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Whakatauākī 

 

The tapestry of understanding 

cannot be woven by one strand alone. 

Only by the working together of strands 

and the working together of weavers 

will such a tapestry be completed. 

With its completion 

let us look at the good that comes from it 

and, in time  

we should also look 

at those stitches which have been dropped, 

because they also have a message. 

 

- Kūkupa Tirikatene 

  

 

 

 

About COMET Auckland 

COMET Auckland, Te Hononga Akoranga (Community Education Trust 

Auckland) is a charitable trust and Council Controlled Organisation (CCO) of 

Auckland Council. COMET Auckland was formed in July 2012 from the former 

City of Manukau Education Trust, to enable support and coordination of 

education and skills across Auckland. The Trust aims to advance education 

for Auckland through linking knowledge, needs, advocacy and initiatives, 

especially in areas of high education need.  

E kore e taea e te whenu kotahi 

ki te raranga i te whāriki 

kia mōhio tātou ki ā tātou. 

Mā te mahi tahi ō ngā whenu, 

mā te mahi tahi ō ngā kairaranga, 

ka oti tēnei whāriki. 

I te otinga 

me titiro tātou ki ngā mea pai ka puta mai. 

Ā tana wā, 

me titiro hoki 

ki ngā raranga i makere 

nā te mea, he kōrero anō kei reira. 
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Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Draft Unitary Plan.  We are 

available to present on this submission, or to meet with the planning team for 

further discussion and clarification, if this opportunity is available. 

Over-arching comments 

If Auckland is to accommodate a million extra people in the next 30 years, we 

need to plan for more than just extra houses and apartments.  We will also 

need to ensure our growing population has access to learning opportunities 

(early childhood learning services, schools, tertiary and adult learning 

facilities) so they can build the skills needed for the economic and social 

wellbeing of our city.   

We note that the Unitary Plan is designed to give effect to the Auckland Plan.  

Priority 1 of the Auckland Plan is to “put children and young people first”, and 

the Plan includes the following targets relevant to education, learning and 

skills: 

• All 3- to 4-year-olds will participate in, and have access to quality, 

culturally appropriate early childhood learning services by 2020 

• Increase the proportion of school leavers who achieve at least NCEA 

Level 2 from 74% in 2010 to 100% by 2020, with all school leavers 

having a career plan by 2020 

• All young adults will complete a post-secondary qualification 

The Southern Initiative also includes targets relevant to education and skills: 

• Increase effective engagement of parents in quality, culturally 

appropriate early childhood learning services 

• Increase participation of Maori and Pacific 3- to 4-year-olds in early 

childhood facilities to 98% by 2020 

• Within 3 years, all 6-year-olds will demonstrate success in numeracy 

and literacy 
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• Within 3 years, all young people will have access to career mentoring 

to effectively support their transition from school to work of further 

study 

• Reduce truancy in the area by 50% within 5 years 

• Reduce the number of 16- and 17-year-olds not in education, 

employment or training (NEET) 

 We have therefore examined the Unitary Plan from the point of view of the 

actions and provisions that would be required to reach these targets.   

Definitions – “care centres” 

We note that early learning services are categorized under “care centres”, 

rather than as “education facilities”.  We recognize that having a separate 

category enables different zoning rules, but we are concerned that the 

definition of “care centres” is misleading and does not reflect the main 

purpose of early learning services. 

The categorization of early learning services as “care centres” perpetuates the 

myth that early childhood services are more about care than learning, which is 

inconsistent with the actual purpose, ignores the Auckland Plan recognition of 

the importance of early learning, and risks a reduced focus by Auckland 

Council on support for early learning.   

It also seems strange to group early learning services in with day-stay centres 

for elderly and people with disabilities.  We suggest that early learning 

services be included as a separate sub-category of “education facilities”, or 

that a separate category be established for “early learning services”. 

The broad definition of early learning services, including playgroups and 

kohanga reo as well as more traditional services such as kindergartens and 

playcentres, is welcomed.  However, the wording of the definition of early 

childhood services, requiring them to be “licensed” under the 2008 

regulations, would seem to exclude playgroups (despite the definition 

specifically listing playgroups among the examples of such services).  Indeed 
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the requirement to be licensed will be a barrier for any new early learning 

service, because the Ministry of Education does not license services until the 

building is complete and can be inspected.  This means that at the time of 

application, no early learning service will be licensed.  We therefore suggest 

the reference to licensing be removed. 

The reference to “main business” in the definition of early learning services 

could be taken to mean that this is referring only to commercial services.  We 

suggest changing the wording to “main purpose”. 

Definitions – “education facilities” and “community facilities” 

We note that the list of examples under Education Facilities does not include 

PTEs (Private Training Establishments).  PTEs are an increasingly important 

part of the education sector.  We suggest that they be added to the definition, 

to make it clear they are included. 

