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1 INTRODUCTION

1.1 Titanium Park Limited (“TPL”) and Rukuhia Properties Limited (“RPL”) appeal 

against parts of the decision (“Decision”) by Waikato Regional Council (“WRC”) 

on Proposed Change 1 to the Waikato Regional Policy Statement (“PC1”).

1.2 TPL and RPL made a joint submission and joint further submission on PC1.

1.3 TPL and RPL are not trade competitors for the purposes of section 308D of the 

RMA.

1.4 TPL and RPL received notice of the Decision on 15 November 2023.

1.5 The Decision subject to appeal was made by WRC.

1.6 TPL and RPL are appealing those parts of the Decision identified in Table One 

below. 

2 GENERAL REASONS FOR THE APPEAL

2.1 TPL is a wholly owned subsidiary of Waikato Regional Airport Limited which 

operates Hamilton Airport. TPL has delivered Titanium Park – a master planned 

business park adjacent to Hamilton Airport. RPL owns a 29ha site located 

between State Highway 3 and Middle Road.1  

2.2 TPL/RPL are the joint applicants for Plan Change 20 to the Waipā District Plan 

(“PC20”). PC20 proposes changes to the Waipā District Plan to expand 

Titanium Park, including:

(i) extending the Northern Precinct of the Airport Business Zone by 

approximately 89ha; and

(ii) establishing the planning framework for 130ha of the Northern Precinct 

for business activities.2   

2.3 PC20 was approved by Waipā District Council in June 2023. The decision is 

currently subject to an Environment Court appeal by the Royal Forest and Bird 

Protection Society of New Zealand Incorporated.  

1 3463 Ohaupo Road.
2 Approximately 41ha of the Northern Precinct is already zoned Airport Business Zone.
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2.4 By way of joint submission on PC1, TPL/RPL supported the identification of 

Hamilton Airport and the surrounding Airport Business Zone as a Strategic 

Industrial Node and Urban Enablement Area. However, TPL/RPL sought that the 

Urban Enablement Area extend to the full 130ha extent of the land covered by 

PC20 (identifying that land for short-medium term development); plus provide for 

an additional long-term expansion to the Northern Precinct. TPL/RPL also 

submitted on concerns with the application of wāhi toitū and wāhi toiora areas. 

2.5 The Decision responded to/accounted for some of the matters raised in TPL and 

RPL’s submission and further submission on PC1. However, to the extent the 

Decision does not provide for the relief sought in this Notice of Appeal, TPL and 

RPL consider that the Decision:

(a) Does not promote the sustainable management of resources, and does 

not achieve Part 2 and other provisions of the RMA;

(b) Does not represent the efficient use and development of natural and 

physical resources;

(c) Does not manage natural and physical resources in a manner that 

enables the community to provide for its social and economic wellbeing;

(d) Does not represent sound resource management practice or integrated 

management. 

(e) Will not meet the reasonably foreseeable needs of future generations;

(f) Does not represent the most appropriate means of exercising WRC’s 

functions and is therefore not appropriate under s32 and other provisions 

of the RMA;

(g) Does not give effect to the National Policy Statement on Urban 

Development (“NPS-UD”).

2.6 Without derogating from the generality of the above, TPL and RPL appeal the 

following specific parts of the Decision on the grounds set out below and in 

Table One.

3 DETAILED REASONS AND RELIEF SOUGHT

3.1 Table One sets out the relief sought by TPL and RPL and provides more 

specific reasons for the appeal. 
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3.2 TPL and RPL seek the relief described in Table One, and/or such 

consequential/related relief as may be necessary or appropriate to give effect 

to their concerns.
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TABLE ONE: RELIEF SOUGHT AND REASONS

Appeal 
point 
reference

Proposed 
Provision 
reference

Explanation and reasons Relief sought

Timing and staging of development

1 APP12 – 
Future Proof 
tables

PC1 identified Hamilton Airport and the surrounding Airport Business Zone as a Strategic Industrial Node 
and Urban Enablement Area. TPL/RPL supported that identification. However, the Decision limits the 
Strategic Industrial Node and Urban Enablement Area to the extent of the Airport Business Zone under 
the operative Waipā District Plan. In so doing, the Decision fails to align with the Northern Precinct extent 
that is anticipated under PC20 (and approved by Waipā District Council in its PC20 decision) or to 
provide appropriate strategic direction for the logical longer-term expansion of the Northern Precinct 
beyond 2031. 

TPL/RPL say that the Strategic Industrial Node and Urban Enablement Area should extend to include: 

a) the full extent of the Northern Precinct proposed in PC20; and
b) an additional Northern Precinct Expansion Area;

so that APP12 includes both the blue and red shaded area in Figure 1 (shown below) – 
identifying the blue area for short-medium term development and the red area as long-term 
development.  

