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To: The Registrar 
Environment Court 
Auckland 

 
 
1. Rotorua District Council known as Rotorua Lakes Council (“RLC”) appeals 

the decision of Western Bay of Plenty District Council (“WBPDC”) on the 

following matter: 

 
(a) Proposed Plan Change 72: Rangiuru Business Park to the 

Western Bay of Plenty District Plan First Review (“PC72”). 

 
2. RLC made a submission and further submissions on PC72. 

 
3. RLC is not a trade competitor for the purposes of section 308D of the 

Resource Management Act 1991 (“RMA”). 

 
4. RLC received notice of the Decision (“Decision”) on 16 May 2016. 

 
5. The Decision was made by the WBPDC Regulatory Hearings Committee. 

 
6. PC72 introduces amendments to the operative provisions of the District 

Plan in relation to the Rangiuru Business Park (“Rangiuru”). This appeal 

relates to the decision, and in particular those provisions of PC72 which 

relate to the Community Service Areas (“CSA”) and the retail and office 

land use activities within Rangiuru. 

 
Parts of Decision being appealed 
 
7. The specific parts of the Decision that RLC is appealing are 

determinations: 

 

(a) That the location and size of the CSAs be retained as notified (see 

paragraph 7 of the Decision); and 

 
(b) That Rule 21.3.2 be amended as follows (see paragraph 8 of the 

Decision):  

 
21.3.2 Additional Permitted Activities (Rangiuru Business Park 
only) 
 
(c) In the Community Service Areas of the Business Park only; 
 
Within 250m of the intersections marked “Community Service 
Area” on the Rangiuru Business Park Structure Plans the 
following activities are also permitted: 
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Community Service Areas within the Business Park that meet 
the following criteria; 
 
(i) Are located within 250m of either of the two intersections 
marked for such on the Rangiuru Business Park Structure Plan; 
and 
 
(ii) Development within each of the two Community Service 
Areas must form a single contiguous development having a 
minimum net land area of 6,000m2 and a maximum net land area 
of 20,000m2; 
 
(iii) The combined total development area across both of the two 
Community Service Areas shall not exceed a maximum net land 
area of 2.6ha. 
 
Note: Land uses within a Community Service Area may be held 
in lots which are smaller than the 6,000m2 minimum provided 
they have contiguous boundaries and together exceed the 
minimum 6,000m2 net land area. 
 
The maximum net land area collectively of activities pursuant to 
this rule shall be 2.6ha.  Any individual development within this 
2.6ha shall have a minimum net land area of 6,000m2 and a 
maximum net land area of 20,000m2.  There shall be up to one 
such development within each Community Service Area. 
 
Explanatory Note: 
For clarification, this rule allows for smaller individual land uses 
but requires that activities are bundled together in a 
comprehensive manner of at least 6,000m2 net land area so as 
to function as a Service Area rather than individual uses.  The 
individual uses can be held in smaller lots but these must have 
contiguous boundaries. 
 
(d) In the Community Service Areas of the Business Park only: 
 
(i) Offices (not covered by 21.3.1(p)); 
 
(ii) Retailing (not covered by 21.3.1(c)) and involving a maximum 
floor area of 100m2; 
 
(iii) Places of assembly; 
 
(iv) Educational Facilities (limited to childcare/day-care/pre-
school facilities). 
 

8. Alternatively, if the appellant’s relief sought in paragraph 12 (a) and (b) is 

declined, then RLC appeals the entire decision to grant PC72. 

 
Reasons for appeal 
 
9. While generally supportive of the original strategic intent of Rangiuru, 

PC72 departs from this intent in respect of its management of non-

industrial land uses within the Business Park. 
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10. The provisions of PC72 as set out in the Decision:  

 
(a) Will have an adverse effect on the sustainability, vitality and 

viability of the industrial and commercial land resources in the 

wider region including within the Rotorua District;  

 
(b) Are inappropriate and inconsistent with the relevant higher order 

objectives and policies in the Plan and the Regional Policy 

Statement;  

 
(c) Will create adverse effects which have not been properly 

quantified, evaluated or weighted as part of the s 32 evaluation; 

 
(d) Do not represent the most appropriate means of exercising the 

respondent’s functions, having regard to the efficiency and 

effectiveness of other available means and are therefore not 

appropriate in terms of s 32 and other provisions of the RMA; and 

 
(e) Fail to achieve the sustainable management of the region’s natural 

and physical resources and are therefore contrary to Part 2 of the 

RMA. 

