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1.0 QUALIFICATIONS AND EXPERIENCE 

1.1 My name is Nicholas Karl Geddes.  I hold a degree of Bachelor of Science 

majoring in Geography and Graduate Diploma in Environmental Science 

from Otago University. 

1.2 I have fifteen years’ experience as a resource management practitioner, with 

past positions as a Planner in local Government in Auckland, private practice 

in Queenstown and contract work in London, England.  I have been a 

practicing consultant involved in a wide range of developments, district plan 

policy development and the preparation and presentation of expert evidence 

before  Councils.  

1.3 I was employed by a Queenstown consultancy in 1999 before moving to 

Auckland City Council in 2001 where I held a senior planning position with 

Auckland City Environments. Leaving Auckland in 2005 I worked in London 

as a planner for two and a half years before returning to Queenstown where 

I have been practicing as a planning consultant since.  I currently hold a 

planning consultant position with Clark Fortune McDonald & Associates 

Limited.  

1.4 I have read the Code of Conduct for Expert Witnesses in the Environment 

Court consolidated Practice Note (2014).  I agree to comply with this Code of 

Conduct.  This evidence is within my area of expertise, except where I state I 

am relying on what I have been told by another person.  I have not omitted 

to consider material facts known to me that might alter or detract from the 

opinions that I express. 

1.5 I have authored submissions on the plan review, prepared evidence and 

attended hearings in relation to the following Chapters: 

a. Chapter 4 – Hearing Stream 1B in relation to Submission 414; 

b. Chapter 21 & 22  – Hearing Stream 2 in relation to Submissions 228, 233, 
235, 411 & 414; 

c. Chapter 27 – Hearing Stream 4 in relation to Submission 414; 

d. Chapter 7 – Hearing Stream 6 in relation to Submission 336; 

e. Chapter 41 – Hearing Stream 9 in relation to Submissions 342 & 715; 

f. Planning Maps – Hearing Stream 12 in relation to Submission 314. 
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2.0 SCOPE OF EVIDENCE  

2.1 I have prepared evidence where I assess and explain:  

a. Clarification; 

b. Chapter 33 Section 32 Evaluation Report; 

c. Stream 2 Section 42A Report; 

2.2 In the preparation of this evidence I have reviewed the following: 

a. Section 32 Evaluation Reports; Landscape Chapter, Strategic Direction 

and Urban Development Chapters, Rural Residential and Rural Lifestyle 

Chapter, Rural Chapter & Chapter 33 Indigenous Vegetation and 

Biodiversity. 

b. The Council s.42A Reports prepared in relation to Hearing Stream 2 & 13 

including the associated evidence prepared by Mr Glenn Davis. 

c. QLDC right-of-reply in relation to Chapters; Strategic Direction, 

Landscape, Urban Development and Indigenous Vegetation and 

Biodiversity. 

d. The relevant submissions and further submissions of other submitters.  

 

 Abbreviations:  

 Queenstown Lakes District Council - “QLDC”  

 Proposed District Plan - “PDP” 

 Operative District Plan - “ODP” 

 Resource Management Act 1991 - “the Act or RMA” 

Indigenous Vegetation and Biodiversity Chapter Section 32 Evaluation Report -“s.32 report” 

 Indigenous Vegetation and Biodiversity Chapter Section 42A - “s.42A” 

 Rural Lifestyle Zone - “RLZ” 

 Significant Natural Area A23A - “SNA” 

 Rural Building Platform - “RBP” 
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3.0 SUBMISSION 323 

3.1 RM950829 was approved in October 1996 for the creation of 21 allotments 

and the erection of a residential dwelling on each allotment. The maximum 

building coverage was not to exceed 35% of the site area and no boundary 

setbacks where specified. 

3.2 RM970272 was approved in October 1996 for the creation of 21 allotments 

and the erection of a residential dwelling on each allotment. The maximum 

building coverage was not to exceed 35% of the site area. 