In failing to provide for the full extent of PC20 and longer-term strategic direction for the expansion of 
the Northern Precinct beyond 2031 as sought by TPL/RPL, the Decision fails to provide sufficient 
business land capacity and accordingly fails to give effect to the NPS-UD. TPL/RPL further say the 
Decision is contrary to s61 of the RMA and sound resource management practice. 

The relief sought by TPL/RPL is appropriate for several reasons:

a) It will provide additional business land that is plan-enabled and capable of being infrastructure 
ready in the short term.

b) It will also provide additional business land that will be plan-enabled and infrastructure ready in 
the medium term. This is achieved by including the balance (approximately 90ha) of Northern 
Precinct proposed under PC20.  

TPL and RPL seek APP12 be amended 
so that it is consistent with PC20 (short-
term) and includes the Northern Precinct 
Expansion Area (long-term) by Amend 
the industrial land allocation and staging, 
as follows:

(1) Amending the industrial land allocation 
and staging, as follows:

Strategic 
Industrial 
Nodes (based 
on gross 
developable 
area)

Industrial 
Land 
allocation 
and staging 
(ha)  

Total 
allocation 
to 

2050 (ha)  

2020-
2030                  

2031-
2050

…

Hamilton 
Airport/Southern 
Links

94 
130

46 60 140 190

…

(2) TPL/RPL further seek the amendment 
to the APP12 explanation as follows:

Hamilton Airport/Southern Links 
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Appeal 
point 
reference

Proposed 
Provision 
reference

Explanation and reasons Relief sought

c) The Structure Planning that has been prepared for PC20 also contemplates the longer term 
Northern Precinct Expansion Area to ensure that a well-functioning urban environment can be 
achieved. 

d) Including the full extent of the PC20 Northern Precinct as Strategic Industrial Node and Urban 
Enablement Area improves the ability to strategically plan for and develop the full extent of the 
Northern Precinct in an integrated and comprehensive way. It also provides a balanced 
settlement pattern for the growth that is planned between Hamilton and the Hamilton 
Airport/Southern Links, providing a clear direction for establishing new residential areas that are 
near future business land / employment opportunities. This will improve the ability to strategically 
plan the growth of the Hamilton Airport / Southern Links area over the 2031-2050 period.

 

Figure 1: Northern Precinct under PC20 and the Northern Precinct Expansion Area.

The land identified in Table 35 for the Airport 
/Southern Links is based on the amount of 

land currently provided growth direction that is 
set out within for in the Waipā District Plan 
and the Waipā growth strategy, Waipā 2050 
as well as an additional 60 ha beyond this. 

The Airport Urban Enablement Area includes 
130ha within the Northern Precinct as shown 
in the Waipā District Plan that is plan-enabled 
and infrastructure ready in the short term.  A 
further 60ha is provided as the Northern 
Precinct expansion area between the 
Northern Precinct (to the east) and the 
Southern Links designation (to the west) that 
provides longer term supply. 

The node is currently affected by 
infrastructure constraints, particularly in the 
surrounding transport network. The Southern 
Links project will address some of the 
transport capacity issues but is currently a 
long term solution. Infrastructure solutions 
which are consistent with, and work towards a 
long term infrastructure pattern will be 
required to enable development in advance of 
the construction of Southern Links
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Appeal 
point 
reference

Proposed 
Provision 
reference

Explanation and reasons Relief sought

2 Map 43 – 
Future proof 
indicative 
urban and 
village 
enabled areas

For the reasons set out above, TPL/RPL seek Map 43 be amended so that it is consistent with PC20. 
This requires the location and spatial extent of the Strategic Industrial Node and Urban Enablement 
Areas that are shown on Map 43 to reflect the short-term development capacity enabled by PC20 and 
the long-term development capacity enabled by the Northern Precinct Expansion Area.

TPL/RPL seek the amendment of Map 43 
so that it is consistent with the amended 
Map 43 set out in Annexure A to this 
Notice of Appeal. 
The amended Map 43 sought by 
TPL/RPL:

a) Includes all of the Northern 
Precinct and Northern Precinct 
Expansion Area within the extent 
of the ‘Urban Enablement Area’; 

b) Includes the PC20 extent of the 
Northern Precinct (130ha) as 
‘Short – Medium term 
development: 2020-2030’; and

c) Identifies the Northern Precinct 
Expansion Area (60ha) as a 
‘Long-term development: 2031-
2050’ area; 

d) Retains the identification of the 
Airport as a ‘Strategic Industrial 
Node’; and 

e) Retains the identification of the 
Southern Links designation.

3 Map 44 – 
Future Proof 
wāhi toitū and 
wāhi toiora 
areas

TPL/RPL seek that Map 44 also be amended so that it is consistent with the location and spatial extent 
of the Urban Enablement Areas that are shown on amended Map 43 set out in Annexure A.