 
11. In particular, and without limiting the generality of paragraph 9 above: 

 
(a) RLC’s original submission was opposed to PC72 in its entirety, 

and in particular, opposed to any proposed amendments that will 

make the current regime more permissive in respect of the 

establishment of non-industrial activities in Rangiuru.  In particular, 

the provisions relating to the CSAs, including but not limited to 

Rule 21.3.2 and the location and split of the CSA in the absence 

of a retail and office cap. 

 
(b) Rangiuru as originally conceived was intended to enable an 

industrial land resource within the region which provided limited 

mixed use commercial land to support the industrial land uses 

within Rangiuru.  Under the Decision, the rules pertaining to the 

CSAs and to offices and retail generally in Rangiuru lack 

meaningful control over the overall scale and design of the 

activities and fail to achieve Rangiuru’s intended purpose.   
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(c) The absence of a cap on the gross floor area for office and retail 

activities within the CSAs creates a planning framework which 

enables the establishment of a significant mixed use commercial 

centre in and around the CSA nodes.  Such a development is: 

 
(i) Inconsistent with the original strategic intent of Rangiuru in 

respect of its purpose, and its position within the network 

of commercial centres in the region;  

 
(ii) Inconsistent with the policies and objectives of the 

operative Western Bay of Plenty District Plan which seek 

to ensure the viability of existing centres by inter alia 

limiting the establishment of non-industrial activities in the 

Industrial Zone; and 

 
(iii) A significant threat to the viability of existing (and 

proposed) commercial centres within the region. 

 
Relief sought 
 
12. RLC seeks the following relief: 

 
(a) Amend Rule 21.3.2(c) and Rule 12.4.13.1 as follows: 

 
21.3.2 Additional Permitted Activities (Rangiuru Business Park 
only) 
 
(c) Community Service Areas within the Business Park that meet 
the following criteria: 
 
(i) Are located within 250m of either of the two intersections 
marked for such on the Rangiuru Business Park Structure Plan; 
and 
 
(ii) Development within each of the two Community Service 
Areas must form a single contiguous development having a 
minimum net land area of 6,000m2 and a maximum net land area 
of 20,000m2; 
 
(iii) The combined total development area across both of the two 
Community Service Areas shall not exceed a maximum net land 
area of 2.6ha; and 
 
(iv) The maximum cumulative gross floor area for all office and 
retail activities allowed under 21.3.2 (d) (i) and (ii) below shall be 
a total of 1,000m2 for each CSA. 
 
Note: Land uses within a Community Service Area may be held 
in lots which are smaller than the 6,000m2 minimum provided 
they have contiguous boundaries and together exceed the 
minimum 6,000m2 net land area.  The limitation on maximum 



- 5 - 

SKT-222361-100-213-V1:crg 

cumulative gross floor area for retail and office is for the purpose 
of ensuring the Community Service Area continues to provide a 
service function principally to the local business community. 
 
(d) In the Community Service Areas of the Business Park only: 
 
(i) Offices (not covered by 21.3.1(p)); 
 
(ii) Retailing (not covered by 21.3.1(c)) and involving a maximum 
floor area of 100m2; 
 
(iii) Places of assembly; 
 
(iv) Educational Facilities (limited to childcare/day-care/pre-
school facilities). 

 
12.4.13 Rangiuru Business Park Structure Plan 
 
12.4.13.1 General 

 
(d) Where a Community Service Area is included in the 
subdivision, the location, layout, and design shall be shown in 
order to demonstrate how it will meet the primary local business 
community service function. 

  
 ; or 
 

(b) That the amendments to all provisions relating to the CSA 

including Rule 21.3.2(c) and (d) introduced through PC72 be 

rejected in their entirety; or 

 
(c) That PC72 be declined in its entirety. 

 
13. The appellant also seeks:  

 
(a) Such further other orders, relief or other consequential or other 

amendments as considered appropriate and necessary by the 

Court to address the concerns set out in this notice; and  

 
(b) Costs of and incidental to this appeal. 

 
14. RLC attaches the following documents to this notice: 

 
(a) A copy of the Decision (Attachment 1); 

 
(b) A copy of RLC’s original submission (Attachment 2) and further 

submissions (Attachment 3); 
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Address for service of the appellant: 
 
Westpac House 
Level 8 
DX GP20031 
Hamilton 3240 
 
Telephone: 07 839 4771 
 
Fax:  07 839 4855 
 
Email:  lmuldowney@tomwake.co.nz/sthomas@tomwake.co.nz 
 
Contact person: Lachlan Muldowney/Shaye Thomas 
 
Documents for service on the appellant party may be: 
 
(a) Left at the address for service; or 
 
(b) Posted to the solicitor at PO Box 258, Hamilton; or  
 
(c)  Left for the solicitor at a document exchange for direction to DX GP20031, 

Hamilton. 

