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PRELIMINARY

Subject Matter of this Report

This report addresses the submissions and further submissions the Stream 17 Hearing Panel heard
in relation to Chapter 18A- General Industrial Zone, together with related variations to Chapters
25, 27, 29 and 36 of the PDP. We also discuss consequential amendments to Chapters 30, 31 and
to the Rural Industrial Sub-Zone arising from submissions.

Terminology in this Report
We have used the terminology and abbreviations as set out in Introduction Report 20.1.

We record here, early in the report, that in response to matters raised by some submitters, mainly
those who had interpreted the zone to be ‘heavy industry’, that we have recommended the zone
be renamed “General Industrial and Service Zone” to more accurately reflect its purpose. This is
explained in more detail later.

Relevant Background
Submissions on Chapter 18A —were heard by the Stream 17 Hearing Panel as part of the broader
Stage 3 hearings that commenced on 29 June 2020.

Report 20.1 provides background detail on:

a) The appointment of commissioners to this Hearing Panel;

b) Procedural directions made as part of the hearing process;

c) Site visits;

d) The hearings;

e) The statutory considerations bearing on our recommendations;
f) General principles applied to rezoning requests;

g) Our approach to issues of scope.

We do not therefore repeat those matters.

STATUTORY CONSIDERATIONS

Report 20.1 — Introduction has comprehensively set out the statutory considerations relevant to
our consideration of submissions and further submissions. They are not repeated here other than
to emphasise, in relation to the findings and recommendations in this report, the importance of:

e the National Policy Statement on Urban Development (NPSUD) which took effect on the
20 August 2020 well after the Stage 3 provisions had been notified;

e The Regional Policy Statement (RPS), which, as we recorded in Report 20.1, is at an
advanced stage; and

e The “Strategy Chapters” of the PDP (Chapters 3-6 — and of particular note for this report
are Chapter 3 — Strategic Direction and Chapter 4 — Urban Development) that provide
strategic direction on the entire range of district planning issues.



8. Where relevant, we have addressed the specific provisions of those planning documents in this
report terms of our findings and recommendation on the various submissions and further
submissions.

3. OVERVIEW.

9. As set out in the section 32 Evaluation Report, the GIZ sought to replace three Operative District
Plan (ODP) zones:

¢ Industrial A Zone (Arrowtown — Bush Creek Road, Queenstown — Glenda Drive, Wanaka -
Ballantyne Road (western side of road);
¢ Industrial B Zone (Wanaka - Ballantyne Road (western side of road);

e Ballantyne Road Mixed Use Zone (Ballantyne Road (eastern side of road).

10. The main concern set out in that evaluation report, and the reasons for the GIZ zone, was that
while these zones principally provided for the establishment, operation and growth of industrial
type activities, they:

“have not sufficiently recognised or provided for those land use characteristics which enable
the long term viability of industrial type activities, and have inadvertently provided for non-
industrial type land uses to establish and operate within the Industrial Zones, such as Office,

Retail and Commercial activities, which have contributed to industrial development capacity

restraints within the District” .?

11. The key changes, in summary were to:

e Replace the existing Industrial Zones with a single zone framework (GIZ)

e Exclude and restrict non-industrial, non-ancillary type activities from the GIZ, including
Office, Retail, Commercial and other related non-industrial type activities;

e Enable ancillary non-industrial type activities (but restrict their size), including Office,
Retail and Commercial activities, and food and beverage related commercial activities to
the extent that they directly relate to and support Industrial or Service Activities;

e Identify minor additions to the extent of the existing Industrial Zones in the Wakatipu
Ward to avoid unnecessary split zonings or to correctly zone existing industrial related
activities;

e Remove the existing Ballantyne Road Mixed Use Zone from the existing set of Industrial
Zones and rezone this land Open Space — Active Sport and Recreation (addressed
separately in Report 20.5);

2 Section 32 Evaluation



e Vary relevant parts of the Proposed District Plan (PDP)-, Chapter 25 (Earthworks), Chapter
27 (Subdivision and Development), Chapter 29 (Transport) and Chapter 36 (Noise) to
introduce the Zone to these chapters and to give effect to the direction of the GIZ.

12. The key concerns raised by submitters included the following, and these are discussed in more
detail below:

e Many submitters considered the GIZ zoning was too narrow and restrictive and that the
zone either needed to be more flexible in the range of activities it enabled or provided for
— or that another zone needed to be created to enable the flexibility sought.

e In relation to the bullet point above, many submitters considered that
prohibiting/restricting non-industrial type activities, including Office, Retail, Commercial
and other related non-industrial type activities was too restrictive, and did not recognise
that these activities had been established under the ODP provisions.

e Inresponse to the bullet point above submitters sought:

e That Office, Retail, Commercial and other related non-industrial type activities that
are not ancillary to industrial or service activity in the GIZ be provided for as in the
ODP plan provisions.

e That Trade Suppliers be provided for, and not be a prohibited activity as notified in
the PDP; and

e That greater flexibility be provided to the 50m? limit for ancillary non-industrial type
activities, including Office, Retail and Commercial activities; and food and beverage
related commercial activities to the extent that they directly relate to and support
Industrial or Service Activities, be provided for.

13. Tussock Rise Limited3, Bright Sky Land Limited* and Alpine Estates Limited® (Tussock Rise) sought
that land as identified in their submission be rezoned from GIZ to BMUZ. This was also sought by
submitters in the Glenda Drive area (as well as a request for the Frankton Flats zone to apply),
Queenstown, and at Bush Creek Road, Arrowtown.

14. A number of submitters sought that their land be zoned GIZ, and presented extensive cases
supporting their requests. These included:
e Upper Clutha Transport Limited (UCT)® to rezone land on Church Road Luggate from
Rural to Glz;

3 Submission #3128
4 Submission #3130
5 Submission #3161

6 Submission #3256



Cardrona Cattle Company Limited (CCCL)’, to rezone land at Victoria Flat from
Rural/Gibbston Character Zone to GIZ;

Universal Development Hawea Limited?®, to rezone approximately 9 hectares of land
GlZ) at the southern end of a total site of 170 hectares sought to rezoned for urban
development (residential, local shopping centre and an indicative school site) south of
Cemetery Road at Hawea (addressed separately by the Stream 18 Hearing Panel in
Report 20.8).

Tussock Rise Limited (Tussock Rise)®, to rezone approximately 10 hectares of land at
101 Ballantyne Road - zoned Open Space and Recreation Zone — Active Sport and
Recreation, to GIZ.

