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1. INTRODUCTION 

1.1 My name is Margaret Jane Whyte.  

1.2 My qualifications and experience are outlined in my evidence-in-chief for 

the Crown on Proposals 15 (Commercial) and 16 (Industrial).   

2. CODE OF CONDUCT 

2.1 I confirm that I have read the code of conduct for expert witnesses as 

contained in the Environment Court's Practice Note 2014.  I have complied 

with the practice note when preparing my written statement of evidence, 

and will do so when I give oral evidence before the hearings panel.  

2.2 The data, information, facts and assumptions I have considered in forming 

my opinions are set out in my evidence to follow.  The reasons for the 

opinions expressed are also set out in the evidence to follow. 

2.3 Unless I state otherwise, this evidence is within my knowledge and sphere 

of expertise. I have not omitted to consider material facts known to me that 

might alter or detract from the opinions that I express. 

3. SCOPE  

3.1 This rebuttal evidence addresses the clarity of the Policies at 16.1.1.1 

Policy 1 (Policy 1) and 16.1.1.3 Policy 3 (Policy 3) in Proposal 16 in light of 

the evidence of Mr Kevin Bligh for Gelita (NZ) Limited. 

4. CLARITY OF POLICY 

4.1 My evidence-in-chief addresses the importance of ensuring clarity and ease 

of use within the provisions.  In that evidence I generally supported the 

Council’s Revised Version of Proposal 16.   

4.2 I consider that the amendments recommended in evidence of Mr Bligh 

would not provide clarity or promote ease of use of the Replacement Plan.  

The result would, in my view, be a lack of clarity and unnecessary 

duplication in the policies. 

4.3 Mr Bligh recommends amendments to Policy 1 and Policy 3 by introducing 

new wording to recognise that non-industrial activities which may 
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compromise industrial activities should be avoided within the industrial 

zones, particularly the Industrial Heavy zone1.    

4.4 In my opinion the changes sought to these policies are unnecessary and 

confusing. 

4.5 Policy 1 relates to sufficient land supply.  This revised policy as drafted has 

a clear and focussed purpose.  It addresses the overall supply of industrial 

zoned land.  This policy establishes that the approach in providing for 

industry is through zoning sufficient areas for industry such as to avoid a 

need for industry to locate in non-industrial zones.  Mr Bligh seeks to 

change the focus of the policy so that it no longer solely addresses the 

zoning of land, but addresses the activities that should or should not occur 

within an industrial zone. 

4.6 In my view, the change sought confuses the currently clear provisions 

within Revised Proposal 16 whereby the supply of zoned land is addressed 

in Policy 1 and the activities that are either enabled or disenabled within the 

zoned land are addressed in Policy 3 and Policy 4.  If the decision of the 

Panel is to accept Mr Bligh’s evidence relating to the type of activities that 

are enabled or restricted, the appropriate location for policy considerations 

relating to activities is within either Policy 3 or Policy 4; not Policy 1. 

4.7 Mr Bligh has recommended changes to Policy 3a.i.A to add the words 

“avoid the establishment of sensitive activities within this zone which could 

compromise other activities within the zone and on nearby sites zoned 

Industrial Heavy”2.  I do not support this change as this matter is already 

dealt with in Policy 4b which addresses activities that are to be avoided in 

the industrial zones.    

 

 

Jane Whyte 

1 May 2015 

 

                                                
1
 Evidence of Kevin Bligh – paragraphs 2.4a, 7.3 

2
 Evidence of Kevin Bligh – paragraph 7.3 


