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INTRODUCTION 

 

1. My full name is Kathryn Anne Drew.   

 

2. I am a senior planner at Bloxam Burnett & Olliver Ltd (“BBO”), a firm of consulting engineers, 

planners and surveyors, based in Hamilton.   

 

3. I have been employed in resource management and planning related position in local 

government and the private sector for 16 years, with the last 11 of those being at BBO.  

 

4. My qualifications are a Bachelor of Resource and Environmental Planning (Hons) from Massey 

University.  I am also a full member of the New Zealand Planning Institute.   

 

5. My planning experience has included the preparation and processing consent applications for 

both Council’s and private clients. I have also prepared and processed Plan Changes, made 

submissions on Plan Changes and on District Plan reviews.   

 

6. In relation to this hearing I am authorised to give evidence on behalf of Northgate 

Developments Ltd and Northgate Industrial Park (“Northgate”).  I am the author of the 

submissions prepared on behalf of Northgate in relation to the Waikato Proposed District Plan 

(“WPDP”) industrial zone provisions.  As set out below, Northgate is the developer and a major 

landowner in the Horotiu Industrial Park. I have been providing planning assistance to 

Northgate for the last 11 years. I consequently have an extensive working knowledge about the 

Horotiu site, the planning provisions that currently apply to it and the planning challenges 

associated with meeting those existing provisions.  Statements I make in this evidence fall back 

on that knowledge.         

 

7. I have read the Environment Court’s ‘Code of Conduct for Expert Witnesses’ as contained in the 

Environment Court’s Consolidated Practice Note 2014 and agree to comply with it. I have 

complied with it when preparing my written statement of evidence.    

 

EVIDENCE STRUCTURE 

 

8. This evidence provides a planning assessment of the provisions on which Northgate submitted 

on and are addressed in the s42A report provided by Waikato District Council (“WDC”) in 

relation to Chapter 20 – Industrial Zone and specifically the Horotiu Industrial Park.   

 

9. As the submission by Northgate is specific to the Horotiu Industrial Park the author of the s42A 

report has addressed them separately in Part D of the s42A report.  The Northgate submissions 

points are addressed, in that s42A analysis, alongside the submissions made by Ports of 

Auckland Ltd (POAL), on the basis that the two entities are the two majority landowners in the 

Horotiu Industrial Park.  

 

10. Topics covered in this evidence includes:  
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• Simplified background to the Horotiu Industrial Park’s existing provisions; 

• Council’s amended approach for the Horotiu Industrial Park and the associated rules 

proposed in the new Chapter 20.6 – Horotiu Industrial Park; 

• Commentary the following specific rules as provided of in Chapter 20 – Industrial Zone:   

o Building setbacks 

o Earthworks 

o Signage 

o Building height 

 

SIMPLIFIED BACKGROUND FOR THE HOROTIU INDUSTRIAL PARK 

 

11. Northgate still owns a significant portion of the land1 contained within the Horotiu Industrial 

Park, that is located directly west of Great South Road and south of Horotiu Road at Horotiu.  

The extent of the Horotiu Industrial Park is shown, as the light purple overlay, in Figure 1. 

 

 
Figure 1: The Current Horotiu Industrial Park 

 

12. The existing zoning of the Horotiu Industrial Park and associated rule framework was 

established as a result of an appeal to the previous Proposed Waikato District Plan to amend 

the zoning of the land from Rural to Industrial.  In April 2011, the Environment Court granted 

approval to the appeal via a consent order agreement.  The area was subsequently rezoned 

Industrial and was thereafter referred to as the Horotiu Industrial Park in the Operative Waikato 

 
1 Over 52ha of industrial land made up of the following titles: Lot 23 DP 538228 (897550), Lot 22 DP 522786 (830149), Lot 17 
DP 494347 (723132) and Lot 18 DP 494347 (723133). 
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District Plan (“ODP”).  The relevant provisions for the Horotiu Industrial Park are currently 

provided for in Chapter 24B of the ODP.   

 

13. These provisions enable the staged development of the Horotiu Industrial Park in a manner and 

timeframe that aligns with the Regional Policy Statement (“RPS”) industrial land allocations.  

The Horotiu Industrial Park is one of seven strategic industrial nodes in the Waikato Region, as 

identified in the RPS.  Specifically, Table 6-2 of the RPS provides for up to 150ha of growth at 

Horotiu from 2010 to 2061. 

