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SUBMISSION ON PROPOSED TE TAI O POUTINI PLAN (TTPP) 

 

 

1.0 SUBMITTER DETAILS 

 

Submitter Name: Griffen & Smith Ltd 

 

Address for Service:  C/- Davis Ogilvie & Partners Ltd 

 Level 1, 42 Oxford Street 

 Richmond 7020 

 Attention: Pauline Hadfield, Senior Planner  

 Email:   pauline@do.nz  

 

Submitter Contact Details: David Smith 

 Managing Director 

 Griffen & Smith Ltd 

 Email: dave.smith@mitre10.co.nz     

 

 

2.0 SUBMISSION DETAILS 

 

The specific provisions of the proposed Te Tai o Poutini Plan that the following submission relates to 

are: 

 Hazards and Risks 

 General District Wide Matters  

 Zones  

 

We do wish to speak to this submission. 

We will not gain any advantage in trade competition through this submission. 

If others make a similar submission, we would consider presenting a joint case with them at a hearing. 

 

 

3.0 SUBMISSION 

 

Introduction / Background 

1. Griffen & Smith Ltd own and operate the Mitre 10 Mega store located on Waterwalk Road, 

Greymouth. Under the operative Grey District Plan, the site is zoned Rural Environmental Area; 

under the proposed Te Tai o Poutini Plan, the site is to be rezoned as COMZ – Commercial 

Zone.  
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2. The original Mitre 10 Home & Trade operation was granted resource consent (LUN 977/03) in 

November 2003 under the Transitional and Proposed Grey District Plans governing the site at 

the time.  The store was opened in November 2005. 

3. Resource consent LUN 1999/09 was granted in March 2010 for the expansion of the operation 

to become a Mitre 10 Mega store. A minor variation was granted later that year (LUC 2094/10) in 

respect of changes to the site plans at the time of building consent. A further variation (LU 

2094/10-2) was granted in April 2018 to amend the drive-through layout and cover an outdoor 

storage area.  

4. Griffen & Smith support the rezoning of their site as COMZ – Commercial Zone.  

5. Griffen & Smith object to the Coastal Hazard Alert overlay which affects their site.   

6. Griffen & Smith also have concerns about some land use rules in the proposed TTPP.  

Zoning 

7. As stated above, Griffen & Smith support the rezoning of their site (Lot 1 DP 3493 and Sections 

444 to 457 Town of Greymouth) as COMZ – Commercial Zone, as it most accurately reflects the 

existing use of the site.  This more appropriate zoning will significantly reduce the chances of 

requiring further resource consent if they ever seek to expand or change the layout of the Mitre 

10 Mega store.  

8. Griffen & Smith also support the rezoning of the land along Cowper Street (containing Westland 

Work gear, Ngāi Tahu Forestry and Coastal Health Clinic) as COMZ – Commercial Zone.  

9. However, the extent of the COMZ zoning across Raleigh Street to Sawyers Creek is queried. 

Northeast of Raleigh Street and west of the railway line, the land shown in the COMZ Zone is 

extremely unlikely to ever be developed. It is outside the protection of the Greymouth Flood Wall 

and would be at serious risk of inundation. Griffen & Smith submit that the COMZ boundary west 

of the railway line would more appropriately finish at their site i.e., the northeastern boundary of 

the Mitre 10 carpark on Lot 1 DP 3493. 

10. We also question why the legal road at the southwestern end of the Mitre 10 site, Waterwalk 

Road, the lagoon, Raleigh Street, the railway corridor, and the flood wall have apparently 

defaulted to the GRUZ General Rural zone. Griffen & Smith submit that these areas should be 

zoned in keeping with the adjoining zoning. For example, the flood wall and lagoon would more 

appropriately be zoned as Open Space, and the COMZ zone adjacent to Mitre 10 should include 

Waterwalk Road and the legal road to the south. This is consistent with the way roads have 

been zoned in the central business district and residential areas. This may be a wider issue to 

be considered during the TTPP development process.  
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Overlays 

11. Appendix 1 contains two printouts from the TTPP mapping system showing potential hazard 

overlays in the vicinity of the Mitre 10 Mega site: 

(i) Showing the Flood Hazard Susceptibility (solid purple) overlay 

(ii) Showing the Coastal Hazard Alert overlay (horizontal blue hatching) and the Coastal 

Tsunami Hazard overlay (vertical yellow hatching).  

When viewed at a larger scale, all three overlays appear to model flooding from Erua Moana 

Blaketown Lagoon rather than directly from the coast.  

12. The Flood Hazard Susceptibility overlay excludes the buildings on the Mitre 10 site, and is 

therefore generally acceptable to Griffen & Smith.  