Willowridge Development Limited (Willowridge)®, to rezone approximately 0.57
hectares of land on Riverbank Road (south of the former QLDC Oxidation Ponds) from
LDSRZ to GIZ, and smaller portion of this site (0.35 hectares) located on the lower
terrace at the junction of Ballantyne and Riverbank Roads from Rural to GIZ.

Bush Creek Property Holdings Ltd, Bush Creek Property Holding No. 2 Ltd'?, and

Bush Creek Investments Ltd*?, to rezone land at Bush Creek Road, Arrowtown from GIZ
to BMUZ.

Queenstown Airport Corporation (QAC)3, to rezone 3.27ha of land adjacent to
Queenstown Airport from GIZ to either an Airport zone, the (ODP) Frankton Flats B
zone or Rural zone.

15. The following is an executive summary of the key recommendations we have made:

The Zone and its provisions

Change the name of the zone to General Industrial and Service Zone to better reflect
its purpose;

We have retained a single zone for general industrial and service activities, but have
provided for a wider range of activities within the zone as notified.

We have provided greater recognition of existing non- related industrial and service
activities — including Office, Retail, Commercial and other related non-industrial type
activities. Those lawfully established before the PDP is made operative are permitted
activities, with some flexibility in terms of size and location provided it remains the

7 Submission #3349
8 Submission #3248
9 Submission #3128
10 Submission #3210
11 Submission #3353
12 Submission #3354

13 Submission #3316



same scale and intensity as that lawfully established. Changes to those activities that
are not permitted are non-complying activities, as opposed to a prohibited activity in
the notified PDP.

Trade suppliers, subject to certain rules, are a discretionary activity as opposed to a
prohibited activity in the notified PDP.

The size of ancillary Offices Retail and Commercial activities is changed from 50m? as
permitted activity to 30% of GFA.

Rezonings

We have not made any significant changes to the extent of the GIZ as notified in
relation to Queenstown and Wanaka, other than to delete this zone in the Three Parks
Area and recommend its ‘replacement’ with a combination of Three Parks Business
and Business Mixed Use;

M-Space Partnership Ltd’s request to rezone land at Glenda Drive from GIZ to BMUZ is
accepted in part to the extent that changes made to the GISZ better provide for
existing residential and commercial activities that have been lawfully established;
Reavers (N.Z.) Ltd’s request that the notified GIZ land shown on land at Glenda Drive
that is zoned general rural and un-stopped road in the ODP be retained is accepted.
Tussock Rise’s request to rezone land as shown in their submission (the Fredrick Street
area zoned) from the notified GIZ to BMUZ is rejected.

M. Thomas, Bush Creek Property Holdings Ltd., Bush Creek Property Holdings No. 2
Ltd., Bush Creek Investments Ltd. (Bush Creek) — request to rezone the land as shown
in their submissions from the notified GIZ to BMUZ is accepted in part to the extent
that changes made to the GISZ better provide for existing residential and commercial
activities that have been lawfully established;

UCT’s request to rezone land on Church Road Luggate from Rural to GIZ is rejected,
but re zoning to Rural Industrial Sub-Zone is accepted;

CCCL’s request to rezone land at Victoria Flat from Rural/Gibbston Character Zone to
GIZ is rejected;

Willowridge’s request to rezone approximately 0.57 hectares of land on Riverbank
Road (south of the former QLDC Oxidation Ponds) from LDSRZ to GIZ, is rejected;
Willowridge’s request to rezone a smaller portion of the site (approximately 0.35
hectares) located on the lower terrace at the junction of Ballantyne and Riverbank
Roads from Rural to GIZ, is accepted; and

QAC's request to rezone land from GIZ to either an Airport zone, (ODP) Frankton Flats
B Zone or Rural Zone is rejected.

16. Tussock Rise’s request to rezone 11.9 hectares of land at 101 Ballantyne Road - zoned Open Space
and Recreation Zone — Active Sport and Recreation, to GIZ is addressed separately in Report 20.5.



4. ZONE PROVISIONS

4.1 The zone, its purpose and name.

17. As set out above we have re-named the zone to General and Service Zone or GISZ. We have done
this for a number of reasons including:

e  to better acknowledge the Zone’s purpose and objective which addresses both industrial
and service activities;

e in response to the number of submitters* who, in seeking either a rezoning or a more
flexible zone, sought to characterise the zone as a more ‘heavy’ or ‘pure’ industrial zone
that did not reflect the existing situation or the likely further demand for ‘industrial’
activities; and

e to reinforce our view that this industrial zone alone, with some modification and
flexibility, alongside the other business zones, is sufficient to cater for and manage the
District’s industrial and service needs.

18. While we address these matters in more detail later, we considered we should set out our finding
on the nature and purpose of the zone as ‘context’ for the submissions that sought an additional
zoning or rezoning from GIZ to another zone (particularly BMUZ), or to enable a greater range of
activities, including Office, Office, Retail and Commercial and other related non-industrial type
activities, within the GIZ.

19. The Zone’s Purpose and objective 18A 2.1, as notified, read:

Purpose

The purpose of the General Industrial Zone is to provide for the establishment, operation and long
term viability of Industrial and Service activities. The Zone recognises the significant role these
activities play in supporting the District’'s economic and social wellbeing by prioritising their
requirements, and zoning land to ensure sufficient industrial development capacity. (emphasis
added)

Objective 18A 2.1

Industrial and Service activities are enabled within the Zone and their long-term operation and

viability is supported.
20. Industrial activities and Service activities are permitted activities (subject to standards). They are
defined as:
Industrial Activity Means the use of land and buildings
for the primary purpose of

¥ In particular the Breen Construction Company et al and Tussock Rise.

8.



manufacturing, fabricating,
processing, packing, or associated
storage of goods

Means the use of land and buildings

Service Activity for the primary purpose of the
transport, storage, maintenance or
repair of goods.

21. We discuss later in this report the nature of the activities that have established within the

‘industrial’ zones of the ODP*>. We also address the extent to which the notified GIZ provisions
are considered too restrictive vis-a-vis the extent to which non-industrial activities (office, retail
and commercial) have already been established. However, at this point we record that we agree
with the Council’s experts?® that the zone caters for a range of industrial and services activities
which, in the context of Queenstown and Wanaka, tend to be what is called light industrial and
warehouse/storage activities — and not ‘heavy’ industry as characterised by Mr Devlin, planner,
for Tussock Rise.

22. Subject to the changes we have recommended to the range of activities provided for in the GISZ,
and how existing non-industrial activities are to be treated, we agree that the application of a
single zoning framework for the management of industrial land in the District is appropriate. This
was discussed in the section 32 evaluation report!’ and complemented by expert evidence from
Ms Hampson who stated her view that “there seems little need to retain or create industrial zones
that have a particular niche role within the industrial economy (such as heavy industry or light
industry specifically” 8.