 

14. The current provisions thereafter require an Indicative Development Plan (“IDP”) to be 

approved, as a land use consent, prior to that Stage being developed.   

 

15. To date development has progressed in the areas known as Stage 1 (developed by Northgate 

to the north of the North Island Main Trunk Railway line) and Stage 2 (being developed by 

POAL).  Both these areas are being development in accordance with approved IDPs.  Northgate 

in January 2019 obtained an IDP consent for 45ha of land within Stage 32.  Bulk earthworks to 

give effect to that consent commenced in October 2019.  That IDP consent brought forward the 

timing for Stage 3, which was previously proposed to be after January 20213.  Once the bulk 

earthworks in Stage 3 are completed, that land within Stage 3 will be available for subdivision 

and development.  The only land that is not subject to an IDP approval, at present, is the land 

between the Horotiu Road and the POAL site.          

 

16. Once an IDP has been approved and sites are being developed, that development is also 

required to comply with the various site-specific provisions in Chapter 24B.  These provisions 

are duplicated in Attachment 8 of the s42A report.  Those provisions cover matters such as trip 

generation, noise, landscaping, bunding, setbacks, building height and the subdivision of the 

site.  Some of these provisions are very site specific as they relate to mitigation matters that 

were negotiated back in 2011 to provide for the rezoning.  

 

SPECIFIC HOROTIU INDUSTRIAL PARK PROVISIONS 

 

17. The PWDP, as notified, sought to retain an Industrial zoning across the land known as the 

Horotiu Industrial Park.  This outcome is supported as it aligns with the sites current zoning and 

activities that have been or are being developed on the land.   

 

18. The zoning was however proposed to be tied up with the general Industrial Zone provisions, 

which meant that some of the specific Horotiu Industrial Park provisions were proposed to be 

lost and in some case replaced with more onerous provisions.  Northgate’s submission was that 

there were specific Horotiu Industrial Park provisions that should be retained in the PWDP. 

 

19. In light of the Northgate’s and POALs submissions Council now is proposing to establish a 

specific set of Horotiu Industrial Park provisions, being Section 20.6 Horotiu Industrial Park.  I 

 
2 Being Lot 17 DP 494347 (723132) 
3 See Rule 24B.15 of the ODP. 
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support this approach as it addresses the concerned raised in the original submission that a ‘one 

size fits all’ approach may not be applicable to the Horotiu Industrial Park.   

 

20. As noted in the s42A report4, I provided some feedback on the draft Horotiu Industrial Park rules 

on behalf of Northgate, prior to the release of the s42A report.  I would like to thank Council for 

that opportunity. 

 

21. As part of that input some amendments were made to the proposed provisions, however, it is 

my opinion that some further changes and/or clarification is still required.  Those are set out in 

the following commentary. For ease of reference I have provided the following table that 

summarises my stance and reasoning in relation to each of the proposed provisions, as provided 

for in section 76.2 of the s42A report. 

 

Proposed Provision Commentary 

20.6.1 Application of rules 

(a) The rules in Chapter 20 for the 
Industrial Zone and Specific Area 
20.6 apply to the Horotiu Industrial 
Park identified on the planning 
maps, except for all land use activity 
rules listed as Rules 20.1.1, 20.1.2 
and 20.1.3).   
 

It is my opinion that to make these rules specific to a 
certain pocket of land, the land to which the Horotiu 
Industrial Park provisions applies to needs to be 
identified in some shape or form, i.e. on the planning 
maps.  Whilst it is stated in this sentence that this is to 
occur, no maps have been prepared showing this 
change, so there is no certainty, at present, as to 
which land these provisions apply. 
 
Clarification is required from Council staff as to how 
the Horotiu Industrial Park land is to be identified on 
the planning maps.  Will it be an overlay on the 
planning maps?   

(b) The rules in Specific Area 20.6 
take precedence where there is any 
inconsistency with the rules in 
Chapter 20.   
 

Chapter 20.5, which is specific provisions for the Nai 
Mau Business Park, as notified, is more specific about 
what does and does not apply. See Rule 20.5.1.  
 
It is my opinion that Council should adopt the same 
approach here, as it removes the ambiguity away 
from the lay public and consent officers and to which 
rule has precedence.   

20.6.2.1 Permitted Activities No concerns with the activities listed as being 
permitted.  

20.6.2.2 Restricted Discretionary 
Activity 

No concerns. 