 
Advice to recipients of copy of notice of appeal 
How to become party to proceedings 

You may be a party to the appeal if you made a submission or a further 

submission on the matter of this appeal. 

 

To become a party to the appeal, you must,— 

(a) within 15 working days after the period for lodging a notice of appeal ends, 

lodge a notice of your wish to be a party to the proceedings (in form 33) 

with the Environment Court and serve copies of your notice on the 

relevant local authority and the appellant; and 

(b) within 20 working days after the period for lodging a notice of appeal ends, 

serve copies of your notice on all other parties. 

 

Your right to be a party to the proceedings in the court may be limited by the trade 

competition provisions in section 274(1) and Part 11A of the Resource 

Management Act 1991. 

 

You may apply to the Environment Court under section 281 of the Resource 

Management Act 1991 for a waiver of the above timing or service requirements 

(see form 38). 
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ATTACHMENT 1 

 

FURTHER SUBMISSIONS IN SUPPORT AND IN OPPOSITION TO 
SUBMISISONS ON PUBLICLY NOTIFIED PROPOSED PLAN CHANGE 72 

Clause 8 of Schedule 1, Resource Management Act 1991 
 
 

TO:   Western Bay of Plenty District Council 
 
NAME: Rotorua District Council 

 

1. Rotorua District Council, known as Rotorua Lakes Council (“RLC”) 

wishes to make further submissions in support of and in opposition to 

submissions on Plan Change 72 Rangiuru Business Park (“PC 72”) 

publicly notified by the Western Bay of Plenty District Council 

(“WBPDC”) on 7 November 2015.  Submissions closed on 7 December 

2015 and the summary of all submissions received was notified on 23 

January 2016.     

 
2. RLC, as a local authority within the Bay of Plenty region, represents a 

relevant aspect of the public interest and has an interest in the proposal 

that is greater than the interest the general public has. 

 
3. RLC’s further submissions are outlined in the attached table 

(“Attachment 2”). 

 
4. RLC does wish to be heard in support of its further submission.  

 
5. If others make similar submissions, RLC will consider presenting a joint 

case with them at any hearing. 
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ATTACHMENT 2 

Submitter Sub 
ID/Sub 
point 

Support/Oppose Reasons for support/opposition Decision sought 

New Zealand 
Transport 
Agency 
 
PO BOX 13055, 
Tauranga 
Central, 
Tauranga 3141 

2/1 Oppose 1. RLC opposes the submission. 
 

2. RLC considers that the changes 
proposed by Plan Change 72 
(“PC 72”) are inconsistent with 
SmartGrowth and the 
provisions of the Western Bay 
of Plenty District Plan 
(“WBDP”). 

 

Reject the 
submission. 

Bay of Plenty 
Regional 
Council  
 
PO Box 364, 
Whakatane 
3158 

3/1 Oppose 1. RLC opposes the submission 
that PC 72 gives effect to the 
SmartGrowth Strategy.   

 
2. RLC considers that PC 72 is 

inconsistent with the 
SmartGrowth Strategy.  

 

Reject the 
submission. 

Bluehaven 
Management 
Limited 
 
Att: Craig 
Batchelar 
C/- Boffa Miskell 
Ltd, 
PO Box 13373, 
Tauranga 
Central, 
Tauranga 3141 

4/1 Support in part 1. RLC supports the submission. 
 

2. Non-industrial land uses are 
inappropriate in an Industrial 
zone and the greater flexibility 
to establish such activities 
afforded under PC 72 is 
inconsistent with the objectives 
and policies in the WBDP.   

 
3. The more permissive regime 

will undermine the centres-
based approach that the higher 
order planning instruments 
seek to achieve.  

 
4. RLC agrees that the s 32 

analysis is inadequate as it fails 
to fully evaluate the costs, 
benefits and adverse effects 
arising from PC 72. 

 
 

Accept the 
submission, but in 
relation to the 
decision sought, RLC 
only supports the 
rejection of the 
proposed 
amendments.   RLC 
does not support 
the alternative 
decisions sought. 
 

Paul James 
Hickson 
 
PO Box 197, 
Te Puke 3153 

5/1 Oppose 1. RLC opposes the submission.   
 

2. Expediting the Park 
development is not a sensible 
approach when there is 
insufficient data available to 
determine what effect the 
proposed changes PC 72 seeks 
to impose will have on 
transport networks and existing 

Reject the 
submission. 
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industrial and commercial land 
resources.  