23. In respect of Ms Hampson's statement in the preceding paragraph, we disagree with Mr Devlin’s
(for Tussock Rise) characterisation of the GIZ to be similar to the National Planning Standards
(NPS) description of the Heavy Industrial Zone. The difference between the NPS descriptions
(light, general and heavy) appears to relate predominantly to the type of effects that may result,
with the NPS Heavy Industrial Zone referring to “potentially significant adverse effects”.

24, We also do not agree with Ms Mahon’s evidence®® where she implies that the GIZ is intended to
be a heavy industrial zone. Relying on the section 32 evaluation, she points out that the current
Wanaka Industrial area has very little heavy industrial activity taking place within it.

15 Called ‘ground-truthing’ by the Council and Submitter experts.
16 Ms Hampson and Mr Place.
17 paragraphs 7.69 — 7.76

18 Section 7.3, Page 104 Economic Assessment of Queenstown Lakes District’s Industrial Zones Stage 3 District Plan
Review, 22 May 2019

19 Planner representing J C Breen Family Trust (submitter #3235)The Breen Construction Company Limited
(submitter #3234)Alpine Nominees Ltd (submitter #3266)86 Ballantyne Road Partnership (submitter #3286)NPR
Trading Limited (submitter #3298)



25.

26.

27.

28.

29.

30.

She goes on and states®:

The finding that there are very little heavy industrial activities taking place within the Wanaka
Industrial area supports the case for amending the GIZ provisions to allow for office,
commercial and retail activities which are not ancillary to industrial or service activity use.
This will provide more flexibility than the proposed GIZ for the existing uses taking place in
the area such as light industrial, office, food and beverage and commercial activities

We address Ms Mahon's findings in the next section relating to the range of activities provided
for in the GISZ. However, we think Ms Mahon has missed the point in relation to the purpose of
the notified GIZ; we do not find it is a “heavy industrial zone”.

Given the nature and make up of existing activities (including within the Wanaka GISZ), and those
which comprise the District’s industrial economy as described in the section 32 evaluation report
as well as Ms Hampson’s assessment of the industrial economy?, we do not think Mr Devlin’s or
Ms Mahon’s view is consistent with the description of the Heavy Industrial Zone.

In this respect, we agree with Mr Place and Ms Hampson that the nature and scale of the industrial
activities in Queenstown, Arrowtown and Wanaka, combined with the activities permitted in the
GISZ and the consent status for the more noxious type activities?? that the zone is primarily
focused on the lighter industrial activities and service activities as defined. This reinforces our
view that a single zone framework is appropriate.

Furthermore, it is our view that the GISZ will assist in giving effect to the NPSUD in that it will
contribute to well-functioning urban environments. Policy 1 of the NPSUD provides a non-
exhaustive list of features of well-functioning urban environments. Policy 1(b) states the
following:

Policy 1: Planning decisions contribute to well-functioning urban environments, which are
urban environments that, as a minimum:

b. have or enable a variety of sites that are suitable for different business sectors in terms
of location and site size;

Of particular relevance, limb (b) sets out that well-functioning urban environments have or enable
sites for different business sectors. This includes industrial businesses. As stated by Mr Place,
drawing on the Economic Assessment of Queenstown Lakes District’s Industrial Zones, May 2019

(page 1)

20 paragraph 35 of Ms Mahon’s evidence-in-chief.

21 We discuss this later as part of the rezoning requests

22 As an example — Any activity requiring an Offensive Trade Licence under the Health Act 1956 other than the
“collection and storage of used bottles for sale” and “refuse collection and disposal” (as listed in that Act) is a
non-complying activity.

23 Para 2.4 of Mr Place’s reply statement

10.



It is known that the District’s industrial economy is ‘growing rapidly and has demonstrated
growth rates faster than the rest of the district’s economy’.

31. The GIZ is the only PDP zone, aside from the as yet undevelopeds Coneburn Industrial Zone, that
has or enables sites suitable for those activities which comprise the District’s industrial economy.

32. We accept that the directive zone framework promoted in Chapter 18A, as recommended to be
modified by us, provides the mechanism necessary to meet Policy 1(b) of the NPS-UD, as well as
the provisions of the Strategic Direction chapters. As traversed in the section 42A report, Council’s
evidence and evidence from a number of submitters (addressed in more detail later), a number
of submitters have sought a more enabling GIZ framework, to allow for non-Industrial and Service
activities.

33. While agreeing that that single zoning framework is appropriate, we agree with Ms Hampson,
where she states in her evidence-in chief under the heading of strategic role of the GIZ that?*:

“If the GIZ was amended to be a very permissive regime, this in my view would start to
duplicate the role of other business zones and will distribute office and retail activity (for
example) over the wider area and more locations. This prevents the concentration of
activities in particular locations where benefits can be maximised and externalities can be
managed”.

34. We consider, in agreeing with the Council’s position, that a GIZ framework that is too ‘enabling’
would compromise the District’s ability to provide the number of suitable sites for the industrial
business sector and that those sites be used efficiently. In stating this we know some submitters
(Tussock Rise for example) consider there is an over-supply of land zoned GISZ, especially in
Wanaka, and that rezoning some land proposed as GISZ to another zone (eg BMUZ) would be
more efficient. We address this issue under Tussock Rise’s rezoning request.

35. Overall, we find that the GISZ needs to be a distinct zone, catering primarily for industrial and
service activities (as defined) and not a more generalised zone catering for a wide range of
business type activities (eg office and retail). This, in our view, will assist in realising the strategic
economic benefits for the industrial economy from key synergies and agglomeration benefits
between neighbouring activities. It can also assist in fewer reverse sensitivity issues, greater
transport efficiencies, reducing potential for externality effects (by containing effects to a single
location rather than dispersing them across multiple locations), and to support reductions in
greenhouse emissions.

24 paragraph 3.4 of her evidence-in-chief.

11.



36.

4.2

37.

38.

39.

40.

To reinforce that point, we do not consider that the Purpose should be diluted to include points
of detail. We agree therefore with Mr Place’s recommendation that the Purpose sought not refer
specifically to the proximity of the GIZ to the Airport, as sought by QAC?.

Should the GISZ strictly control non-industrial activities or should they be more enabled within
the zone.

As briefly addressed above, many of the submitters who opposed the GIZ did so on the basis that
it was too directive, too restrictive and not broad enough to enable appropriate future
development within it. Of particular concern was that non-ancillary Offices, Retail, Commercial
services and other non-industrial activities were prohibited. Submitters also argued that this
approach ignored the significant scale of offices, retail and commercial services that already
existed in the zone, and it was inappropriate that they would have to rely on existing use rights.
These issues overlap with submission seeking more discrete relief relating to the provisions of
Chapter 18A.