13. It is noted that in all natural hazard overlay areas, existing buildings can be replaced if destroyed 

or damaged by fire, natural disaster or Act of God (Rule NH – R1); and that new unoccupied 

buildings or additions/alterations for buildings for commercial/industrial activities can be 

constructed as a permitted activity in the Flood Susceptibility and Coastal Alert overlays 

providing finished floor levels are 300mm above a 1% AEP flood event (Rules NH – R7, R8, R39 

and R40).  These rules are supported by Griffen & Smith, taking into consideration that the 1% 

AEP level may change over time. 

14. The Coastal Hazard Alert overlay covers most of the Mitre 10 Mega site, including the main 

shop building and the large storage shed in the yard. Griffen & Smith object to this overlay 

affecting their site. They submit that the boundary of the overlay appears arbitrary, being 

“straight-lined” through their site, and has potential to unfairly affect their insurance cover in 

future. 

15. Griffen & Smith note that the overlay excludes the buildings on the western side of Waterwalk 

Road south of the lagoon, and submits that these buildings are more likely to be inundated in the 

event of a coastal surge due to their location near the lagoon.  

16. Appendix 2 contains a plan showing ground levels along Waterwalk Road extracted from 

Council’s LIDAR data. The plan shows that ground levels across the Mitre 10 site range between 

2.74m (at the car park) and 3.16m (in the trade yard). Ground levels at the “excluded” properties 

further along Waterwalk Road are considerably lower, at 1.98m and 2.09m.  

17. The Mitre 10 Mega buildings are relatively new, and flood risk was considered at the time of 

construction. The finished floor level of the buildings was constructed to be 500mm above the 

crest of Waterwalk Road (3.5m AMSL). This minimum floor level was required by Condition 10.1 

of LUN 977/03, which states: “The development shall be completed in a manner which enables 

a minimum floor level of 3.5 metres AMSL (Lyttelton Datum 1937) to be achieved”.  
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18. Appendix 3 contains correspondence from the West Coast Regional Council dated 19 March 

2003, and Appendix 4 contains a report from Opus International Consultants Ltd dated 20 

June 2003. These documents set out the reasoning and recommendations for the design floor 

levels.  

19. Griffen & Smith acknowledge that the Coastal Hazard Alert overlay has been modelled, and 

mapped based on that modelling; however, we submit that the modelling does not take into 

account the finished floor levels for the Mitre 10 Mega buildings, which have been designed to 

avoid inundation effects.  

20. Policy NH - P11 in the proposed TTPP states:  

Allow development in the Land Instability Alert, Coastal Alert and Flood Susceptibility overlays 

where: 

(a) Mitigation measures avoid risk to life and minimise risk to property and the environment; 

and 

(b) The risk to adjacent properties, activities and people is not increased as a result of the 

activity proceeding. 

21. Griffen & Smith submit that mitigation measures against inundation have already been 

implemented at the time of building on their site, in accordance with Regional Council 

requirements and the site-specific recommendations of suitably qualified engineers. 

22. Furthermore, the Coastal Hazard Alert overlay does not appear to account for the protection 

afforded by the Greymouth Flood Wall, including floodgates designed to stop water from flowing 

along the railway line and/or backing up through the culvert under Raleigh Street into the lagoon. 

In the event of a major coastal inundation threat (storm or tsunami), it would be expected that 

Council would take steps to protect property and minimise inundation. This would include 

moving the large concrete floodgates into position at the railway line, and closing the lagoon 

inlet/outlet floodgate; both of which would protect the Mitre 10 Mega site along with other 

properties on Waterwalk Road.  

23. We note that the Coastal Tsunami Hazard overlay does take into consideration the Greymouth 

Flood Wall system; this overlay does not extend past the flood wall along Raleigh Street (refer 

printout attached as Appendix 1). The two coastal overlays appear inconsistent, when 

conceivably they should be similar in extent in areas that are protected by the Greymouth Flood 

Wall.  

24. Griffen & Smith request that the Coastal Hazard Alert overlay be removed from their site. 
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Commercial Zone Rules 

25. The description of the COMZ Commercial Zone includes a summary of the types of businesses 

that can be anticipated within the zone, “from small stores to supermarkets, service stations, 

bulk retail and offices”. The Planning maps also show that the Commercial Zone in Greymouth is 

typically located at the interface between more intensive business activity (Industrial, Mixed Use 

and Town Centre zones) and the Residential zones.  

26. Griffen & Smith submit that Rule COMZ - R1(4) is too restrictive when taking the above matters 

into consideration. The Zone is designed to accommodate predominately large-format 

buildings, yet this rule restricts building length to 20m where sites adjoin Residential zones. A 

significant number of Commercial sites adjoin Residential zones. 