 
3. Affording greater flexibility to 

establish non-industrial land 
uses in the Park is inconsistent 
with the higher order planning 
instruments. 

 

Graeme 
Francis 
Walker 
 
16 Saunders 
Place, Te Puke 
3119 

6/2 Oppose 1. RLC opposes the submission.   
 

2. RLC is concerned that the 
proposal to provide an option 
to the developer of first land 
use or subdivision to select to 
implement a three legged 
interchange with the Tauranga 
Eastern Link (“TEL”) will result 
in poorer access outcomes for 
the Rotorua District and reduce 
the potential economic 
benefits of connections 
between Rangiuru and Rotorua 
which is contrary to the higher 
order planning instruments.  

 
3. The proposed amendments to 

the staging rules under PC 72 
will create an imbalance of land 
supply, demand and uptake 
and are inconsistent with the 
integrated approach supported 
by the higher order planning 
instruments. 

 
4. Non-industrial land uses are 

inappropriate in an Industrial 
zone and not supported by the 
objectives and policies in the 
WBDP.  RLC opposes the 
greater flexibility PC 72 affords 
to establish such activities. 

 
5. The changes proposed by PC 72 

will have an adverse effect on 
the sustainability, vitality and 
viability of the industrial and 
commercial land resources in 
the Rotorua District and the 
wider region.   

 

Reject the 
submission. 

Stafford Rise 
Trust Ltd 
 
PO Box 547, 
Rotorua 3040 

7/1 Support 1. RLC supports the submission.  
 

2. RLC agrees that PC 72 will 
undermine the vitality and 
viability of existing industrial 
and commercial land resources. 

Accept the 
submission. 
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3. RLC agrees that PC 72 is 

inconsistent with the higher 
order planning instruments. 

 
4. Non-industrial land uses are 

inappropriate in an Industrial 
zone and not supported by the 
objectives and policies in the 
WBDP.  RLC opposes the greater 
flexibility PC 72 affords to 
establish such activities. 

 
5. RLC agrees that the s 32 analysis 

is inadequate as it fails to fully 
evaluate the costs, benefits and 
adverse effects arising from PC 
72. 

 
6. The proposed amendments to 

the staging rules under PC 72 
will create an imbalance of land 
supply, demand and uptake and 
are inconsistent with the 
integrated approach supported 
by the higher order planning 
instruments. 

 

Te Tumu 
Landowners 
Group 
 
C/O Jeff 
Fletcher, PO Box 
13428, Tauranga 
Central, 
Tauranga 3141 

8/1 
 
Corresponding 
submissions: 
9/1, 10/1. 

Oppose 1. RLC opposes the submission. 
 

2. RLC opposes the amendment 
to Rule 12.4.13.5 under PC 72 
which allows the developer of 
the first land use or subdivision 
to elect to include a three 
legged interchange as an 
alternative to the existing four 
legged interchange.   

 
3. The decision sought by Te 

Tumu Landowners Group 
confirms the option to include 
a three legged interchange and 
seeks further changes to 
ensure the eastern connection 
is reserved/protected. 

 
4. Implementation of the three 

legged interchange is likely to 
result in poorer access 
outcomes for the Rotorua 
District and reduce the 
potential economic benefits of 
connections between activities 
in Rangiuru and Rotorua. 

  

Reject the 
submission. 
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Te Tumu 
Landowners 
Group 
 
C/O Jeff 
Fletcher, PO Box 
13428, Tauranga 
Central, 
Tauranga 3141 

8/2 
 
Corresponding 
submissions: 
9/2, 10/2. 

Oppose 1. RLC opposes the submission. 
 

2. RLC opposes the change 
proposed by PC 72 to increase 
the number, and change the 
location of, Community Service 
Areas (“CSAs”) in the Park.   

 
3. RLC is concerned that PC 72 

seeks to provide greater 
flexibility within the CSAs to 
provide for non-industrial land 
uses.   

 
4. The non-industrial land uses are 

inappropriate in an Industrial 
zone and should be 
concentrated in existing 
commercial centres. 

 

Reject the 
submission. 

Te Tumu 
Landowners 
Group 
 
C/O Jeff 
Fletcher, PO Box 
13428, Tauranga 
Central, 
Tauranga 3141 

8/3 
 
Corresponding 
submissions: 
9/3, 10/3. 

Oppose 1. RLC opposes the submission. 
 

2. RLC opposes providing greater 
flexibility for the establishment 
of non-industrial land uses 
within the Industrial zone. 

 
3. This is inappropriate in the 

Industrial zone and contrary to 
the higher order planning 
instruments. 