The largest numbers of these submission points on the primary issue were collectively referred as
Breen Construction Company et al?® by Mr Place in his section 42A report and evidence. Tussock
Rise addressed this matter comprehensively as part of its case. Other submitters also addressed
this issue.

The submitters outlined that Office, Retail and Commercial activities were integral to the efficient
and effective functioning of the GIZ. Breen Construction Company et al sought that these, and
other activities, be significantly more enabled within the zone, with Tussock Rise arguing that,
given the degree to which Offices, Retail and Commercial activities were already established in the
zone, that the land identified in their submission be rezoned BMUZ%.

As set out in the Council’s section 42A report®, the notified provisions were intentionally
restrictive to only those land uses considered necessary for industrial and service purposes, and
not those considered incompatible with the intended outcomes of the GIZ, including Office,
Commercial and Retail activities. The Section 32 Evaluation report and the evidence of Ms
Hampson and Mr Place was that it was necessary to keep the provisions ‘tight’ so as to achieve
the purpose and objective to the zone. The reasons for this are those set out in the previous
section of this report.

25 Submission #3316

26 Breen Construction Company et al - Submission Points Orchard Road Holdings Limited, Willowridge
Development Limited, the Breen Construction Company Limited, Henley Property Trust, Cardrona Cattle
Company Limited, J McMillan, The Station at Waitiri Limited, JC Breen Family Trust, Alpine Nominees Limited, 86
Ballantyne Road Partnership, NRP Trading Limited, Ben and Hamish Acland, and A Strain,

27 Tussock Rise Limited also sought the rezoning for other reasons, and this is addressed later in their rezoning
request.

28 paragraph 5.5 of Mr Place’s section 42A report

12.



41.

42.

43.

44,

45.

46.

47.

Objective 18A.2.2 as notified, stated:

The establishment, operation and growth of Industrial and Service activities within the zone
is not undermined by incompatible land uses.

Policy 18A2.2.1 as notified sought to “avoid” activities not compatible with the primary purpose
of the zone. These included: Office, Retail and Commercial activities that are not ancillary to
Industrial or service activities, Trade Suppliers?®, Large Format Retail, Residential Activity including
residential units and flats, Visitor Accommodation, Residential Visitor Accommodation and
Homestay activities.

Policy 18A2.2.2 sought to avoid the establishment of activities that would undermine the role
played by town centres and other key business zones. Policies 18A2.2.3 and 5 sought to limit the
scale of Office, Retail and Commercial activities to those ancillary to the Industrial and Service
activities, and food and beverage related commercial activities to those serving the direct needs
of workers and visitors or to support the operation of Industrial and Services activities.

This objective and its associated policies (as notified) were designed to be restrictive; setting out
the range of activities considered ‘incompatible’ with the zone so as to ensure the purpose of the
zone could be achieved and not undermined by non-industrial/service related activities. These
included prohibiting those activities listed above, and making other activities including:
Commercial Recreation and Recreation Activities, Community Activities and Community Facilities
and those activities requiring an Offensive Trade Licence under the Health Act, non-complying
activities.

These provisions were, in part at least, addressing Strategic Policy 3.3.8 of Chapter 3 (Strategic
Direction) of the PDP. It states:

Avoid non-industrial activities not ancillary to industrial activities occurring within areas
zoned for industrial activities. (relevant to S.0. 3.2.1.3 and 3.2.1.5).

This is a very clear and directive policy, and as noted in the Introductory Report the “.ink is barely
dry on Policy 3.3.8 and that it was not appealed. Nor have we identified any suggestion in the
Environment Court’s interim decisions on the Stage 1 appeals, insofar as they address similar
provisions governing other zones, that would call this policy into question (a point emphasised by
Ms Scott for Council)”. We find that this policy is a ‘heavy hitter’ when it comes to the type of
activities provided for, or more correctly those not provided for, in the GISZ.

We also note that the Panel in Stage 1 of the PDP, in their consideration of Policy 3.3.8, accepted
that non-industrial activities in industrial zones should be tightly controlled taking into account

2% Mr Place recommended that these activities, subject to certain caveats, be provided for as a Discretionary
Activity.

13.



48.

49.

50.

51.

“the guidance provided by the Proposed RPS, the lack of land available for industrial development,
and the general unsuitability of land zoned for other purposes for industrial use”>°.

With respect to the RPS, Policy 5.3.3 states:

Policy 5.3.3 Industrial land

Manage the finite nature of land suitable and available for industrial activities, by all of the
following:

a) Providing specific areas to accommodate the effects of industrial activities;

b) Providing a range of land suitable for different industrial activities, including land-
extensive activities;

c) Restricting the establishment of activities in industrial areas that are likely to result in:
i Reverse sensitivity effects; or
ji. Inefficient use of industrial land or infrastructure

While this policy is clear in its intent and supports restrictions on activities that would result in
reverse sensitivity effects and the inefficient use of industrial land, we accept that the provisions
of the GIZ go further than this policy. This is addressed in some detail in the Panel’s Introductory
Report. However, we note Otago Regional Council submitted in support of Objective 18A.2.2 and
its policies as it considered this suite of provisions would enable a diverse range of appropriate
industrial activities®!.

Given that the industrial economy is “growing rapidly and has demonstrated growth rates faster
than the rest of the district’s economy”3?, we accept that Industrial and Service activities (and
zoned land) are a vital component of the District’s economic activity. It will contribute to the
development of a prosperous, resilient and equitable economy and people’s overall economic
wellbeing. Further, the growth of these activities will assist in achieving a more diversified
economy and employment opportunities. Therefore, taking into account the strategicimportance
of the GISZ, we support restricting the range of activities within the GISZ so as to ensure the
purpose and objectives of the zone are achieved.

In light of our position set out above, we support (and have recommended) the prohibition on
new Office, Commercial and Retail activities not ancillary to Industrial or service activities, Large
Format Retail, Residential Activity including residential units and flats, Visitor Accommodation,
Residential Visitor Accommodation and Homestay activities within the zone. We accept Mr
Place’s recommendation that Trade Suppliers (primarily involved in wholesaling related trade,
among other things) be provided for as a Discretionary Activity.