The relief sought by TPL/RPL is appropriate and consistent with Part 2 of the RMA and the NPS-UD in 
the context of the introduction of wāhi toitū and wāhi toiora areas by PC1 (the former of which requires 
development ‘avoid or mitigate’ adverse effects in respect of relevant values within these areas (Criteria 
A(O) of APP13)).

Amend Map 44 so that all of the PC20 
Northern Precinct and Northern Precinct 
Expansion Area are within the extent of 
the ‘Urban Enablement Area’. 



7

Appeal 
point 
reference

Proposed 
Provision 
reference

Explanation and reasons Relief sought

4 APP13 - 
Responsive 
Planning 
Criteria – Out-
of-sequence 
and 
Unanticipated 
Developments 
(Future Proof 
local 
authorities

TPL and RPL submitted that the criteria related to wāhi toitū and wāhi toiora in Clauses P and Q be 
amended so that:

 they do not apply to development proposals inside Urban Enablement Areas; 
 proposals for urban development must consider the values that make the area wāhi toitū and 

wāhi toiora and demonstrate that associated effects can be avoided, remedied or mitigated;

TPL/RPL also sought in their submission that Map 44 be amended to remove wāhi toitū and wāhi toiora 
from Urban Enablement Areas in the same way that they are not shown within Urban Areas. 

The Decision addressed in part the TPL and RPL submissions, however Clause P still does not exclude 
development needed to cater for long term growth. That is inconsistent with and does not give effect to 
the NPS-UD. Further, the Decision does not demonstrate sufficient analysis to justify the absence of 
recognition for long-term growth areas in this context.

Clause P limits consideration of urban development on areas identified as wāhi toitū to limited 
circumstances (during a review of the Future Proof Strategy, development of a Future Development 
Strategy, or a comprehensive district plan review). Clause P excludes from its listed mechanisms 
council-initiated plan changes, private plan change requests, and resource consent applications. This is 
inappropriately narrow and contrary to s32 and Part 2 of the RMA. 

Inclusion of the wording “strong precautionary approach” and a “precautionary approach” such that if the 
land is not needed in the short-medium term it should not be considered for urban development in 
Clauses P and Q is unnecessary, inappropriate and not reasonable. 

Amend Clauses P and Q so that they do 
not apply to Urban Enablement Areas 
(including those needed in the short, 
medium and long term); OR 
amend Clauses P and Q to read:  
“P. During a review of the Future Proof 
Strategy (including the development of a 
Future Development Strategy under the 
National Policy Statement on Urban 
Development 2020 and its subsequent 3-
yearly review), or a comprehensive district 
plan review, or council-initiated plan change 
or private plan change, or resource consent 
application, consideration may be given to 
urban development on areas identified as 
wāhi toitū. A strong precautionary approach 
will be taken such that if the land is not 
needed to fill n identified shortfall of 
development capacity in the short-medium 
term, it should not be considered for urban 
development. Preference will be given to 
urban development proposals which are not 
located on areas identified as wāhi toitū. 
Relevant considerations include Criteria O 
and the need to fill an identified shortfall of 
development capacity over the short-medium 
and long term.”

Q That a precautionary approach be taken 
when considering development on areas 
identified as wāhi toiora, such that if the land 
is not needed in the short-medium term it 
should not be considered for urban 
development. 
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4 ANNEXURES

4.1 The following documents are attached to this notice:

(a) Amended Map 43 (as sought by TPL/RPL);

(b) A copy of TPL and RPL’s submission;

(c) A copy of TPL and RPL’s further submission;

(d) A list of names and addresses of persons to be served with a copy of this 

notice of appeal.

4.2 Here is a link to the Decision.

TITANIUM PARK LIMITED AND RUKUHIA 
PROPERTIES LIMITED by their solicitors, 

ChanceryGreen:

JR Welsh
22 December 2023

Address for service: ChanceryGreen
C/- Jason Welsh 
PO Box 47516, Ponsonby
Auckland 1144
(09) 357 0600
jason.welsh@chancerygreen.com 

To: The Registrar at the Environment Court in Auckland  

And to: Waikato Regional Council 

And to: Submitters on Proposed Change 1 

https://www.waikatoregion.govt.nz/assets/WRC/PS2328DecisionsProposedWRPSChange1.pdf
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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 - 

 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 

 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). 

How to obtain copies of documents relating to appeal 

The copy of this notice served on you does not attach a copy of the appellant’s 

submission/further submission or the decision appealed. These documents may be 

obtained, on request, from the appellant. 

Advice 

If you have any questions about this notice, contact the Environment Court in Auckland.