20.6.2.3 Discretionary Activities No concerns. 

20.6.2.4 Non-complying activities No concerns. 

20.6.3 Noise  The inclusion of a specific noise rule for the Horotiu 
Industrial Park is supported as it addresses our 
original submissions5 that identified that the adoption 
of the standard industrial zone provision would curtail 
industrial activities that were already established or 

 
4 Section 76.3 of the s42A report, Part D 
5Submission Points 790.3 and 790.4 
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may effect properties that have already been bought 
on the basis of the operative noise rule, because the 
new rule is more onerous.   
 
Whilst this submission point has been accepted, ‘in 
part’, the rule as proposed is still more onerous that 
currently provided for in the ODP, in relation to the 
night time levels.  
 
I understand that POAL are going to be providing 
expert acoustic evidence on this matter. I therefore 
defer to their evidence on this matter.      

Rule 206.3.2 Landscape Planting – 
Horotiu Road 
 

This rule mirrors that set out in Chapter 24B, as Rule 
24B.20. The difference is however that the ODP rule 
enables development to be a permitted activity.  The 
approach adopted here is that it’s a controlled 
activity. It is unclear what Council’s rational is for 
adopting a controlled activity status when the 
baseline is permitted.  
 
In my opinion the controlled activity status is an 
overzealous approach to managing compliance this 
provision and whilst the inclusion of the rule as 
drafted is supported, the activity status is not 
supported.  This is because, the rule includes the 
width of the planting, where it needs to be provided 
for, what the species needs to be and by what time it 
needs to be a certain height.  What more information 
is one to gain from requiring developers to go through 
a controlled activity consent for this matter?  Its not 
like you are controlling the type of industrial 
development that can occur, its just potential 
visibility, which is managed through the criteria that 
one must meet in the rule.        
 
It is my submission that this rule should be retained as 
a permitted activity, with non-compliance defaulting 
it to a controlled activity.   

Rule 20.6.3.3 Planting of Earth Bund The same commentary above is relevant to this 
provision too in relation to the activity status.  Again 
the rule specifies what is required, where and what its 
properties should be so there is no need for it to be a 
controlled activity.  
 
The rule is also, in my opinion, superfluous.  Northgate 
has built the bund and has already undertaken 
planting on it as required by previous resource 
consent approvals.  The recent IDP consent for the 
Stage 3 land, which is the land that contains the earth 
bund, also has specific conditions around planting 
design and implementation of that planting. A copy of 
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this decision is attached as Attachment A of this 
evidence.  Condition 2 of that consent requires a 
planting plan to be developed for the bund area, 
whereby condition 3 requires that planting plan to be 
implemented prior to the construction of any building 
on the land within Stage 3.  Consequently, there is 
limited risk on Council in removing this rule as it 
already forms part of a consent requirement.  It is also 
highly unlikely that the consent will be surrendered as 
it provides for bulk infrastructure to be installed prior 
to subdivision and it has already been given effect to.      
 
It is therefore my opinion that this provision should be 
deleted.      

Rule 20.6.4.1 Building height No concerns. What is proposed is consistent with that 
provided for in Rule 24B.22 of the ODP and is 
therefore supported.   

Rule 206.4.2 Aerials, Antennae and 
Lighting Masts 

No concerns. 

Rule 20.6.5.1 Subdivision - General Support the submissions rules that have been 
developed as they align with what has already been 
for in the Horotiu Industrial Park to date.  

   

22. Overall, I support the inclusion of Chapter 20.6 into the PWDP, subject to the adoption of my 

proposed changes set out in the above table, and those summarised below.  

 

OTHER RULES THAT EFFECT THE HOROTIU INDUSTRIAL PARK 

 

Building Setback from Earth Bund 

 

23. In my review of Part B of the s42A report, I have also notice that there is a specific Horotiu 

Industrial Park provision that is hidden in Rule 20.3.4.1 relating to building setbacks.  

Specifically, Rule states: 
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24. It is my opinion that, that clause (iii) highlighted above should be a provision that is removed 

from this rule and included in its own rule within proposed Chapter 20.6.  As currently drafted, 

it is my opinion that the rule will be lost/potentially not complied with, particular after the base 

lot, Lot 17 DP 494347 is subdivided into industrial lots and people lose connection with the LT 

reference listed in the rule.  My recommended suggestion is that a new rule is added to the 

Horotiu Industrial Park provisions as follows: 

 

20.6.3.x Building Setback from Earth Bund 

 

P1 (a) And building on land that contains the Horotiu Industrial Park earth bund 
shall be setback 5m from the toe of the bund.  

