in 2003/2004 when the number of 
lots created was also at its highest.  With the data collected in the last eleven years, and assuming that we 
work with only this data, the district still has a lot surplus of 4,376.  
 

 

Year Number of Lots New Buildings/Dwellings Excess/Deficit 

2001/02 1,855 642 1,213 

2002/03 1,242 783 459 

2003/04 2,650 906 1,744 

2004/05 889 837 52 

2005/06 1,075 772 303 

2006/07 1,045 761 284 

2007/08 1,110 701 409  

2008/09 678 452 219 

2009/10 414 458 -44 

2010/11 350 336 14 

2011/12 206 303 -97 

2012/13 188 375 -187 

 
Table 1.8: Comparison of Lots Created with New Buildings/Dwellings 

 

The fact that, in the three financial years specified above, more lots were built on than created, is welcome in 
terms of spatial planning. Although it is only a small number, it represents the fact that subdivision sprawl 
could be reducing, and growth occurring on existing lots. There is a good chance that the contraction of 
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growth was a response to the weak economy rather than being brought about by pro-active planning. 
However, the reduction of sprawl and consolidation of growth is the aim of the recently released Whangarei 
District Growth Strategy. It is anticipated that in future, further consolidation of growth, and uptake of existing 
lots in the district will occur.  

The number of building consents granted (Figure 1.13) has also been declining in recent years, however 
there was a large increase of 41% from this year to last year.  This increase represents the largest amount of 
building consents granted since 2009/10 and may represent a reversal in the trend. Over the eleven year 
reporting period, the number of building consents granted has decreased by 26%. 

 

 

Figure 1.13: Building Consents Granted from 2001/02 ï 2012/13 

 

The number of building consents for new dwellings (Figure 1.14) has mainly followed the trend in total 
building consents granted. The peak of 906 granted in 2003/04 coincided with a significant peak in the 
number of lots created (2,650). This was also the year of highest surplus between the number of lots 
created, and number built on. Since this high point, the numbers of new dwellings/buildings has declined by 
58.6%. Numbers all but levelled off from 2008/09 ï 2009/10, but declined further in 2010/11 and in 2011/12 
to a low of 303.  In 2012/13, the district experienced an increase of 24% from the previous year.  Again, as 
with the total number of building consents granted, this increase in the number of new builds may indicate an 
upward shift in the trend. 

The total value of building consents in 2012/13 (Figure 1.15) was $157,576,377. However, the raw figures 
need adjusting for inflation, which is necessary for a valid trend analysis. A graph showing the values 
adjusted for inflation is shown in Figure 1.16. The trend displayed is similar to that of the raw data, however 
the range of values has been reduced. 
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Figure 1.14: Building Consents for New Dwellings and Commercial Buildings Granted 2001/02 ï 2012/13 

 

 
 

Figure 1.15: Total Value of Building Consents 2001/02 ï 2012/13 
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Figure 1.16: Total Value of Building Consents 2001/02 ï 2012/13 Adjusted for Inflation* 

*N.B. Adjusted for 2013 Q2 prices 

 

The value of building consents increased steadily from 2001/02 ï 2007/08 when it was highest. There was a 
small peak in 2003/04, which corresponds with peaks in the number of lots created and building consents 
granted. An interesting point to note is that, although building consents have been decreasing in general 
since 2003/04, the value of building consents was still increasing until 2007/08, whereupon it also 
decreased. This suggests that less consents were worth more in years where the trends diverged, possibly 
as a result of large value consents. From 2007/08 ï 2008/09 both the number of building consents granted, 
and the value of these consents dropped markedly. They also both showed a small pick up from 2008/09 ï 
2009/10, but a further decrease for the next two years. In 2008/09, the value-adjusted figures show that the 
value of building consents sunk to the lowest it had been since reporting began, and in 2011/12 this 
decreased even further, reflecting the large decrease in building consent volumes.  The 2012/13 year shows 
a small increase in building consent values (3.4%), happening for the first time since 2009/10. 

 

5.2 Spatial Distribution of Development 

The spatial distribution of development is shown in Figures 1.1 ï 1.8. From these figures it is possible to 
discern certain concentrations of development. Firstly in terms of all resource consents granted, the highest 
concentration of development is in the Whangarei City area. There is also noticeably higher levels of 
development along the coast, e.g. along Bream Bay to Waipu Cove, the Tutukaka Coast and Whangarei 
Heads. There was scattered development in rural areas, and very little development in the far west of the 
district. The overall distribution is similar to data from previous years. There has been a visible contraction of 
development activity in the district in recent years, reflecting declining numbers in consents processed.  

The spatial distribution of subdivision consents shown in Figure 1.2 displays similar patterns to data from 
previous years. There are nodes of activity in the fringe urban areas such as Maunu/Maungatapere and 
Three Mile Bush/Kamo. Coastal activity is present on the Tutukaka Coast, Whangarei Heads and Waipu 
Cove. There is limited subdivision in the rest of the district. 

The spatial distribution of land use consents (Figure 1.3) show a higher degree of concentration in specific 
areas in general than subdivision consents. Clustering is highest in the City, with pockets along the coast, 
particularly Tutukaka Coast, Whangarei Heads, Parua Bay, Marsden Point/Ruakaka and Waipu Cove/Langs 
Beach. There is also sporadic rural distribution of land use consents, but less so than subdivisions.  
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Building consents are more numerous throughout the district, but as with other types of consents, 
concentrations are highest in Whangarei City, with similar pockets along the coast and scattered rural 
development. In terms of building consents for new dwellings, spatial distribution is similar to that of overall 
building consents, but less numerous. 