30 paragraph 530, Report 3 Report and Recommendations of Independent Commissioners Regarding Chapter 3,
Chapter 4 and Chapter 6

31 point 3342.51 — Otago Regional Council

32 page 1, Economic Assessment of Queenstown Lakes District’s Industrial Zones, May 2019
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We have retained Commercial Recreation and Recreation Activities, Community Activities and
Community Facilities and those activities requiring an Offensive Trade Licence under the Health
Act, as non-complying activities. We address Commercial Recreation and Recreation Activities in
more detail later given Mr Farrell’s (for Wayfare Group) evidence.

While we largely agree with the Council’s position (and evidence) in relation to the activities
within the GISZ, we do not think it is sustainable or reasonable to ‘lock in’ those existing lawfully
established activities such as offices, retail and commercial services that would become
prohibited, and therefore have to rely on existing use rights. In this respect we essentially agree
with the submitters’ evidence, notably the Breen Construction et al submitters and Tussock Rise.

To understand the extent of the issue of the extent to which Offices, Retail and Commercial
Services have already established, ground truthing site visits were undertaken by the Council. This
was to inform the section 32 evaluation report of the actual mix of activities undertaken on sites
(including predominant and ancillary activities) according to the Operative District Plan (ODP)
definitions.

A brief summary of the ground truthing findings for ODP industrial area is provided in Table 1
below and was set out in the section 32 Evaluation report33

Table 1 - Summary of findings from S32 ground truthing evaluation

Industrial Area Summary of Uses

Arrowtown e 75.1% of all observed predominant activities are traditional industrial uses;

e 20.8% of predominant activities had ancillary activities, with Office and
Commercial being most common;

e 44.4% of all predominant activities had a residential element or was the
predominant activity.

Glenda Drive e Office and Commercial activities make up 49.1% of all predominant activities;
e Industrial type activities accounted for 50.1% of all predominant activities;

e 37.6% of all observed businesses had a first level ancillary activity;

e 12.4% of all businesses had a residential element.

Wanaka (Industrial e Service activities and Light Industrial activities comprise 53.3% of all observed

Zone predominant activities;

e 20.8% of all recorded predominant activities were Office activities;

e More than a third of all observed predominant activities have an associated
ancillary activity;

e 15.6% of all recorded businesses had a residential element.

Wanaka (Industrial e 58.3% of all recorded predominant activities were Service, Light Industrial, or
B Zone Industrial activities;

33 Section 32 Evaluation, Chapter 18A General Industrial Zone.
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e 30.6% of all recorded predominant activities were office activities;

e Athird of businesses have first level ancillary activity with commercial the most
common;

e Only three businesses have a residential element.

56. Mr Millar, a director of Tussock Rise, did not agree with the Council’s section 32 ‘ground truthing’
as it did not match what he stated he was “seeing on the ground”. He assessed the 94 properties
bordering the currently vacant Tussock Rise land (a mix of Industrial A and Industrial B zoned land)
with the results set out in a table in his evidence — and as reproduced below?*.

PDP Definition Number Percentage
Commerecial 23 24.7%
Commercial Recreation Activity | 3 3.2%
Health Care Facility 2 2.1%
Industrial Activity 18 19.3%
Residential Activity 17 18.2%
Service 22 23.4%
Trade Supplier 5 5.5%
Vacant 4 4.3%

Total 94 100%

57. Mr Millar stated that this “..confirms that the area is mixed in nature”>>, and went on to state that

the case for Tussock Rise, given the variety of land uses, “suggests a flexible zoning is the most
appropriate way to ensure the land is used efficiently, rather than a rigid GIZ which would render
many of these activities as prohibited or at least non-complying”>°.

58. We return later to the zoning request made by Tussock Rise to rezone its and the surrounding
land BMUZ. However, we address whether it would be appropriate to make changes to the GISZ
by providing greater flexibility in the land uses enabled or provided for. And, if in section 32AA
terms, this would make this zone ‘more appropriate’ than a different zone.

34 paragraph 5 of Mr Millar’s evidence.
35 paragraph 9 of Mr Millar’s evidence
36 paragraph 13 of Mr Todd’s legal submissions
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This was the position advanced by the Breen Submitters®” (represented by planners Ms Mahon
and Mr Edmonds). Those submitters sought the following relief:
(a) Amend the GIZ provisions to allow for office, commercial and retail activities not ancillary
to industrial or service activity use; or

(b) If the relief sought in (a) is not allowed across the entire GIZ zone, allow office, commercial
and retail activities along the Ballantyne Road corridor and Gordon Road (This area was
shown in Figure 1 outlined in red in Ms Mahon’s evidence)

Ms Mahon, relying on the Council’s section 32 evaluation report, pointed out the extent to which
the area already consisted of non-industrial activities established in the area now proposed to be
zoned GIZ. Because of this, and the nature and scale of the of the activities in and around her
clients’ land, it was her view that38:

“«

. | consider the most appropriate zoning to be GIZ with modification to allow for
commercial, office and retail activities that are not ancillary to industrial or service use. This
would best achieve the purpose of the Act and the Strategic Direction of the PDP and best
provides for the existing activities occurring and anticipated by people within the area and is
the most efficient use of the land.

While the ground truthing exercises of the Council and Tussock Rise are different (in terms of the
activities and areas that they classified) they demonstrate, as also pointed out by Ms Mahon, that
a wide range of non-industrial type activities are established in the proposed GISZ zone — in
particular Office, Commercial and Retail activities.

As set out above, the section 32 evaluation report concluded, based on the table above, that the
ODP provisions had not been effective or efficient in ensuring that the Industrial Zones provided
a secure location for the establishment, operation and growth of Industrial and Service Activities.
It was Ms Hampson’s and Mr Place’s view that the presence of Office, Commercial and Retail
activities would likely compromise the long-term viability of the District’s industrial economy and
the efficient and effective functioning of the Zone. It was for these reasons Office, Commercial
and Retail activities not ancillary to Industrial or Service activities were identified as Prohibited
activities within the notified GIZ.

Given our finding in the previous section about the nature of the zone we do not fully support the
relief sought by the Breen submitters and by implication those of Tussock Rise. We do not think
that enabling non-ancillary Offices, Retail and Commercial activities is appropriate. That would,
in our view, undermine the purpose and objectives and policies of the GISZ. We have already set
out our reasons for this earlier.

However, we cannot ignore the fact that whichever ‘ground-truthing’ exercise is the most
accurate, considerable Office, Retail and Commercial activity has already lawfully established in

37 ) C Breen Family Trust, The Breen Construction Company Limited, Alpine Nominees Ltd, 86 Ballantyne Road
Partnership, and NPR Trading Limited

38 paragraph 100 of Ms Mahon’s evidence
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the proposed zone. We do not think these activities should be ‘sterilised’ by a prohibited activity
and have to rely on existing use rights.