 

25. There may also be value in defining the bund on the planning maps for the ease of interpretation 

of this rule.  This can be easily done by overlaying the IDP plans that show the bund, into the 

District Plan, as an overlay.   
 

Earthworks 

26. On behalf of Northgate, I submitted on the earthwork’s provisions for the Industrial Zone6 

seeking the deletion of a clause that required earthworks to be setback 1.5m from any boundary 

of a site and for references to the residential zone in this rule be removed.  These changes have 

been supported in the s42A report7.  I also support the changes that have been adopted and 

agree with Ms Macartney’s assessment of these matters.     
 

Signage 

27. On behalf of Northgate, I submitted on the signage provisions for the Industrial Zone8 seeking 

that Rule 20.2.7.1 be amended to permit a larger volume of signage as the site sizes 

incrementally increases.  As currently drafted the rule enables one free standing sign, no more 

than 3m² and one further free standing sign at 1m².  I made this submission because I am 

constantly frustrated with having to spend time and money getting consents for signage when 

the threshold for signage within the an industrially zoned site is relatively low and when the 

that threshold does not reflect the underlying site size.   

 

28. I acknowledged that the premise of the signage provision is to avoid proliferation of signage 

and thus maintain suitable visual, streetscape and amenity effects.  That being said, the 

provision could be higher, or could be able to be increase as a permitted activity as the size of 

the site increases.  As currently provided for, a 10ha site is required to comply with the same 

requirement as a 500m² site.  Surely there can be some flexibility here, even if its flexibility up 

to a certain point and without the need for a consent.     

 

 
6 Submission point 790.5 and 790.6 
7 Section 75.2 of the s42A report – Part D. 
8 Submission Point 790.7 
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29. If we looked at the baseline to start with, Rule 20.6.5, as proposed to be amended, sets out the 

subdivision standards for the Industrial Zone, being a minimum net site area of 500m².  It would 

then follow that if a size was twice as large as the minimum (i.e. 1,000m²) that a non-fanciful 

permitted baseline for signage could be that up to 3m² of signage could be suitable on a site of 

that size.  In my opinion, this would not result in an unreasonable adverse effect when the 

baseline is technically 3m² per 500m². 

 

30. On second look at this rule, it appears that the rule does not actually restrict the total size of 

signage on a building, just the size of freestanding signs.     

 

31. Regardless of that fact, it is my opinion that the permitted free standing signage for a site could 

correspond to the size of the site without creating unacceptable adverse effects, particularly 

internally within the Horotiu Industrial Park.  This could be achieved one of two ways. Firstly, it 

could be directly related to site size, as stated in the submission, or secondly it could relate to 

the length of frontage that the site has, in a similar manner to what Hamilton City Council adopts 

for their Industrial Zone9.  In the Hamilton City Council example, they enable 1m² of signage for 

every metre of site frontage, up to a maximum of 10m².  This approach reflects the fact that as 

your site size increases the site has the ability to absorb more signage.  Similarly, it adopts a 

maximum to provide certainty.  Its my opinion that Rule 20.2.7.1 could be amended so that it 

adopts the Hamilton City approach. Such an approach would read as follows.   
 

P2 (a)A sign must comply with all of the following conditions: 

(i)The sign height does not exceed 10m; 

(ii)The sign is wholly contained on the site; 

(iii)An illuminated sign must: 

A.not have a light source that flashes or moves; and 

B.not contain moving parts or reflective materials; and 

C.be set back at least 15m from a state highway or the Waikato 

Expressway; 

(b)Where the sign is attached to a building, it must: 

(i)not extend more than 300mm from the building wall; and 

(ii)not exceed the height of the building; 

(c)Where the sign is a freestanding sign, it must: 

(i)not exceed an area of 31m2 for every metre of site frontage to maximum of 10m²for 

one sign per site, and 1m2 for any other freestanding sign on the site; and 

(ii)be set back at least 5m from the boundary of any site a Residential, Village or 

Country Living Zone; 

(d)The sign is not attached to a heritage item listed in Schedule 30.1(Heritage Items), except 

for the purpose of identification and interpretation; 

(e)The sign is not attached to a Maaori site of significance listed in Schedule 30.3 (Maaori Sites 

of Significance), except for the purpose of identification and interpretation; 

(f)The sign relates to: 

(i)goods or services available on the site; or 

(ii)a property name sign. 