ANNEXURE A

Amendment sought to Map 43: Future Proof indicative urban and village enablement areas (indicated within Area 12)



ANNEXURE B
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2.0 BACKGROUND 
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FIGURE 1:

https://www.waipadc.govt.nz/our-council/waipa-district-plan/wpdc-variations/current-plan-changes/proposed-plan-change-20-airport-northern-precinct-extension
https://www.waipadc.govt.nz/our-council/waipa-district-plan/wpdc-variations/current-plan-changes/proposed-plan-change-20-airport-northern-precinct-extension
https://www.waipadc.govt.nz/our-council/waipa-district-plan/wpdc-variations/current-plan-changes/proposed-plan-change-20-airport-northern-precinct-extension
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FIGURE 2:

3.0 OUR SUBMISSION  

3.1 THE AIRPORT AS A STRATEGIC INDUSTRIAL NODE AND URBAN ENABLEMENT AREA 
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3.2 THE IMPORTANCE OF SOUTHERN LINKS 
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FIGURE 4:
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4.0 TPL & RPL SEEK THE FOLLOWING DECISION FROM THE WAIKATO REGIONAL COUNCIL 
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1. Introduction 

1.1 Context & Purpose of Report 

Proposed Change 1 to the WRPS (PC1) was recently notified and seeks to update various aspects of 

the RPS to reflect the requirements of the NPS-UD, and to align with the updated Future Proof 

strategy. It results in the revised industrial land allocation reproduced below. 

Table 1: Proposed New WRPS Industrial Land Allocations via PC1 (Ha of Gross Development Area) 

Strategic Industrial Nodes 2020-2030 2031-2050 Total (30 yrs) 

Pōkeno 5 48 53 

Tuakau 26 77 103 

Huntly/Rotowaro/Ohinewai 77 - 77 

Horotiu/Te Rapa North/Rotokauri 189 50 239 

Ruakura/Ruakura East 172 245 417 

Hamilton Airport/Southern Links 94 46 140 

Hautapu 67 160 227 

Totals 630 626 1,256 

Titanium Park Limited (TPL) & Rukuhia Properties Limited (‘RPL’) are the largest owners within the 

industrial node at the Airport.  They consider that the new allocations fail to acknowledge the merits 

and importance of the airport as a sub-regional hub of future economic activity. Accordingly, they seek 

relief that increases the airport’s industrial land allocation from 94 ha to 130 ha over the first 10 years, 

and a from a further 46 hectares to 60 hectares over the following 30 years (i.e. from a total of 140 ha 

to a total of 190 ha). This report considers the need for, and economic merits of, the proposed new 

airport land allocations. 

1.2 Key Findings of this Report 

The key findings of this report are that:  

• Our economic assessment for PC20, and the latest business capacity assessment for Future 

Proof, both reveal significant pending shortfalls in industrial land, especially in the long term. 

 

• This is reinforced by new (2022) employment data, which show a huge uptick in industrial 

activity in both Hamilton City and Waipa District. 

 

• Expanding the airport’s northern precinct to meet the Southern Links designation, which 

would provide about 60 hectares of land, is one logical way to help address the shortfall. 

 

• Plus, it makes economic sense because the airport is an accessible, regionally significant asset 

that is located right next to the city’s largest growth cell (Peacocke).   

 

• The rapid uptake of prior land releases at the airport also demonstrates a strong demand for 

establishing there, which will only strengthen over time as aircraft movements begin to regain 

momentum in a post-pandemic world. 
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• Finally, expanding the airport’s northern precinct will also secure significant and enduring 

economic advantages, including agglomeration benefits, greater infrastructure efficiency, 

synergies with planned investments in roading and wastewater capacity, and increased 

certainty to underpin ongoing investment in and around the airport. 

 

• Accordingly, we strongly support the proposed expansion of the airport’s industrial land 

allocations on economic grounds. 

1.3 Structure of Report 

The remainder of this report is structured as follows: 

• Section 3 considers the need for additional sub-regional industrial capacity be identified and 

rezoned to meet future needs; 

• Section 4 explains why the airport is an ideal pace to accommodate extra industrial land; and 

• Section 5 lists the likely economic benefits of such an expansion. 

• Section 6 provides and overall summary and conclusion. 
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2. Need for Extra Airport Industrial Land  

2.1 Summary of PC20 Economic Assessment 

Earlier this year, we provided a detailed economic assessment for the proposed expansion of the 

airport’s northern precinct (i.e. PC20). It acknowledged that the airport is in Waipa District but 

focussed on the potential need for additional industrial land to meet the needs of Hamilton City as the 

airport is very close and effectively forms part of its broader property market. Our assessment found 

that extra industrial land will be required in and around Hamilton over all NPS-UD timeframes to meet 

the sub-region’s obligations (to provide at least sufficient business land capacity at all times). PC20 

recognises and responds to that requirement. 