 

Reject the 
submission. 

Te Tumu 
Landowners 
Group 
 
C/O Jeff 
Fletcher, PO Box 
13428, Tauranga 
Central, 
Tauranga 3141 

8/4 
 
Corresponding 
submissions: 
9/4, 10/4. 

Oppose 1. RLC opposes the submission. 
 

2. RLC opposes providing greater 
flexibility for the establishment 
of non-industrial land uses 
within the Industrial zone. 

 
3. This is inappropriate in the 

Industrial zone and contrary to 
the higher order planning 
instruments. 

 

Reject the 
submission. 

Te Tumu 
Landowners 
Group 
 
C/O Jeff 
Fletcher, PO Box 
13428, Tauranga 
Central, 
Tauranga 3141 

8/5 
 
Corresponding 
submissions: 
9/5, 10/5. 

Oppose 1. RLC opposes the submission. 
 

2. RLC opposes providing greater 
flexibility for the establishment 
of non-industrial land uses 
within the Industrial zone. 

 
3. This is inappropriate in the 

Industrial zone and contrary to 
the higher order planning 
instruments. 

 

Reject the 
submission. 
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Whakatane 
District 
Council 
 
Private Bag 
1002, 
Whakatane 
3158 

12/1 Oppose 1. RLC opposes the submission. 
 

2. The changes proposed by PC 72 
will undermine the vitality and 
viability of the existing 
industrial and commercial land 
resources in the Rotorua 
District and the wider region. 

 
3. RLC opposes the decision 

sought to make amendments 
or additions to the Industrial 
zone objectives, policies and 
rules. 

 
4. RLC seeks that any changes 

proposed by PC 72 are 
rejected.   

 

Reject the 
submission. 

Whakatane 
District 
Council 
 
Private Bag 
1002, 
Whakatane 
3158 

12/2 Support in part 1. RLC supports the submission.   
 

2. RLC agrees that the greater 
flexibility afforded to establish 
non-industrial activities in CSAs 
will produce inadvertent 
planning outcomes that are 
inconsistent with the higher 
order planning instruments. 

 
3. RLC does not support the 

decision sought to amend the 
provisions of the WBDP.   

4. RLC seeks that PC 72 be 
rejected in its entirety. 

 

Accept the 
submission but 
decline the decision 
sought.   

Whakatane 
District 
Council 
 
Private Bag 
1002, 
Whakatane 
3158 

12/3 Support in part 1. RLC supports the submission. 
 

2. RLC agrees that the greater 
flexibility afforded to establish 
non-industrial activities is 
contrary to the higher order 
planning instruments. 

 
3. RLC does not support the 

decision sought to amend the 
PC 72 provisions to reinforce 
the industrial activities the Park 
is intended to provide for. 

 
4. RLC seeks that PC 72 be 

rejected in its entirety. 
 

Accept the 
submission but 
decline the decision 
sought. 

Hebland 
Holdings 
Limited 
 
Att: Richard 

13/1 Oppose 1. RLC opposes the submission.  
 

2. RLC is opposed to PC 72 in its 
entirety and seeks that it be 

Reject the 
submission. 
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Coles 
C/- Boffa Miskell 
Ltd, 
PO Box 13373, 
Tauranga 
Central, 
Tauranga 3141 

rejected in its entirety because 
the changes proposed to the 
WBDP: 

 
(a) Will have an adverse effect 

on the sustainability, vitality 
and viability of the 
industrial and commercial 
land resources in the 
Rotorua District and the 
wider region; 

 
(b) Will lead to transport 

inefficiencies and 
consequential adverse 
effects on the local and 
regional transportation 
network; 

 
(c) Are inconsistent with the 

higher order planning 
instruments; and 

 
(d) Are inconsistent with the 

purpose of the Resource 
Management Act 1991 
(“RMA”) in that they fail to 
achieve the sustainable 
management of the region’s 
natural and physical 
resources. 
 

 

Hebland 
Holdings 
Limited 
 
Att: Richard 
Coles 
C/- Boffa Miskell 
Ltd, 
PO Box 13373, 
Tauranga 
Central, 
Tauranga 3141 

13/7 Oppose 1. RLC opposes the submission. 
 

2. RLC opposes the changes PC 72 
seeks to make to the stages of 
development on the basis that 
the provision of land for the 
initial stage of development is 
too large and is an inefficient 
approach to the development 
of land at the Park.  

 
3. The development threshold PC 

72 seeks to introduce (50% for 
Stage 1) is too low which is 
contrary to the higher order 
planning instruments. 

 

Reject the 
submission. 