In the activity tables, the “community facilities” heading is sometimes broken 

down into several sub-sections, including “community facilities”.  This is 

confusing.  We suggest that the sub-heading be changed to “community 

centres”, if this is the intended meaning. 

School precincts  

We support the intention of provision 3.4.9.2, which establishes “school 

precincts”, to allow continued operation of schools and to recognize that 

school land and buildings are a resource opportunity for the community, 

beyond the main educational purpose of the school.  Enabling community use 

of education facilities is an important way to support the establishment of 

community hubs, whichmake services more accessible and visible to 

communities. However we are concerned that the requirement for community 

use of education facilities to be “limited in scale, intensity, frequency and 

hours of operation” may be too restrictive.   
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For example, if a school or other education facility had spare rooms and 

wanted to make them available for community use 24 hours a day, 7 days a 

week (clearly not “limited hours of operation”), there is surely no reason for 

the Unitary Plan to put barriers against that.  We consider that it is the 

school/education facility’s role, rather than the council’s, to ensure any 

community use does not get in the way of the main educational purpose of the 

site.  We therefore suggest the wording be changed to simply require that the 

community use should be ancillary to the main purpose. 

We also note that the wording of the definition of community use of education 

facilities would seem to restrict this to school sites.  However, other education 

facilities (such as universities, PTEs and ITOs) are also sometimes used for 

community purposes such as concerts, public lectures and community 

meetings.  If the words “any school” were changed to “any educational 

facility”, this potential restriction would be avoided. 

Zoning rules – Public Open Space 

As currently written, the zone rules (4.3.2) for the Public Open Space zone 

provide for community facilities, but do not provide for care services or 

education facilities to be built there.   

The omission of care services from the allowable activities on public open 

space is in contradiction to the stated intention of the council to support 

access to early learning by providing council land, including reserve land, for 

early learning services.  There is clearly a tension between providing for early 

learning and ensuring access to open space for recreation.  However this 

could be mitigated by a Restricted Discretionary zoning, with provision to 

consider the effect on public recreation in the consenting process for any 

community facilities or early learning services built on reserve land. 

In order to ensure that allocation of public land, including public open space, 

aligns with the goals of the Auckland Plan and takes future use into account, 

we suggest an active planning process to identify the priorities for each 

community, based on the Auckland Plan priorities and the existing needs and 
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resources in the community.  This process should establish a prioritized list of 

land use activities, so that applications are considered proactively against 

long-term needs rather than on a first come, first served basis.  

We note also that the activities table (3.2.2.3) for the Sport and Active 

Recreation zone seems to restrict any buildings to the sole use of supporting 

active sports.  It is possible that the rule as written may restrict sports clubs 

from making their buildings available for community use, including playgroups, 

digital learning hubs and adult education classes, yet many sports clubs are 

keen to do this.  The Unitary Plan should not restrict clubs’ ability to make 

their buildings available for community use, including education and learning.  

We suggest that the rules make provision for community use of sports 

facilities, provided this is ancillary to the main purpose. 

Zoning rules – Residential zones 

The Permitted classification for small early learning services in existing 

buildings is welcomed, as this will enable early learning services to be 

established as of right in residential zones, which is the zone in which they are 

most needed.  Indeed, we would like to see active planning and support to 

ensure that quality, affordable early learning services are available within a 

750 metre walk of all homes in low socio-economic areas.  If this could be 

achieved it would go a long way towards supporting the Auckland Plan and 

government targets for ECE participation. 

However the restriction to less than 200m2 may be too limiting, as very small 

early childhood centres are usually uneconomic.  Feedback from the sector 

indicates that 250m2 would be an absolute minimum for a viable early learning 

service in an existing building.  We suggest that consideration be given to 

increasing the limit to at least 250m2, and ideally to 280 or 300m2. 

We also have some concern that limiting the Permitted classification to only 

services within existing buildings means it cannot apply to purpose-built 

services, which may be more likely to provide an optimal learning 

environment.  Ensuring that early learning services can be easily established 
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in residential areas is an important way to support the Auckland Plan goal of 

increasing participation in early learning, as this ensures the services are as 

accessible as possible for families, especially those who cannot afford 

transport.   

It is not clear why early learning services are not allowed in large-lot and rural 

zones, nor is it clear why education facilities are not allowed on large-lot 

zones.  How are the learning needs of rural children and young people to be 

met?  If this omission is an attempt to avoid too many buildings in rural areas, 

surely care centres and education facilities could be permitted in existing 

buildings, and/or up to a certain size, as they are in other residential zones? 

The discretionary classification for education facilities in other residential 

areas is also a potential concern, as it may make it difficult to establish an 

education facility (even a small one) in a residential area, yet such a position 

may provide greater ease of access for learners than a facility in a commercial 

area.  This is especially relevant for community-based private schools, which 

need to be as accessible as possible to their community.   