In future it is the intention of the Whangarei District Growth Strategy to reduce the amount of sporadic rural 
development, and concentrate development in identified nodes. These nodes correlate with already 
identified pockets of development and areas of settlement, including Whangarei City, Marsden 
Point/Ruakaka, three growth nodes at Hikurangi, Parua Bay and Waipu, five urban villages, two rural villages 
and eight coastal villages. Over time, and with the implementation of this settlement pattern, the spatial 
distribution of development as shown by subdivision and land use consents should show a pattern of 
development in these locations, with reduced sporadic development in rural areas. 

Figure 1.17 shows the trend in subdivision consents granted in district plan environments over the last 
eleven years. The number granted in the Living 1 Environment decreased steadily from 2007/08 ï 2009/10 
and then levelled off and this year had a slight increase. The number of subdivision consents granted in the 
Living 2 and 3 Environments has remained the same from 2011/2012. There have been no Business 1 
subdivisions since 2004/05. Subdivisions in the Business 2 Environment have decreased and in the 
Business 3 Environment they have increased in the past three years.  Subdivisions in the Business 4 
Environment have fluctuated over time, with none being granted this year. Open Space subdivisions are 
fluctuating and numbers are too low to discern a trend. Countryside subdivisions showed a small increase 
this year and Coastal Countryside subdivisions have shown a sharp decrease in the past two years.  
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Figure 1.17: Graphs of Subdivisions by Environment 2001/02 ï 2012/13 
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Figure 1.18 shows the number of lots created in district plan environments for the last twelve reporting periods.  It is 
important to note that lots granted does not necessarily relate to the lots created in that year.  Many of the lots created 
during the 2012/13 period stemmed from subdivision consents granted prior to this period.  Applicants have five years 
from the date of subdivision consent to obtain Section 223 certification. From that date there is another years to obtain 
Section 224 certification and depositing of the subdivision plan ï usually up to eight years in total.  Lots granted Living 1 
lots created peaked in 2003/04 when the number for the whole district also peaked. The numbers then dropped before 
climbing again from 2004/05 ï 2007/08. Lot numbers have been declining since then. Living 2 lot numbers have varied 
over the last eleven years, and numbers are considered too low to make any trend judgements. Living 3 lot numbers 
have fluctuated markedly over the reporting timeframe, but the trend line is decreasing. No Business 1 lots have been 
created in the last few years, as no subdivisions have been granted in this environment. Business 2 lots are continuing to 
decrease. Business 3 lots have been low over the past five and show a decrease from last year, and Business 4 lots 
have shown a small increase in the past year. The number of lots in the Open Space Environment appears to be 
increasing in the past three years, but numbers are variable and too low to be a definite trend. Lots in the Countryside 
Environment peaked in 2003/04, corresponding and contributing to the number of lots in the district as a whole peaking 
in the same period. Lots created in this environment have been decreasing since 2006/07 and are at an all time low. 
Coastal Countryside lots also peaked in 2003/04 before declining until 2006/07, when the number picked up 
again.
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Figure 1.18: Graphs of New Lots by Environment 2001/02 ï 2012/13 

 

In terms of district plan environments, the greatest number of subdivisions occurred in the Countryside 
Environment (50%), as has been the case since reporting began. When grouped into rural subdivisions 
(Countryside, Coastal Countryside, Open Space and Urban Transition (UTE)), these accounted for 57.1% of 
subdivisions in 2012/13 (see Figure 1.19). In contrast, the numbers of subdivisions in living environments 
(Living 1, 2 and 3) accounted for 39.6% of total subdivisions in 2012/13, and those in business environments 
totalled 3.3%. The percentage in the Living Environment has not been this high since the 2008/09 reporting 
period. 

In March 2006, as a result of a ruling from the Environment Court, the minimum lot size for a controlled 
subdivision in the Countryside and Coastal Countryside Environments was increased from 4ha and 6ha 
respectively, to 20ha. The average lot size for a discretionary subdivision in the Coastal Countryside 
Environment also increased from 6ha to 10ha. The intent of this ruling was to decrease the density of 
residential development in the rural areas, and along the coast. Following this decision, it appears that there 
was a relative decrease in the number of subdivisions occurring in these environments, possibly because the 
decision would make for less attractive subdivision options. However, this effect lasted only until 2007/08 
whereupon the number of subdivisions started to increase in rural environments once more. When 
considered over the last twelve reporting periods, the relative proportions of subdivisions in the rural and 
living environments appear to increase and decrease in a cyclic nature and in 2012/13 the proportion of 
subdivisions in rural environments stayed about the same as the previous two reporting periods. An increase 
of subdivisions occurring in rural environments, as was the case from 2007/08 ï 2008/09, is contrary to the 
philosophy of the Whangarei District Growth Strategy. Through the implementation of the identified 
settlement pattern in the Strategy, future data should show a decreasing proportion in the number of 
subdivisions in the rural environments, and an increasing proportion in the identified living environments, 
thus indicating reduced sporadic and scattered development throughout the district over time (the timeframe 
of the strategy is 30/50 years). Subsequent reports will show whether the current decrease in subdivisions in 
rural environments continues in the future.  



 
 

 
TRIM 13/50762 May 2014 35 

 

 

Figure 1.19: Number of Subdivisions Granted by Environment 2001/02 ï 2012/13 

N.B.  Rural category includes: Countryside, Coastal Countryside, Open Space, Urban Transition (UTE). Business category includes: 
Business 1,2,3,4. Living category includes: Living 1,2,3. 

 

 

Figure 1.20: Proportion of Lots Created by Environment 2001/02 ï 2012/13 
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