 

 
9 Rule 25.10.5.7 of the Operative Hamilton City Council District Plan. 

http://districtplan.waidc.govt.nz/common/user/contentlink.aspx?sid=37119
http://districtplan.waidc.govt.nz/common/user/contentlink.aspx?sid=37120
http://districtplan.waidc.govt.nz/common/user/contentlink.aspx?sid=37119
http://districtplan.waidc.govt.nz/common/user/contentlink.aspx?sid=37124
http://districtplan.waidc.govt.nz/common/user/contentlink.aspx?sid=37119
http://districtplan.waidc.govt.nz/common/user/contentlink.aspx?sid=37119
http://districtplan.waidc.govt.nz/common/user/contentlink.aspx?sid=36983
http://districtplan.waidc.govt.nz/common/user/contentlink.aspx?sid=36983
http://districtplan.waidc.govt.nz/common/user/contentlink.aspx?sid=37035
http://districtplan.waidc.govt.nz/common/user/contentlink.aspx?sid=36983
http://districtplan.waidc.govt.nz/common/user/contentlink.aspx?sid=37119
http://districtplan.waidc.govt.nz/common/user/contentlink.aspx?sid=37119
http://districtplan.waidc.govt.nz/common/user/contentlink.aspx?sid=36982
http://districtplan.waidc.govt.nz/common/user/contentlink.aspx?sid=37124
http://districtplan.waidc.govt.nz/common/user/contentlink.aspx?sid=37119
http://districtplan.waidc.govt.nz/common/user/contentlink.aspx?sid=37037
http://districtplan.waidc.govt.nz/pages/plan/book.aspx?hid=43037
http://districtplan.waidc.govt.nz/common/user/contentlink.aspx?sid=37119
http://districtplan.waidc.govt.nz/common/user/contentlink.aspx?sid=37060
http://districtplan.waidc.govt.nz/pages/plan/book.aspx?hid=43039
http://districtplan.waidc.govt.nz/common/user/contentlink.aspx?sid=37119
http://districtplan.waidc.govt.nz/common/user/contentlink.aspx?sid=37124
http://districtplan.waidc.govt.nz/common/user/contentlink.aspx?sid=37119
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32. If Council considers that the above approach is not suitable for all industrial zones, this is a 

provision that could be just adopted for the Horotiu Industrial Park in Chapter 20.6 as a specific 

provision. 
 

Building Height 

33. On behalf of Northgate, I submitted on the building height provisions for the Horotiu Industrial 

Park10, seeking that the maximum height revert back to that provided for in the ODP11. This 

request has been adopted by Ms Macartney, with Rule 20.6.4.1 Building height, added to the 

Horotiu Industrial Park provisions.  I support this approach. 
 

CONCLUSION 

34. I principle I support the inclusion of a specific chapter of the District Plan for the Horotiu 

Industrial Park. This approach is supported because it recognises that the Horotiu Industrial Park 

is a strategic industrial node that has differing characteristics to other industrial zones within 

the Waikato District.  It also enables Council to provide a rule framework for the land consistent 

with that provided for in the ODP and which has previously been determined as being approach 

for the site and its receiving environment.  

 

35. Whilst the approach is supported in principle, I still have some reservations about the need for 

some of the rules, and the activity status applicable.  In this respect, I request the following: 

 

• That the Horotiu Industrial Park is identified on the planning maps, and if necessary, the 

bund is also defined; 

• That the noise rule is amended as it relates to night time noise levels to be 45dBA; 

• That the provision for landscaping planting for lots along Horotiu Road be applied as a 

permitted activity; 

• That the rule relating to the planting of the earth bund is removed; 

• That the industrial building setback rule is amended, so that the provision relating to 

Horotiu is contained within Chapter 20.6; 

• That the changes proposed by Council to the earthwork’s provisions are adopted by the 

Commissioners; and 

• That the signage provision for the Horotiu Industrial Zone, is amended, so that there is not 

a one size fits all approach, but that the volume of free-standing signage permitted relates 

to the site size or frontage.   

 

Dated: 9 November 2019 

 
Kathryn Drew 

 
10 Submission point 790.8 
11 Rule 24B.22 of the Operative Waikato District Plan.  
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ATTACHMENT A: 

Indicative Development Plan Approval for  

Northgate – Stage 3 
 

 










































