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Elliot,
Thank you for your ongoing assistance in this matter. We are now in a position to provide a response to the Special
Advisors as requested by the Commissioners. There are 3 areas where comments are provided, namely the transport,
heritage and urban design assessments. We are not aware of any wind assessment being provided.
Transport Assessment
The applicant received the Report from Beca and engaged Gary Clark (Traffic Concepts) to provide a response. The
comments below are guided by Mr Clark. Mr Clark largely agreed with the Beca report and responds only to matters
where there is a required response. The report recommends specific conditions in a number of instances, and unless
specifically discussed, the recommendations of Beca are accepted or already adopted by Mr Clark and the applicant.
Section 2.2. – Beca Report
● Install safety measures such as a judder bar at the access to slow vehicles down and a warning system to warn
pedestrians of exiting vehicles.
Gary Clark Response:- Agree to condition and was largely what is recommended.
Section 2.4 – Beca Report
● Design of carpark is to comply with AS/NZS 2890.1.
● Tracking to be undertaken of vehicles manoeuvring in and out of non-compliant car parking spaces and where there
are pinch points to indicate that manoeuvring is feasible.
● Visitor parking must not be allocated to car parks where access is restricted by columns.
Gary Clark Response: First bullet point should have an “or” at the end so it allows a workable solution as noted

in bullet point 2.
The assessment was contingent on structural columns and may change.
The car park layout does not meet the technical provisions of AS/NZS 2890.1. However a wider space and
narrower aisle is an acceptable solution.
Agree with suggested conditions with “or” added.
Planner Comment: - The point made by Mr Clark is that if full compliance with AS/NZS 2890.1 were achieve then we
would not need to provide vehicle tracking diagrams as the standard would ensure access is viable. The point is that
solutions can be found which work, but don’t meet the Standard and this is when tracking is required to demonstrate
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“workability”. So any conditions should be that full compliance with NZS 2890.1 or tracking diagrams are provided to
show that the arrangement is practical.
Section 2.5 – Beca Report
• Loading bay must be designed to provide sufficient depth and space for the emptying of waste bins without waste
truck impacting the two accessway to/from the basement car park.
• Confirm height clearance of the ground level and where possible provide 4.6m as per the District Plan or a minimum of
4.0m.
Gary Clark Response: There are waste trucks that work within the Wellington City that are specifically

designed. These trucks are 6.4 metres long and collect bins. There are compacting trucks so they can
accommodate significant amounts of rubbish. If wanting longer trucks then designer will have to provide for
it.
The question height clearance was clarified by architects when preparing TIA. The measurement of 4.6
metres was confirmed. Architects to confirm the dimension available.
Planner comment: There is general agreement of the effects from a transportation point of view and they are
acceptable.
Heritage Assessment
The applicant received the Report from Moira Smith and engaged Ian Bowman to provide a response. The comments
below are provided by Mr Bowman.
I have read through Moira’s comments.
Her main concerns with my assessment is my use of the ICOMOS Guide and that there is no assessment against the
District Plan heritage provisions.
The ICOMOS Guide is an internationally accepted guide for Heritage Impact Assessments that, while aimed at World
Heritage listed properties, it is equally applicable to local and national built heritage. This is confirmed by the Waka
Kotahi Guide being based on the ICOMOS Guide and is a standard NZ guide for assessing impacts of roads on built
heritage. I have used the Waka Kotahi guide in numerous applications to the EPA and the Environment Court and am
very comfortable in using the guide for assessing impacts of the construction of new buildings adjacent to heritage
buildings. The guide is equally applicable to assessing impacts of a new building next to the cathedral.
One of her issues with my using the ICOMOS Guide is that the District Plan does not rank buildings and therefore the
ranking system in the guide is not applicable. Given my qualifications, knowledge and 40 years of experience in
assessing heritage values, I feel I can assess the relative values of a heritage building in order to accurately rank the
heritage significance of a building, irrespective of whether the District Plan ranks heritage buildings.
In terms of not assessing the proposal against the heritage provisions, she goes on to say "I note that the applicant’s
heritage expert has generally used some similar policies and guidelines…..” For completeness, I have also used HNZ
guidance sheet 16, the ICOMOS NZ Charter, and CABE criteria. She notes I have summarised the checklist rather than
copying guidance sheet 16 into the assessment verbatim. Similarly she is concerned I haven’t copied out CABE’s criteria
in full. I have obviously done this for brevity. In any case, she notes that my assessments are based on the full criteria,
rather than my abbreviated versions.
Planner Comment: There is general agreement between the EPA advisor and the applicant’s expert on heritage and
acceptance that the heritage effects are acceptable.
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Urban Design Assessment
The Urban Design Assessment was carried out by Andrew Burns of McIndoe Urban. A full response has been provided
by Jasmax and is attached. This includes modified detail which the applicant has now provided and which now forms
part of the proposal. Jasmax has acknowledged several of the points raised by Mr Burns and has expected that matters
would be addressed in the detailed design process for the application.
In respect to the matters raised by the Mr Burns, the two primary issues of concern relate to the overall height and
setback from Molesworth Street.
Addressing firstly the height issue. The applicant in my view, has justified the additional height being proposed. The
building will be highly resilient and efficient building. In order to be able to construct a building of this quality will
require the extra floor area. The additional floor area has numerous advantages in terms of efficient use of land.
The commissioners attention is also drawn to Policy 3 (a) of the National Policy Statement on Urban Development 2020
(NPSUD), which states:
In city centre zones, building heights and density of urban form to realise as much development capacity as possible, to maximise
benefits of intensification;