Existing Lawful Office, Commercial or Retail activities

We have already noted that a number of submitters had raised the issue of the prohibited activity
of Office, Commercial or Retail activities within the GIZ and the Council’s view that the existing
activities were ‘protected’ by existing use rights. We also note Mr Place’s verbal evidence that
Council not trying to push non-industrial activities out of this zone.

We raised concerns with Mr Place about how the GIZ provisions including in particular a
prohibited activity status, will impact on existing activities, with particular reference to existing
Office, Commercial and Retail activities that are not ancillary to Industrial and Service Activities.
This focussed on:

e Businesses ceasing operations for more than 12 months due to situations outside of their
control, for example due to Covid 19;

e  Existing use rights (under s10 RMA) being inherently difficult to prove and therefore obtain;

e Consent holders facing challenges when seeking amendments to their consent conditions or
seeking alterations that may be captured by the prohibited activity status.

At our request, Mr Place undertook additional analysis on a framework that could provide for
existing Office, Commercial and Retail activities within the GIZ and provided a detailed assessment
of this in his reply evidence.

In summary, Mr Place recommended that the relocation of, or change of use of, an existing lawful
Office, Commercial and Retail activity be classified as a Controlled activity. It would be a
Prohibited Activity if the existing Office, Commercial and Retail activities were to occur within a
different building or tenancy from the lawfully established activity, and if the activity resulted in
an increase to the gross floor area occupied by the existing lawfully established activity of more
than 10% and any increase to any outdoor area occupied by the existing lawfully established
activity. He proposed changes to the Purpose statement and Policy 18A 2.2.1 reflecting the
changes recommended to the plan rules.

We agree, to an extent, with Mr Place’s recommendation, namely that provision should be made
for these existing lawful activities. However, it is our recommendation that these lawfully
established Office, Commercial and Retail activities (as the date the rule is made operative) be
permitted, including their relocation within the same building or tenancy on the same site. Some
flexibility is also built into the rules we have recommended allowing an increase of up to 10%; of
the gross floor area occupied by the existing lawfully established activity.

We have amended the Purpose statement and Policy 18A 2.2.1 to provide for the changes we
have recommended to the plan rules. In terms of the rules, those existing Office, Retail and
Commercial activities that were lawfully established as the date the rule is made operative are
permitted, while those that do not comply with the permitted rule would be non-complying, and
not Prohibited as in the notified Chapter.
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It is our view that the recommended changes we have made will provide a greater level of
certainty for existing office, retail or commercial activities. Also, given the existing scale of these
activities and the nature of the existing and envisaged industrial and service activities within the
GISZ zone (as already addressed earlier), we do not think better enabling those existing activities
will undermine or compromise the role and function of the GISZ.

Our recommended plan provisions (and in particular Policy 18A 2.1.3) retain their initial intent
and purpose; being that Office, Retail and Commercial activities not ancillary to an Industrial or
Service activity, are avoided in the Zone. The amendments reframe the policy to enable those
existing activities as discussed. This approach, in our view, ensures these activities can continue
to operate over time.

Trade Suppliers

A number of submissions3® were received requesting an alternative approach to the management
of Trade Supplier activities within the GIZ. Those submitters considered the proposed provisions
(i.e. prohibited activity status) were too restrictive and did not provide sufficient flexibility*°.

In response to the submitters’ concerns, Mr Place, supported by Ms Hampson’s evidence, set out
in some detail in the section 42A report the role of trade suppliers and the difference between
Trade Suppliers that were predominantly ‘wholesaling’ as opposed to ‘retailing’. He
recommended that Trade Suppliers who were primarily wholesaling should be provided for (as a
Discretionary Activity) in the GIZ, and those primarily retaining should remain prohibited.

Mr Place stated*':

In my view, the suitability of a Trade Supplier being located within the GIZ turns on this
distinction [between Wholesaling and Retailing]. In particular, | consider that a Trade Supplier
predominantly involved in Wholesaling plays a role in providing for the establishment,
operation and long term viability of Industrial and Service activities as they are likely to be
involved in supplying Industrial and/or Service activities with the goods they need to operate
their businesses. In the reverse, | do not consider that a Trade Supplier predominantly
involved in Retailing would assist in achieving the purpose of the GIZ nor do they fit within the
definition of the Districts Industrial Economy, as they are not likely to support the
establishment, operation and long term viability of Industrial and Service activities.

39 Horder Family, MCS Holdings Gordon Road, Orchard Road Holdings Limited, Willowridge Developments Limited,
The Breen Construction Company Limited, J C Breen Family Trust, Alpine Nominees Limited, Henley Property Trust,
Upper Clutha Transport Limited, 86 Ballantyne Road Partnership, NPR Trading Limited, and Ben and Hamish Acland

40 Orchard Road Holdings Limited, Willowridge Developments Limited, The Breen Construction Company Limited, J
C Breen Family Trust, Upper Clutha Transport Limited, Alpine Nominees Limited, 86 Ballantyne Road Partnership,
NPR Trading Limited, and Ben and Hamish Acland

41 paragraph 5.56 and 5.67 of Mr Place’s section 42A report.
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In addition, it is considered that those Trade Suppliers which are predominantly involved in
Wholesaling are less likely to become retail destinations or commercial attractions for the
general public. As discussed in other sections of this report such activities have the capacity
to attract a large number of visitors, customers and staff and their associated traffic
movements. In addition, the level of amenity anticipated by these retail based public
customers, and expected by business owners, is not provided for within the GlZ, therefore
resulting in an increasing likelihood of reverse sensitivity effects on established or future
Industrial and Service activities. For these reasons, it is considered appropriate to exclude (i.e.
by retaining prohibited activity status) retail based Trade Suppliers from the GIZ.

Ms Hampson stated in her evidence that Trade Suppliers directly support construction activity
through the provision of intermediate inputs, and that the construction industry dominates the
District’s industrial economy (but also sustains a significant share of total economic activity within
the District). She stated that “The presence of such Trade Suppliers involved in the activity of
supporting the industrial economy will reduce the cost of doing business as goods can be sourced
more conveniently *?. Overall, Ms Hampson supported some form of provision of Trade Suppliers
within the GIZ, as it would result in greater economic benefits than costs, and she considered that
economic efficiencies can be enabled by providing for Trade Suppliers in the urban environment.