2.2 Findings of 2021 Business Capacity Assessment (BCA) 

The latest Business Capacity Assessment (BCA) for the sub-region was published in June 2021 after 

our assessment for PC20 was finalised. It notes that much of Hamilton City’s previous industrial 

floorspace capacity has been absorbed since the last assessment in 2017, with 96% of the city’s 

remaining vacant industrial land residing in only 2 areas (Te Rapa and Ruakura)1. However, according 

to HCC’s submission on PC20, both areas face binding constraints that limit their industrial land supply 

over the short-medium term (which HCC suggest PC20 can and should help address). 

Given the high concentration of the city’s industrial land in two nodes that are both materially 

constrained, it is no surprise that the BCA identified insufficient industrial capacity across all city nodes, 

except Ruakura. Figure 1 provides the details. 

Figure 1: Hamilton City Long Term Industrial Sufficiency Summary (ha) 

 

The BCA goes on to state that localised industrial land demand exceeds available capacity by the 

greatest margin across all business land types assessed, especially in Hamilton City.2 Accordingly, it 

suggests that, where significant localised industrial land shortfalls exist, “demand apportioned to 

specific reporting areas could easily be met in other parts of the TA or the wider sub-region.”3  

In other words, there is a degree of flexibility in the matching of industrial land demand to locations. 

That proposition then leads to the following conclusion about the ability for other areas to help 

address shortfalls: 

 
1 Page 84 
2 Page 89 
3 Ibid. 
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“It makes sense to look at demand and capacity as somewhat trans-locational and see the sub-

region as a reasonably well-connected network of nodes. In most cases areas where there are 

insufficiencies will have adjacent areas with ample capacity which are easy to access or make 

sense from a co-location point of view.” 4 

We agree, and consider this conclusion to be particularly relevant to PC20, which is less than three 

kilometres from the area expected to experience the largest industrial land deficits – Hamilton City – 

and is even closer to the sub-region’s largest population growth node (Peacocke). 

2.3 Problems with the BCA’s Methodology and Conclusions 

Although we strongly support and endorse the BCA’s conclusions about needing additional industrial 

land to meet the city’s looking shortfalls, we consider the BCA to significantly understate the extent 

of those deficits for several reasons. The appendix provides the details, but to summarise: 

 

• the BCA assumes that all vacant industrial land will be feasible to develop, and will be 

developed, over the next 30 years. In practice, significant tracts won’t be feasible to develop 

and/or won’t be developed regardless, because of various factors that limit market supply. 

These factors include lack of owner development intentions and/or abilities, land banking, site 

and infrastructure constraints, owner operational and financial constraints, and so on. 

Consequently, actual future market supply will only ever be a fraction of the BCA’s capacity 

estimates, especially over the short to medium term. 

 

• The BCA implicitly treats all sources of capacity as the same, which masks subtle yet important 

differences across sites and locations. For example, some industrial land users may need very 

large sites, or to be located near specific customers and/or suppliers. Others require a high 

stud and/or a large yard capable of handling regular truck movements. Many will also seek a 

freehold site, and therefore be deterred by leasehold opportunities, such as those at Ruakura.  

However, the BCA naturally can’t address these fine-grained considerations and instead 

effectively assumes that all plots of land are perfectly substitutable. 

 

• The BCA uses a multi-criteria analysis (MCA) to compare industrial land nodes across the sub-

region and to assess whether vacant land resides in desirable areas. Notwithstanding the 

failure to explicitly consider feasibility the MCA itself is based on sector views garnered nearly 

five years ago in January 2018. Clearly, we are in a different market now, both from a 

macroeconomic perspective, and also in terms of the property market cycle, so relying on such 

old information won’t help choose where and when to best add new capacity over time. 

 

• The BCA implicitly assumes that most of the land earmarked for investigation under the 

Waikato 2070 strategy could/will become capacity into the future. However, they 

immediately qualify that by noting there is no guarantee that the areas under investigation 

will be re-zoned or result in capacity, but this important caveat is not captured in the broader 

narrative of the report. 

 
4 Page 90 
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• The BCA also does not appear to incorporate the impacts of other national policy statements 

that have recently been enacted or updated, and which significantly curtail future 

development opportunities. Specifically, it does not mention the NPS on Freshwater, and it 

was published prior to the NPS HPL, so the impacts of both naturally are not reflected in BCA’s 

assessment of industrial development capacity either. 

 

• Page 35 of the BCA states that the airport business zone has been included, but it does not 

appear in any of the subsequent maps, figures, or tables. This makes it difficult to assess 

whether or how it has adequately recognised the strategic importance of the airport in 

meeting future industrial land needs. 