Estate of WB 
Attwood 
 
Att: Richard 
Coles 
C/- Boffa Miskell 
Ltd, 
PO Box 13373, 

15/1 Oppose 1. RLC opposes the submission.  
 

2. RLC is opposed to PC 72 in its 
entirety and seeks that it be 
rejected in its entirety because 
the changes proposed to the 
WBDP: 

Reject the 
submission. 
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Tauranga 
Central, 
Tauranga 3141 

 
(a) Will have an adverse effect 

on the sustainability, vitality 
and viability of the 
industrial and commercial 
land resources in the 
Rotorua District and the 
wider region; 

 
(b) Will lead to transport 

inefficiencies and 
consequential adverse 
effects on the local and 
regional transportation 
network; 

 
(c) Are inconsistent with the 

higher order planning 
instruments; and 

 
(d) Are inconsistent with the 

purpose of the RMA in that 
they fail to achieve the 
sustainable management of 
the region’s natural and 
physical resources. 

 

Estate of WB 
Attwood 
 
Att: Richard 
Coles 
C/- Boffa Miskell 
Ltd, 
PO Box 13373, 
Tauranga 
Central, 
Tauranga 3141 

15/2 Oppose 1. RLC opposes the submission. 
 

2. RLC opposes the greater 
flexibility afforded to establish 
non-industrial activities. 

 
3. This is inappropriate in the 

Industrial zone and contrary to 
the higher order planning 
instruments. 

 

Reject the 
submission. 

Estate of WB 
Attwood 
 
 
Att: Richard 
Coles 
C/- Boffa Miskell 
Ltd, 
PO Box 13373, 
Tauranga 
Central, 
Tauranga 3141 

15/3 Oppose 1. RLC opposes the submission. 
  

2. RLC is opposed to providing 
greater flexibility within the 
CSAs which allow additional 
non-industrial land use 
activities to establish. 

 
3. This is inappropriate in the 

Industrial zone and contrary to 
the higher order planning 
instruments. 

 

Reject the 
submission. 

Rotorua 
Chamber of 
Commerce 
 
Mr Darrin Walsh 
Chief Executive 

17/2 Support 1. RLC supports the submission. 
 

2. RLC also opposes the suggested 
changes to the interchange as it 
may result in poorer access 

Accept the 
submission. 
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Officer 
PO Box 385, 
Rotorua  3040 

outcomes for the Rotorua 
District and reduce the 
potential economic benefits of 
connections between Rangiuru 
and Rotorua which is contrary 
to the relevant higher order 
planning instruments. 

 

Te Puke 
Economic 
Development 
Group 
 
130A Jellicoe 
Street, Te Puke 
3119 

18/1 Oppose 1. RLC opposes the submission.  
 

2. RLC is opposed to PC 72 in its 
entirety and seeks that it be 
rejected in its entirety because 
the changes proposed to the 
WBDP: 

 
(a) Will have an adverse effect 

on the sustainability, vitality 
and viability of the 
industrial and commercial 
land resources in the 
Rotorua District and the 
wider region; 

 
(b) Will lead to transport 

inefficiencies and 
consequential adverse 
effects on the local and 
regional transportation 
network; 

 
(c) Are inconsistent with the 

higher order planning 
instruments; and 

 
(d) Are inconsistent with the 

purpose of the RMA in that 
they fail to achieve the 
sustainable management of 
the region’s natural and 
physical resources. 
 

Reject the 
submission. 

Te Puke 
Community 
Board 
 
C/O Chairperson 
246 Te Matai 
Road, RD 8, Te 
Puke 3188 

20/1 Oppose 1. RLC opposes the submission. 
 

2. RLC is opposed to PC 72 in its 
entirety and seeks that it be 
rejected in its entirety because 
the changes proposed to the 
WBDP: 

 
(a) Will have an adverse effect 

on the sustainability, vitality 
and viability of the 
industrial and commercial 
land resources in the 
Rotorua District and the 
wider region; 

Reject the 
submission. 
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(b) Will lead to transport 

inefficiencies and 
consequential adverse 
effects on the local and 
regional transportation 
network; 

 
(c) Are inconsistent with the 

higher order planning 
instruments; and 

 
(d) Are inconsistent with the 

purpose of the RMA in that 
they fail to achieve the 
sustainable management of 
the region’s natural and 
physical resources. 

 
3. RLC opposes the flexibility 

afforded to the stages of 
development on the basis that 
the provision of land for the 
initial stage of development is 
too large and is an inefficient 
approach to the development 
of the land at the Park.  

 
4. Furthermore, the development 

threshold PC 72 seeks to 
introduce (50% for Stage 1) is 
too low. 