The additional height proposed would be entirely consistent with the NPSUD. Whilst the WCC response to the NPSUD is
only partially developed in respect to Spatial Plan and the draft consultation District Plan (non statutory at this
point) the final form of the District Plan remains some way from being finalised. The proposed height is however
unquestionably supported by this high order planning document.
The applicant remains strongly desirable of the higher building option, however, if the commissioners were of the view
that the additional height was a barrier to consent, the applicant has provided a lower option which is shown on the
attached plans by Jasmax and entitled 61 Molesworth St Lowered Tower Scheme. This scheme is to all ‘purpose and
intents’ a similar scheme to that already lodged with the EPA. The proposal is simply lowered by two stories. Whilst this
is not a resource consent under the RMA, in respect to the District Plan provisions, this would reduce the overall
massing and take the development under the level where design excellence would be required. As already outlined in
the assessments to date, “design excellence” is an abstract term. The applicant’s position is the resilience and
efficiencies (sustainable) that will be achieved from the building, would meet this definition.
Jasmax has otherwise provided responses to the concerns of Mr Burns and the result will be a good urban design
outcome. We reiterate that the applicant remains committed to the higher version but would only defer to the lower
version of the height were deemed not to be acceptable.
The second Urban Design issue raised by Mr Burns was the setback from Molesworth Street. There are significant
viability issues created by this setback requirement. The reduction of the floor plates realised in any such option would
be a significant reduction in the attractiveness of the building for the “target” tenants. The effects of the building in
respect to Molesworth Street are further explored in the attached Jasmax response. In my view, the concerns of Mr
Burns are overstated. Adopting his setback requirements would greatly undermine the integrity of the building and also
raise difficulties in being able to provide the same resilience in the design due to narrowing the building and therefore
its structural system options. The District Plan and the title do not require any such setbacks. In short, the urban design
recommendation to set the building back, ‘oversteps’ the role of the urban design and undermines the design integrity
and viability of the building.
The applicant therefore ask that the commissioners prefer the assessment of Jasmax and the setback recommendations
from Mr Burns are not accepted.
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Overall the applicant remains of the view that the urban design outcomes of the higher building will be acceptable and
provide significant benefits to the wider city.
Conclusion
The applicant now requests that the EPA, lifts the suspension on processing of the application. We presume that all
preliminary matters have now been addressed and that a decision will be shortly forthcoming. We look forward to the
decision and presume that there may be some discussion on conditions as the process allows.
Regards

Ian Leary
Director - Survey and Planning
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From: Elliott Dennett <Elliott.Dennett@epa.govt.nz>
Sent: Friday, 27 August 2021 1:08 pm
To: Ian Leary <itl@spencerholmes.co.nz>
Subject: Molesworth Street Office Development Consent Application – Process Update – Minute 4 - Special Advisors
Kia ora Ian,
The Molesworth Street Office Development Expert Consenting Panel has released Minute 4 – Special
advisors. This Minute is available to view on the Environmental Protection Authority’s website, at the following
link:
Minute_4_Molesworth-Street-Special_advisors-issued-27-August-2021.pdf (epa.govt.nz)
In this Minute, the Panel invites the applicant to provide any comments on the expert reports by Monday 6
September 2021.
Please let me know if you have any difficulties accessing the expert reports.
Ngā mihi
Elliott Dennett (he/him)
Senior Advisor, Fast-track Consents
+64 4 474 5518
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Follow us on Facebook, Twitter, Instagram, and LinkedIn.
Our New Zealand Business Number is 9429041901977.
This email message and any attachment(s) are intended for the addressee(s) only.
If you receive this message in error, please notify the sender and delete the message and any attachment(s).
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