We queried if there was a distinction between the type of effects associated with large and small
Trade Suppliers, and whether or not a GFA trigger should be used to determine the activity status
of a Trade Supplier activity. In response Mr Place advised in his reply evidence that he had
addressed a range of different methods that could be applied to manage Trade Suppliers and
continued to support the application of a fully discretionary activity rule. His view was unchanged
that while large Trade Suppliers are likely to have a different scale of effects than smaller activities,
what remains critical to determining the degree to which a Trade Supplier activity is appropriate
within the Zone is the extent to which it is involved in either retail or wholesale activities.

We accept Mr Place’s recommendation that Trade Suppliers be listed as Discretionary Activity,
with very clear and directive policies that make clear that those towards the ‘wholesaling’ end of
the spectrum are likely to be appropriate and those at the ‘retailing’ end are not. This includes
policy direction on:

e the activity supporting the establishment, operation and long-term viability of Industrial and

Service activities;

e the activity primarily being wholesaling related trade comprising the storage, sale and
distribution of goods to other businesses and institutional customers, including trade
customers;

e the activity being avoided where it is primarily retailing such that they become retail
destinations or commercial attractions for use by the general public.

In this respect we do not agree with Ms Costello, planner for Willowridge, where she stated:

42 paragraph 10.18 of Ms Hampson’s evidence-in-chief
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“the Discretionary status along with the uncertainty around compliance with the subjective
policies will mean the GIZ is not considered a location in which to confidently invest in
development for this kind of business activity”*.

We disagree that the proposed suite of provisions would result in the type of uncertainty
described by Ms Costello. We find that the suite of policies in the chapter we have recommended
provide clear direction for any application to be evaluated against.

Commercial Recreation and Recreation Activities.

The Wayfare Group Limited (Wayfare) sought amendments to the GISZ provisions to provide a
more enabling framework for Commercial Recreation and Recreation Activities. In particular, the
submitter* sought to differentiate Commercial Recreation and Recreation activities from the
“avoid” approach applied to commercial activity policies. Mr Farrell, Wayfare’s planner, sought a
new policy to “provide” for these activities when particular conditions were met, and changing
the activity status from Non-Complying to Discretionary.

Mr Place recommended rejecting Wayfare’s submission. This was on the basis that while Mr
Farrell suggested there is a short supply of community and recreation facilities, Wayfare provided
no evidence of any supply needs in regard to these activities. Wayfare also suggested that the
conversion of large buildings in the Zone would be an efficient use of land, but Mr Place disagreed
with this statement stating: “it is known that Industrial and Service activities face challenges

finding appropriate sites within the Zone”.*

Mr Farrell told us in his evidence that?*:

“I am not aware of evidence confirming this [commercial recreation activities] is having a
discernible or inappropriate adverse impact on the availability of industrial land supply in
Queenstown. My observation is that this is because there has been insufficient supply in
commercial or open space land. Also, there is no suggestion that conversion of large buildings
in the Zone for commercial recreation or community activities would be permanent.”¥.
However, Mr Farrell acknowledged that: “Neither Wayfare or | can provide detailed or
quantified economic analysis on this matter”.

Mr Farrell was unable to present his evidence before the Panel, but responded to the Panel’s
written questions in a supplementary statement of evidence®. As regards Policy 3.3.8, Mr Farrell

43 paragraph 28 of Ms Costello’s evidence-in-chief.

44 Evidence from Mr Farrell, Wayfare’s planning consultant.

45 paragraph 5.97 of the section 42A report

46 paragraph 10 of Mr Farrell’s evidence-in-chief

47 paragraph 6 of Mr Farrell’s evidence-in-chief

48 Dated 24 August 2020
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responded that he had not considered the implications of that policy when preparing his evidence
(dated 12 June 2020). He acknowledged that Policy 3.3.8 seeks avoidance of non-industrial
activities within industrial zones — saying “Consequently, paragraph 5 of my [12 June] evidence
can be stuck out”*.,

He went on to state®®:

“In my opinion providing for some transient activities (for example those which are
temporary/short term and not incompatible with existing industrial land uses), will not
undermine the strategic intention of Policy 3.3.8 (because the short term nature of the activity
should not undermine the supply of land for Industrial Activities or allow any reverse
sensitivity issues to arise).

I question whether Policy 3.3.8 accords with the NPSUDC on the basis that QLDC has not (from
my reading of all the evidence) demonstrated that there is sufficient land supply/capacity for
urban based commercial recreation activities (nor has it demonstrated that any available land
passes the competitive margin thresholds in Policy 3.22 of the NPSUDC 2020)”.

Overall, it was Mr Farrell’s position that “Subject to the weight given to Policy 3.3.8, | maintain it
is appropriate to provide for some types of commercial recreation (e.g. indoor non-permanent
activities that use existing buildings) in the General Industrial Zone” .

Ms Hampson'’s reply evidence addressed Mr Farrell’s evidence and responded to our questions.
In response to Mr Farrell’s claim that “that QLDC has not demonstrated that there is sufficient
land supply/capacity for urban based commercial recreation activities (nor has it demonstrated
that any available land passes the competitive margin thresholds in Policy 3.22 of the NPSUDC
2020”, Ms Hampson told us that while the Business Development Capacity Assessment 202052
(BDCA) has not specifically “demonstrated that there is sufficient land supply/capacity for urban
based commercial recreation activities” and that “ the BDCA is not required to assess or report
sufficiency at a building typology, individual sector or individual zone”>, it does incorporate
projected demand for commercial recreation activities occurring in the urban environment. She
went on to state that the BDCA “incorporates capacity for ‘large utilitarian designed buildings’ (i.e.
warehouse type structures) for commercial recreation activities and many other activities/sectors
that occupy such buildings in relevant zones”**,

Mr Farrell’s supplementary evidence went on to state that “On the face of it, yes, the BMUZ or the
Remarkables Park Special Zone would appear to provide a better fit for the commercial recreation

4 paragraph 3 of Mr Farrell’s supplementary evidence

50 paragraphs 4 and 5 of Mr Farrell’s supplementary evidence

51 paragraph 11 of Mr Farrell’s supplementary evidence

52 Appendix B of Ms Hampson’s evidence-in-chief

53 paragraph 2.4c of Ms Hampson’s Reply Statement

54 paragraph 2.4b of Ms Hampson’s Reply Statement
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and community activities described. However it is unclear whether these zones provide sufficient
land supply/capacity and pass the competitive margin thresholds”>*. He considered that there is
insufficient capacity in these zones to accommodate commercial recreation activities that occupy
large utilitarian designed buildings.