 

Mark and 
Brenda 
Archbold 
 
150 Young Road, 
RD9, Te Puke 
3189 

21/2 Support 1. RLC supports the submission. 
 

2. RLC opposes the interim road 
development options. 
 

3. RLC is concerned that the 
proposal to provide an option 
to the developer of first land 
use or subdivision to select to 
implement a three legged 
interchange with the Tauranga 
Eastern Link (“TEL”) will result 
in poorer access outcomes for 
the Rotorua District and reduce 
the potential economic 
benefits of connections 
between Rangiuru and Rotorua 
which is contrary to the higher 
order planning instruments. 

 

Accept the 
submission. 

 



Name Contact Email Address

NZTA Kim Harris Cottle kim.harriscottle@nzta.govt.nz

PO Box 13055
Tauranga Central
TAURANGA 3141

Bay of Plenty Regional Council David Phizacklea David.Phizacklea@boprc.govt.nz
PO Box 364
WHAKATANE 3158

Bluehaven Management Ltd Craig Batchelar craig.batchelar@boffamiskell.co.nz
kate@kbplawyer.co.nz

C/- Boffa Miskell
PO Box 13373
Tauranga Central
TAURANGA 3141
Att:  Craig Batchelar

Paul Hickson m98@bopis.co.nz
PO Box 197
TE PUKE 3153

Graeme Walker graemebarbw@gmail.com
16 Saunders Place
TE PUKE 3119

Stafford Rise Trust Ltd Ryan Holmes ryanholmes@holmesgrp.co.nz
PO Box 547
ROTORUA 3040

Te Tumu Landowers Group Jeff Fletcher jfletcher@fordland.co.nz

C/- Jeff Fletcher
PO Box 13428
Tauranga Central
TAURANGA 3141

Te Tumu Kaituna 14 Trust Jeff Fletcher jfletcher@fordland.co.nz

C/- Jeff Fletcher
PO Box 13428
Tauranga Central
TAURANGA 3141

Ford Land Holdings Pty Ltd Jeff Fletcher jfletcher@fordland.co.nz

PO Box 13428
Tauranga Central
TAURANGA 3141

Rotorua District Council Shaye Thomas sthomas@tomwake.co.nz

C/- Lachlan Muldowney
Tompkins Wake Lawyers
Level 8, Westpac House
430 Victoria Street
HAMILTON 3240

lmuldowney@tomwake.co.nz

Whakatane District Council David Bewley david.bewley@whakatane.govt.nz

Private Bag 1002
WHAKATANE 3158
Attention:  Marty Grenfell

Hebland Holdings Ltd Richard Coles

richard@mpad.co.nz

C/- Richard Coles
Momentum Planning and Design 
Ltd
56 Blackberry Way
TAURANGA 3175

NZ Fire Service Mikyla Davidson mikyla.davidson@beca.com

C/- Beca Ltd
PO Box 6345
AUCKLAND 1141
Attention:  Mikyla Davidson

Estate WB Attwood Richard Coles richard@mpad.co.nz

C/- Richard Coles
Momentum Planning and Design 
Ltd
56 Blackberry Way
TAURANGA 3175

Rob Paterson roblegal@actrix.co.nz
5 Banksia Dell
MOUNT MAUNGANUI 3116

Rotorua Chamber of Commerce Darrin Walsh ceo@rotoruachamber.co.nz

Mr Darrin Walsh
Chief Executive Officer
PO Box 385
ROTORUA 3040

Te Puke Economic Development Group Mark Boyle markrboyle@me.com
130A Jellicoe Street
TE PUKE 3119

D & P Pamment trishpamment@xtra.co.nz

546 Pah Road
RD 9 
TE PUKE 3189

Te Puke Community Board Peter Miller millerph@kinect.co.nz

C/- Chairperson
246 Te Matai Road
RD 8
TE PUKE 3188

M & B Archbold

150 Young Road
RD9
TE PUKE 3189

Tauranga City Council Campbell Larking campbell.larking@tauranga.govt.nz

Private Bag 12022
Tauranga Mail Centre
TAURANGA 3143
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Pukeroa Oruawhata Trust Peter Faulkner pfaulkner@deloitte.co.nz