 

• The BCA assumes a floor are ratio (FAR) of 38% for industrial land based on recent 

development patterns, but the latest data from Core Logic reveals a much lower FAR for 

industrial buildings developed in the city since 2010 of only 23%. This factor alone reduces the 

floorspace capacity of vacant industrial land in the BCA by 40%. 

 

Accordingly, the BCA is likely to significantly understate the additional industrial land required to serve 

future demand and meet NPS-UD obligations. 

2.4 Implications of New Employment Data 

The BCA is now 18 months old, and many of its core datasets are even older. For example, its estimates 

of future industrial land demand are based on employment from February 2020. Fortunately, new 

employment data are now available, and they signal that industrial land demand will be stronger than 

the projections in our previous assessment and the 2021 BCA. 

To summarise: in our PC20 assessment, we projected city industrial employment to increase from 

25,300 workers in 2021 to 26,900 by 2026, an increase of 1,600 jobs. However, our estimate of 26,900 

workers by 2026 was already surpassed in February 2022 (i.e. four years early) due to an unparalleled 

surge in industrial activity since the pandemic. This is demonstrated in the figure below, which plots 

the city’s industrial employment since 2000. The uptick in 2022 is evident, and represents the largest 

annual percentage change in the city’s industrial employment over the last 22 years. 
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Figure 2: Hamilton City Industrial Employment 

 

A similar trend has occurred in Waipa, too, as shown in the corresponding industrial employment 

chart. It is also experiencing significant, sustained growth in industrial employment that is unlikely to 

be fully reflected in the BCA’s demand estimates, which further reinforces the need for PC20. 

Figure 3: Waipa District Industrial Employment 
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2.5 Summary and Conclusion 

With industrial employment growing much faster than forecast (by us and in the BCA), and with both 

assessments (ours and the BCA) already identifying the need for significant boosts in supply to meet 

pending shortfalls, it seems clear that additional industrial land will indeed be required in and around 

Hamilton over time. And, as we explain in the next section, the Airport is ideally placed to fill the gap. 
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3. Merits of the Airport for Industrial Use 

This section explains why the airport is an ideal location to accommodate additional industrial growth. 

3.1 Airport is Highly Accessible & Regionally Significant 

As noted earlier, the latest HBA identified large shortfalls in sub-regional industrial capacity, especially 

in the city, and suggested that these be addressed by taking a broader view of supply and demand 

that transcends local Government boundaries. We agree with this conclusion and note that the airport 

is a regionally significant transport hub adjacent to key road and rail networks, and located only 2km 

from the city’s southern boundary. It is also very close to the city’s largest future growth node 

(Peacocke), which may drift even closer to the airport if potential new growth areas south of Peacocke 

– known as SL1 and SL2 – proceed. This proximity is demonstrated in Figure 4 below. 

Figure 4: Proximity of the Northern Precinct to Peacocke & its Potential Southward Expansion 

 

The airport is also a key economic driver whose influence extends far beyond the Waipa district. 

Accordingly, its strategic role and importance have been acknowledged in both the WRPS itself, and 
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several other strategies and reports, including the Waipa District Plan, Waipa 2050, the Metro Spatial 

Plan, and the Auckland-Hamilton Corridor Plan & Implementation Programme 

Given the airport’s highly accessible location and its sub-regional role and function, expansion of its 

northern precinct – from a total of 130 to 180 hectares. as sought by TPL & RPL – will also help give 

effect to multiple strategic imperatives. For example, the Metro Spatial Plan envisions a metro area 

growing to 500,000 people where development and resources are connected and not artificially 

limited by local Government boundaries. Similarly, the Corridor Plan identifies the airport as one of 

only a handful of future employment growth clusters, as illustrated in the map below. 

Figure 5: Housing and Employment Growth Clusters in Auckland-Hamilton Corridor Plan 
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3.2 Proven Demand for the Site 

Demand for industrial land at the airport has surpassed all expectations over the last few years, with 

no land left that isn’t held for specific aeronautical uses. For example, when the first 40 hectares of 

the northern precinct were rezoned as part of the last Waipa District Plan process, it was expected to 

absorb all medium-term demand, with any future extensions not required until sometime after 2035. 

However, the need to expand the northern precinct has now been reached 12 years earlier than that. 

At this stage, TPL expect 130 hectares of the northern precinct to be required to meet demand over 

the next 10 or so years, with another 60 hectares needed beyond that to meet longer term demand. 

This makes sense to us and, importantly, there are few – if any – other places to accommodate 

additional industrial land beyond the 30-year horizon of the BCA.5 

3.3 Impacts of Future Air Traffic Growth  

Hamilton Airport is the only commercial airport in the Waikato region, so it serves a truly regional role 

and function. It has the third-longest civilian runway in New Zealand and caters for scheduled domestic 

services plus a wide range of general aviation traffic. Pre-Covid, it was the second-busiest regional 

airport for certified air movements, attracting over 140,000 aircraft movements per annum. 