27. Although this does not affect the Mitre 10 Mega site, Griffen & Smith consider that a 20m 

building length would unduly restrict new development in the Commercial Zone. Anything much 

larger than a standard residential dwelling would require resource consent, and we consider 

that this would discourage development. 

28. COMZ – R1 also requires a 3m setback from Residential zones (R1(2)(i)) which must contain a 

“2m wide landscaping strip … planted with species, which at maturity, will screen the buildings 

from the adjoining sites” (R1(3)(2)). Shading effects are also protected by requiring recession 

planes to be complied with (R1(6)). Taller buildings would require a greater boundary setback 

to comply with recession planes.  

29. Providing the landscaping and recession plane requirements are met, Griffen & Smith submit 

that building length should not be restricted in the Commercial Zone. This will encourage larger-

format commercial businesses to establish in the Zone that is specifically designed to cater for 

these businesses. 

30. The Restricted Discretionary status for non-compliance with the recession plane performance 

standard (COMZ – R6) is supported. It is noted that this rule does not refer to non-compliance 

with the building length performance standard referred to in its title.  

31. As above, the maximum building length requirement set out in Discretionary Rule COMZ – 

R8(2) should be removed to encourage commercial development in the Zone.  

32. Rule COMZ - R3 (Fences, Walls and Retaining Walls) sets a maximum height at 2m. The 

amenity values of this height restriction are acknowledged; however, in the Commercial Zone, 

this height limit may not be practical.  

33. Griffen & Smith submit that higher fences are likely to be required in this zone for security 

purposes. Amenity and landscape values/views could be maintained by amending the rule to 
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require fences (or parts of fences) that are higher than 2m to be permeable e.g., wire or netting 

when adjoining a Residential zone or fronting onto a road.  

Signage Rules 

34. Rule SIGN - R1(10) is grammatically incorrect and confusing. The rule sets out a “minimum” 

lettering size but states that sign should not “exceed” these dimensions. This rule should be re-

worded to clarify that signage lettering should be larger than the minimum size stated.  

35. Griffen & Smith further submit that in the Commercial, Mixed Use and Industrial zones, the limit 

on the number of words and characters required by R1(10)(iii) is too restrictive. This limit may 

be appropriate for higher-speed areas but is not practical to convey the level of information 

often displayed on commercial signage. 

36. For example, Mitre 10 Mega’s main sign on Raleigh Street reads: “Mitre 10 Mega; Home 

Improvement Warehouse” (6 words, 35 characters) with a supplementary sign below it 

advertising “Columbus Coffee”. This sign conveys the minimum practical information necessary 

to advertise the store, yet would require consent under Rule SIGN – R1.  

37. Griffen & Smith submit that Rule SIGN – R1(10)(iii) should be amended to exclude lower-speed 

roads within the Commercial, Mixed Use, and Industrial zones. 

38. The separation distances required by Rule SIGN – R1(11) are also seriously flawed when 

considered against typical site sizes in the Commercial and Mixed-Use Zones. The rule 

requires 60m separation between signs in areas with <70kph speed limits, but almost all sites 

in the Commercial Zones in Greymouth have less than 60m road frontage. The sponsorship 

fence along the Westurf hockey stadium would also be non-complying.  If implemented as 

drafted, this rule would force almost all business owners to obtain resource consent for signage 

under this rule. 

39. Signage is an important part of any vibrant commercial area, providing information and 

advertising for the businesses located in these areas. Restrictions may be appropriate in 

residential areas and high-speed traffic environments, but the level of restriction set out in Rule 

SIGN – R1 is not workable for commercial areas. These rules need to be reconsidered.  

 

 

4.0 CONCLUSION 

 

40. In summary, Griffen & Smith seek the following decisions: 

 Rezoning of the Mitre 10 Mega site as COMZ Commercial Zone, as proposed by the TTPP 

 Rezoning proposed COMZ and GRUZ land in the vicinity to more suitable zoning  
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 Removal of the Coastal Hazard Alert overlay from the Mitre 10 Mega site on Waterwalk 

Road 

 Removal of the building length restriction in the COMZ Commercial Zone 

 Amendment to the maximum fence height rule in the Commercial Zone to accommodate 

security fencing 

 Amendments to the Signage rules to allow practical signage in commercial areas 

 

 

Signed:  

On behalf of Griffen & Smith Ltd 

 

 

PAULINE HADFIELD 

DAVIS OGILVIE & PARTNERS LTD 

Senior Planner, Assoc.NZPI 

 

Enc:   

Appendix 1 TTPP Overlay Maps (2) 

Appendix 2 LIDAR Elevations Plan 

Appendix 3 WCRC Correspondence 

Appendix 4  Opus Flood Risk Appraisal 
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TTPP Overlay Maps 
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LIDAR Elevations Plan 
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West Coast Regional Council Correspondence 
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Opus Flood Risk Appraisal 
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