Ms Hampson, in her reply evidence stated®®:

My evidence is that, notwithstanding the limitations of the BDCA, based on the BDCA results
that have been reported, and my knowledge of the detailed underlying models, that an
insufficiency of capacity in zones that enable commercial recreation, is unlikely. Commercial
recreation activities comprise a small share of the total 49ha of commercial land demand
focussed on urban business zones. Urban business zones that enable commercial recreation
activities form a subset of total urban Commercial vacant land capacity. The ODP
Remarkables Park Special Zone and the BMUZ are two such zones and have large amounts of
vacant commercial land area at present, as shown in Figure 3 of Appendix B of my EiC. Vacant
capacity in the BMUZ is estimated at 10.5ha, spread across a number of locations in the
District. There is an estimated 61.2ha of total vacant commercial land in Remarkables Park
(with commercial recreation activities a controlled activity in all but one activity area).

Given that Mr Farrell acknowledged that neither he nor Wayfare provided any detailed or
quantified economic analysis on this matter, we prefer the evidence of Ms Hampson. On this
basis we agree with Mr Place - that Wayfare’s submission be rejected; and that the plan provisions
not provide a more enabling framework for Commercial Recreation and Recreation Activities.

Educational Facilities

Mr Keith Frentz, planner for The Ministry of Education (MoE), sought that Educational Facilities
be provided for in the GISZ zone. This was not supported by Mr Place.

Mr Frentz suggests that “work skills training centres and early childhood education facilities are
activities that are intrinsically necessary and compatible with the General Industrial Zone”>. On
this basis, he considered that Educational Facilities be provided for in the GISZ zone.

In relation to work skills training, we are of the view that this type of training can take place in the
form of apprenticeships etc through existing Industrial and Service activities within the GISZ. We
do not think that any further particular provisions are needed to provide for this activity.

As regards early childhood education facilities, we do not consider that these are intrinsically
necessary within the GISZ given its purpose and its objectives, and given the relatively small spatial
extent of the site, with a range of other nearby zones that provide for early childhood education
facilities. We do not find that Mr Frentz has offered any appropriate justification that supports

55 Paragraph 10 of Mr Farrell’s supplementary evidence

56 paragraph 2.4 of Ms Hampson’s Reply Statement

57 paragraph 7.6 of Mr Frentz’s evidence-in-chief
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this position, particularly given strategic policy 3.3.8 which seeks to avoid non industrial activities
in the land zoned for industrial activities, and the range of possible reverse sensitivity effects that
may arise from these activities being located within the GISZ.

We also note that the ground truthing exercise undertaken within the ODP industrial zones found
no evidence of the ‘intrinsic’ necessity of education type uses within the zones despite the more
enabling ODP framework. We also note that the MoE has the ability to designate sites for
Educational Facilities if they decided they need a site/facility within the GISZ for this purpose.

While we have not provided for Educational Facilities in the GISZ, we have recommended in
response to the MoE submission that they be provided for as a Discretionary Activity in the Three
Parks Commercial Zone in Wanaka (See Report 20.4).

Emergency Service Facilities

Fire and Emergency New Zealand>® sought that emergency service facilities (more specifically fire
stations) be provided for in the GIZ through specific rules with more enabling status. Mr Place
observed® that fire stations involve a variety of activities, some potentially well suited to the zone,
and some less well suited. He was concerned about the lack of definition of the activity sought to
be provided for, and the lack of clarity around the nature of the ancillary activities that would
accompany it (e.g. training and residential facilities) that might potentially lead to introduction of
activities that were incompatible with the zone purpose. He did not recommend acceptance of
the submission and the submitter did not appear to provide more detail about the relief sought,
or assurance as to its compatibility with the zone. In the absence of such evidence, we do not
recommend acceptance of the submission.

Ancillary Activities — Size limitation

A number of submissions® were received in relation to the provision of ancillary activities within
the GISZ, in particular, ancillary Office, Retail and Commercial activities. The section 32 evaluation
report at Issue 2 - Non-industrial activities within the Industrial Zones identified that “ancillary
activities are common among businesses operating within the Industrial Zones, in particular,
ancillary Office, Retail and Commercial type activities”®*

The notified provisions enable Office, Retail and Commercial activities that are ancillary to
Industrial and Service activities. This is both in policy and rule terms; the policy enabling those

58 Submission #3288

59'5.42A report of Luke Place at 5.93

0 Submissions Orchard Road Holdings limited, Willowridge Developments Limited, The Breen Construction
Company Limited, J C Breen Family Trust, Upper Clutha Transport Limited, Alpine Nominees Limited, Henley
Property Trust, 86 Ballantyne Road Partnership, NPR Trading Limited, Ben and Hamish Acland, Reavers (NZ)
Limited, ] McMillan, Cardrona Cattle Company Limited, and The Station at Waitiri Limited

61 paragraph 7.43, Section 32 Evaluation Report, General Industrial Zone.
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ancillary activities, while the rule sets out a specific set of standards for them. A maximum 50 m?
limit is prescribed in the rules.

Submissions received in relation to this matter generally considered the scale of ancillary activities
provided for to be too restrictive. Submitters requested an increase in the size limit, with 100 m?
being common. Others requested a percentage of the GFA, with 30% GFA being the preferred
metric.

Mr Place, in his section 42A report stated that “visual inspections of sites within the notified GIZ
undertaken during the ground truthing visits did not highlight any substantial or justified need for
ancillary activities substantially larger than 50m?” %2, However, he acknowledged that some office
space might be at mezzanine level or at the rear of the site which may not have been visually
apparent. He said that he would be “open to considering information from submitters who
presented an evidenced based need for larger ancillary Office, Commercial or Retail space as a
permitted activity which also fits in with the overall purpose of the GIZ”%

Mr Greaves, planner for the Henley Property Trust, presented evidence seeking that the permitted
threshold for ancillary office activities be provided for as 30% of the GFA of all buildings. In his
evidence, Mr Greaves provided a table of examples of ancillary office rules in other Districts’
industrial zones. These included the provisions of the Council’s Plans for Christchurch, Dunedin,
Invercargill, Central Otago, Auckland and Tauranga®. Two themes emerged from these examples;
either ancillary office space was not regulated or was provided for as a % of GFA (between 25 and
30%).

Mr Greaves also provided an example of consented industrial premises on Enterprise Drive
Wanaka in the ODP Industrial B zone (proposed to be zoned GIZ). Three buildings were consented
with two having 28% of office vs the overall GFA and one with 37% (noting that these figures
included toilet, bathroom and communal lunchrooms).

In response to Mr Greaves evidence, Mr Place stated®:

“As outlined in my s42A, | remain open to considering amendments to this rule on the basis
of evidence that demonstrates why larger ancillary Office space would be necessary to
support Industrial and Service activities. If this information can be provided, my preference
would be to amend the existing 50 — 100 m? restricted discretionary threshold range, rather
than the existing permitted