Like virtually every airport in the world, Hamilton Airport was hit hard by the pandemic and the 

consequent decline in air travel. However, activity has started to pick up again with the most recent 

projections indicating that December 2022 will be the busiest month in more than three years.6 This 

surge in activity will be met by a refreshed terminal that ensures a more comfortable and seamless 

travel experience, thereby helping to induce further travel growth. The upgrades include:7 

• a plush new departure area;  

• brand new furniture, fittings, and flooring; 

• more dedicated work-spaces for travellers; and  

• a modern, new colour scheme that reflects the natural colour pallet of the Waikato region. 

Over time, as the world recovers from the pandemic and the airport’s passenger and freight volumes 

continue to rebuild, the increased activity create further demands for airside and landside activities 

to support it. The expansion of the northern precinct will assist to absorb some of the additional 

landside demand arising from this renewed travel activity 

3.4 TPL & RPL are a Willing and Able Developer 

Finally, we note that both TPL and RPL are a willing and able developer that wants to bring its land to 

the market as quickly as possible Thus, it will be in a high state of readiness once rezoning is complete, 

enabling it to provide a sustained and reliable increase in supply to help meet ongoing growth in 

demand.  

 
5 As noted by HCC in their submission on PC20. 

6 https://hamilton.govt.nz/your-council/news/growing-hamilton/hamilton-airport-ready-to-reach-new-heights  

7 https://www.hamiltonairport.co.nz/blog/post/92478/hamilton-airports-15m-post-covid-makeover/  

https://hamilton.govt.nz/your-council/news/growing-hamilton/hamilton-airport-ready-to-reach-new-heights
https://www.hamiltonairport.co.nz/blog/post/92478/hamilton-airports-15m-post-covid-makeover/
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4. Benefits of Northern Precinct Expansion  

TPL and Waipa District Council have both previously identified the merits of expanding the northern 

precinct to meet the edge of the southern links (SL) designation. This was echoed in HCC’s submission 

on PC20, which independently reached the same conclusion. In our view, and especially given the 

airport’s unique strategic role and location (as per the previous section), its proposed expansion will 

generate significant economic benefits while avoiding any material economic costs.  

For example, expansion will: 
 

• Enable greater critical mass to establish around the airport over time, which will help achieve 

agglomeration benefits. These are a type of economic efficiency that arises through the co-

location of economic activities, which helps reduce transport costs and lift the average 

productivity of firms (for example, through the sharing of labour, assets, and ideas);  

• Maximise infrastructure efficiency by spreading the costs of bulk network upgrades over a 

greater land area and/or a larger number of lots; 

• Create synergies with planned investments in roading and wastewater capacity, particularly 

the Southern Links, while ensuring a planned and integrated approach to land use and 

infrastructure provision; 

• Enable the site’s locational benefits to be maximised, including its multimodal potential 

(connecting road and rail with air); 

• Provide an easily accessible employment node to meet employment growth arising from the 

adjacent Peacocke growth cell; and 

• Provide certainty to encourage investment in the airport. 
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5. Summary and Conclusion  

This report has shown that the sub-region needs to identify and rezone additional industrial land to 

keep pace with demand, and that the airport is an ideal place to locate some of that by expanding the 

northern precinct to meet the Southern Links designation.  

This report has shown that, given the airport’s strategic role and highly accessible location, expanding 

the northern precinct will unlock a wide range of enduring economic benefits. Accordingly, we support 

it on economic grounds. 
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6. Appendix: 2021 BCA Critique 

While we acknowledge the significant body of work informing the BCA and agree with its overall 

conclusions on industrial land sufficiency, we consider it to significantly understate the likely 

magnitude of this shortfall. There are several reasons, as briefly explained below. 

6.1 Market Supply vs Vacant Land 

Unlike residential land, whose ability to meet demand is assessed by explicitly modelling the feasibility 

of development on a parcel-by-parcel basis, the BCA simply assumes that all vacant industrial land will 

be feasible to develop, and will be developed, over the next 30 years. This is an extreme and highly 

unlikely assumption. In practice, significant tracts of land won’t be feasible to develop and/or won’t 

be developed regardless, because of several factors that limit market supply, particularly over the 

short to medium term. They include: 

• Developer intentions - some landowners have no clear intention to develop their land, 

particularly over the short- to medium-term, nor to sell to others that may have clearer 

development intentions and capabilities. 

 

• Land banking and drip-feeding – other landowners may intend to develop in future, but are 

currently withholding supply to capitalise on inevitable land price inflation, while some are 

drip-feeding supply to maintain prices and hence maximise returns. 