Zoning rules – Business zones 

The lack of restrictions on establishment of care centres in business zones is 

welcome, but it seems strange for them to be permitted here, when there are 

so many restrictions on their establishment in residential zones (see above).   

Educationally and socially, it is greatly preferable to encourage care centres in 

residential areas, where they are close to those families who are currently not 

participating due to lack of transport, finance etc.  This is a goal of the 

Auckland Plan and should be enabled by the Unitary Plan.  We suggest that 

the ease of establishment of early learning services in business zones should 

also apply (to the greatest extent possible) in residential zones, where these 

services will make the greatest difference for families who need them most. 

The ability to build education facilities in business zones without restriction is 

also welcome. 
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Zoning rules – Industrial zones 

We support the restriction on early learning services in industrial zones, where 

there may be increased risk and noise.  We also support the permitted 

classification for other education facilities, where they are accessory to an 

industrial purpose. 

Parking requirements 

The car-parking requirements for early learning services seem to be a slight 

reduction on the level of parking required by most of the legacy councils.  This 

small reduction is welcomed, but we consider the level of parking required is 

still in excess of what is reasonable for many early learning services.   

For local, community-based early learning services, most parents walk or can 

easily park in the street.  In most services, drop-off and pick-up times vary 

from family to family, so it is rare for more than a few parents to park at one 

time.   These factors mean that the required level of parking is in excess of 

what most services need, yet the parking requirements often add significant 

time and cost to the consenting process.  In at least one case, the parking 

requirements derailed an entire project, which has meant that five early 

childhood services have not been able to expand and may have to close.   

Even where parking requirements do not delay establishment of an ECE, 

excess parking requirements reduce the amount of space available for 

children to play, which affects the quality of learning.   

We suggest that the standard parking requirement be reduced to one carpark 

per three employees, plus two guest/parent spaces, and that the onus of proof 

be shifted from services, who currently have to show they do not need the 

required level of parking, to the council, who would have to show there was a 

need to anything more than the standard requirement. 

It is also important for the provisions to be clear how numbers of staff are to 

be counted for the parking calculation.  We suggest that the rules should 
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specify that parking would be calculated on the required number of staff FTEs, 

not on the total number of staff employed.  If this is not made clear, there is a 

risk that services may be required to provide parking for part-time employees, 

even when they are never all present at one time. 

In general, parking requirements for other education facilities are less of a 

concern, as these facilities tend to be larger and have more available space 

for parking.  We note however that the bicycle parking requirements are 

relatively new, and we suggest that feedback from the sector would be useful 

to ensure that the ratios are set at a level that supports self-powered transport 

options and yet avoids placing undue pressure on space near faculties. 

Air quality overlay 

The air quality overlay currently restricts the ability to set up early learning 

services near main roads.  This may be seen as protecting children from long-

term exposure to air pollution, but it makes early learning services less visible 

and less accessible to families.  It also restricts the number of sites available, 

when lack of land is already a major limiting factor in the provision of early 

learning.   

Any possible effects from traffic-produced air pollution can often be offset by 

locating play spaces at the rear of the building or by planting hedges between 

the building and the roadside.   

The Ministry of Education already considers health effects when licensing 

early learning services.  We suggest that this issue be left to them, and that 

the Unitary Plan should not restrict early learning services on main roads. 

New subdivisions 

It is important that provision be made for early learning in areas of 

intensification, and especially in new subdivisions, so that families have easy 

access to early learning in their own community.   
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We suggest that a requirement be added to the development contribution to 

set aside land for early learning in all developments of more than a certain 

size. 

Digital infrastructure 

In the provision of infrastructure, including transport and access to digital 

resources such as fast broadband, it is important that decisions include a 

requirement to address equity issues.  This would result in prioritised 

provision for low socio-economic areas, rather than for areas where there is 

already high uptake of digital services. 

Signage 

In the provision of signage, there is an opportunity to support learning, 

through signposting important topographical and historical features, including 

and especially those of significance to Auckland’s Tanagata Whenua.  We 

support the IMSB’s call for the city to work towards all official signage being 

bilingual in Te Reo Maori and in English. 

Tertiary precinct 

We support the establishment of the tertiary education precinct. 

 

This submission has been assembled by COMET Auckland based on our own 

knowledge and experience, and on ogoing, extensive discussions with 

education stakeholders. 

Contact for communications: 

Susan Warren, COMET Auckland Chief Executive 
www.cometauckland.org.nz  
Email susan.warren@cometauckland.org.nz   
Ph 09 968 8773. Fax 09 968 8776; Mobile 021 757 048. 
COMET Auckland, Private Bag 94006, Manukau City.  

http://www.cometauckland.org.nz/�
mailto:susan.warren@cometauckland.org.nz�
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