PO Box 12003
Rotorua South
ROTORUA 3045

Eastern Bay Chamber of Commerce Gerard Casey gerard@ebopchamber.co.nz

PO Box 217
WHAKATANE 3158
Attention:  Gerard Casey

Carrus Corporation Ltd Jim Lochhead jim@carrus.co.nz

PO Box 345
Seventh Avenue
TAURANGA 3140

SmartGrowth Implementation Committee Bill Wasley bill@wasleyknell.co.nz

C/- Bill Wasley
PO Box 13231
Tauranga Central
TAURANGA 3141

Seeka Kiwifruit Industries Ltd Michael Franks m.franks@seeka.co.nz
PO Box 47
TE PUKE 3153

mailto:pfaulkner@deloitte.co.nz
mailto:gerard@ebopchamber.co.nz
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	1. Rotorua District Council known as Rotorua Lakes Council (“RLC”) appeals the decision of Western Bay of Plenty District Council (“WBPDC”) on the following matter:
	(a) Proposed Plan Change 72: Rangiuru Business Park to the Western Bay of Plenty District Plan First Review (“PC72”).

	2. RLC made a submission and further submissions on PC72.
	3. RLC is not a trade competitor for the purposes of section 308D of the Resource Management Act 1991 (“RMA”).
	4. RLC received notice of the Decision (“Decision”) on 16 May 2016.
	5. The Decision was made by the WBPDC Regulatory Hearings Committee.
	6. PC72 introduces amendments to the operative provisions of the District Plan in relation to the Rangiuru Business Park (“Rangiuru”). This appeal relates to the decision, and in particular those provisions of PC72 which relate to the Community Servic...
	7. The specific parts of the Decision that RLC is appealing are determinations:
	(a) That the location and size of the CSAs be retained as notified (see paragraph 7 of the Decision); and
	(b) That Rule 21.3.2 be amended as follows (see paragraph 8 of the Decision):

	8. Alternatively, if the appellant’s relief sought in paragraph 12 (a) and (b) is declined, then RLC appeals the entire decision to grant PC72.
	9. While generally supportive of the original strategic intent of Rangiuru, PC72 departs from this intent in respect of its management of non-industrial land uses within the Business Park.
	10. The provisions of PC72 as set out in the Decision:
	(a) Will have an adverse effect on the sustainability, vitality and viability of the industrial and commercial land resources in the wider region including within the Rotorua District;
	(b) Are inappropriate and inconsistent with the relevant higher order objectives and policies in the Plan and the Regional Policy Statement;
	(c) Will create adverse effects which have not been properly quantified, evaluated or weighted as part of the s 32 evaluation;
	(d) Do not represent the most appropriate means of exercising the respondent’s functions, having regard to the efficiency and effectiveness of other available means and are therefore not appropriate in terms of s 32 and other provisions of the RMA; and
	(e) Fail to achieve the sustainable management of the region’s natural and physical resources and are therefore contrary to Part 2 of the RMA.

	11. In particular, and without limiting the generality of paragraph 9 above:
	(a) RLC’s original submission was opposed to PC72 in its entirety, and in particular, opposed to any proposed amendments that will make the current regime more permissive in respect of the establishment of non-industrial activities in Rangiuru.  In pa...
	(b) Rangiuru as originally conceived was intended to enable an industrial land resource within the region which provided limited mixed use commercial land to support the industrial land uses within Rangiuru.  Under the Decision, the rules pertaining t...
	(c) The absence of a cap on the gross floor area for office and retail activities within the CSAs creates a planning framework which enables the establishment of a significant mixed use commercial centre in and around the CSA nodes.  Such a developmen...
	(i) Inconsistent with the original strategic intent of Rangiuru in respect of its purpose, and its position within the network of commercial centres in the region;
	(ii) Inconsistent with the policies and objectives of the operative Western Bay of Plenty District Plan which seek to ensure the viability of existing centres by inter alia limiting the establishment of non-industrial activities in the Industrial Zone...
	(iii) A significant threat to the viability of existing (and proposed) commercial centres within the region.


	12. RLC seeks the following relief:
	(a) Amend Rule 21.3.2(c) and Rule 12.4.13.1 as follows:
	(b) That the amendments to all provisions relating to the CSA including Rule 21.3.2(c) and (d) introduced through PC72 be rejected in their entirety; or
	(c) That PC72 be declined in its entirety.

	13. The appellant also seeks:
	(a) Such further other orders, relief or other consequential or other amendments as considered appropriate and necessary by the Court to address the concerns set out in this notice; and
	(b) Costs of and incidental to this appeal.

	14. RLC attaches the following documents to this notice:
	(a) A copy of the Decision (Attachment 1);
	(b) A copy of RLC’s original submission (Attachment 2) and further submissions (Attachment 3);
	(c) A list of the names and addresses of persons to be served with this Notice (Attachment 4).
	(c)  Left for the solicitor at a document exchange for direction to DX GP20031, Hamilton.
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