 

• Constraints – the BCA appears to consider only infrastructure as a potential constraint, 

thereby overlooking several other factors that affect may also affect the developability of 

land, such as reverse sensitivity, contamination, difficult access, and/or awkward topography. 

 

• Operational capacity – some landowners face operational capacity constraints, which limit the 

number of new sections/dwellings that they can supply per annum. 

 

• Financing – similarly, some landowners face capital/financing constraints that also limit their 

ability to supply. 

We also note that the BCA implicitly treats all sources of capacity as the same, which can mask subtle 

yet important differences across sites and locations. For example, some industrial land users may need 

very large sites, or to be located near specific customers and/or suppliers. Others require a high stud 

and/or a large yard capable of handling regular truck movements. Many will also seek a freehold site, 

and therefore be deterred by leasehold opportunities, such as those at Ruakura. 

However, the BCA naturally can’t address these fine-grained considerations. Instead, it simply 

provides an aggregated assessment of supply and demand, where all plots of land are treated as 

perfectly substitutable. In doing so, it masks the specific site and location requirements of many 

industrial land users and therefore overstates the adequacy of the current land inventory 
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6.2 Reliance on Old Information 

The BCA uses a multi-criteria analysis (MCA) to compare the suitability and desirability of different 

industrial land nodes across the sub-region to assess whether vacant land resides in areas that are 

likely to be developed. Notwithstanding our earlier reservations, namely that this tells us nothing 

about the feasibility or likely uptake of said land, the MCA itself is based on sector views garnered 

nearly five years ago in January 2018. 

Clearly, we are in a different market now, both from a macroeconomic perspective, and also in terms 

of the property market cycle, so relying on old such information won’t help choose where and when 

to best add new capacity to meet future demand.  

For example, the sector feedback and views embedded in the BCA predate the Covid-19 pandemic, 

which wrought unprecedented economic turmoil and caused construction costs to balloon. The 

impacts of those cost spikes on development viability have since been compounded by the recent 

rapid recovery of interest rates, which are another key piece of the development feasibility puzzle. 

However, these effects postdate and hence elude the BCA. 

6.3 Inclusion of Indicative Future Capacity from Waikato 2070 

On page 75 of the BCA in a discussion about its limitations, the authors disclose their implicit 

assumption that most of the land earmarked for investigation under the Waikato 2070 strategy could 

become capacity into the future. However, they immediately qualify that by noting there is no 

guarantee that the areas under investigation will be re-zoned or result in capacity, but this important 

caveat is not captured in the broader narrative of the report. 

6.4 Impacts of Other Policy Statements 

The BCA also does not appear to incorporate the impacts of other national policy statements that have 

recently been enacted or updated, and which significantly curtail future development opportunities. 

Specifically, it does not mention the NPS on Freshwater, and it was published prior to the NPS HPL, so 

the impacts of both naturally are not reflected in BCA’s assessment of industrial development capacity 

either. 

6.5 Exclusion of the Airport Business Zone 

Page 35 of the BCA states that the airport business zone has been included, but it does not appear in 

any of the subsequent maps, figures, or tables. This makes it difficult to assess whether or how it has 

adequately recognised the strategic importance of the airport in meeting future industrial land needs. 

6.6 Assumed Development Intensity 

The BCA adopts what it calls “realistic industrial supply” estimates by assuming a floor are ratio (FAR) 

of 38% for industrial uses based on recent development outcomes across the sub-region. It notes that 

this is significantly lower than the FAR enabled by planning rules, and thus reduces capacity. We 

acknowledge this, but the latest property-level data for Hamilton City (from Core Logic) reveals a much 

lower FAR for industrial buildings developed since 2010, as tabulated below. This directly reduces the 

development capacity of vacant land identified in the BCA. 
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Table 2: Industrial Building Floor Area Ratios for the Broader Hamilton City Market (built since 2010) 

Industrial Land Uses by Core Logic Classification Land Area ha GFA m2 FAR 

Industrial, Food Processing and Food Storage, Provincial 1 2,840 40.0% 

Industrial, Food Processing and Food Storage, Suburban 1 2,910 28.2% 

Industrial, Heavy Manufacture, suburban 22 19,020 8.6% 

Industrial, Light Manufacture, provincial 2 6,560 29.1% 

Industrial, Light Manufacture, suburban 7 33,930 48.2% 

Industrial, Other/Mixed, Provincial 0 870 27.9% 

Industrial, Other/Mixed, suburban 4 15,180 40.4% 

Industrial, Service, Provincial 3 9,870 37.7% 

Industrial, Service, Suburban 13 54,650 42.6% 

Industrial, Warehouse, Province 33 10,750 3.2% 

Industrial, Warehouse, Suburban 19 88,690 46.7% 

All Industrial Land Uses 105 245,260 23.3% 
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Map 43: Future Proof indica�ve urban limits and village enablement areas  
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