3.3 Decisions for these consents are contained in Appendix 1 to my evidence.  

3.3 It is accepted that these consents were approved on the basis that ongoing 

native regeneration of indigenous plants was required and encouraged 

within the building platforms approved. However, I consider there is an 

inherent right when a building platform is approved that the owner can 

(subject to controlled resource consent) construct buildings. 

3.4 The PDP promotes the creation of SNA areas over the building platforms 

approved under the consents described above as outlined in Appendix A to 

my evidence. 

3.5 The original submission sought to SNA A23A removed from Lots 4, 14, 17, 

19 & 101 DP 26634.  

3.6 Since the time of the submission being lodged, further consideration has 

been given to the relief sought to remove A23A overlay from Lot 101 DP 

26634. On this basis Submission #323 has been confined to seeking the 

removal of A23A from Lots 4, 14, 17, 19 DP 26634. These lots are pictured 

in Appendix 2. 

4.0 SECTION 42A REPORT  

4.1 The Stream 2 s.42A report replies upon the evidence of Mr Davis in 

recommending to reject the submission. Paragraph 8.36 of Mr Davis’s  

evidence concludes: 

“I understand the SNA referred to in this submission covers an area of a 

consented subdivision. The submission does not provide specific changes to 
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the SNA boundary. This detail would be required to allow an assessment of 

the implications to the SNA.” 

4.2 I believe that the removal of the SNA from Lots 4, 14, 17, 19 DP 26634 on 

the basis there is a consent enabling the construction of buildings would be 

sufficiently clear to complete an assessment. 

4.3 There is no reference to submission 323 in the s.42 report for Hearing 

Steam 13 or the evidence of Mr Davis.  

4.4 All of the Lots 4, 14, 17, 19 DP 26634 appear with a SNA overlay in part.  

Some of these areas do not contain any (or little) vegetation. Where this has 

occurred I do not believe the intentions of the SNA overlay would be well 

served and would only discount the integrity of the SNA. 

4.5 All of the Lots 4, 14, 17, 19 DP 26634 appear with a SNA overlay in part. All 

lots are consented for residential development and associated activities such 

as garages, driveways and/or domestic living. I believe the owners of these 

properties should be able to rely upon the approved consents to continue 

these uses or provide for them in the future. This would appear to be in 

direct opposition to the Purpose, Objectives and Policies of Chapter 33. 

4.6 For the Purpose, Objectives and Policies of Chapter 33 to be effective and 

deliver the intended outcome as set out in the s.32 report I recommend that 

the Lots 4, 14, 17, 19 DP 26634  remain “free” of the SNA A23A overlay and 

boundary is SNA A23A amended to align with the existing boundaries of 

Lots 4, 14, 17, 19 DP 26634. 

 

Nick Geddes 

 

6th June 2017 
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RM950829 & RM970272   



goo 4,02 
File: RC-0 

Ref: JFinvyl-sarah 
H&B2907305700 
Ups and Services 

Enforcement 

25 October 1996 

J F Investments Limited 
C/- Mr P Ritchie 
Clark Fortune McDonald 
PO Box 553 
QUEENSTOWN 

Dear Sir 

DECISION OF THE QUEENSTOWN LAKES DISTRICT COUNCIL 

APPLICATION FOR RESOURCE CONSENT - J F INVESTMENTS - RC950829 

1. 	Introduction 

The applicant, J F Investments Limited, seeks consent for a subdivision to create 21 
allotments and for consent to erect a residential dwelling on each allotment. The property 
is located at Closeburn Station on the northwest side of Lake Wakatipu approximately 12 
kilometres southwest of Queenstown. The Station is legally described as Sections 1, 32, 
Part 5, 29, Block 6, Mid Wakatipu Survey District, Section 1 and Part Section 5 SO 
22364, ied Part Run 707, Mid Wakatipu Survey District. 

The application was publicly notified and two submissions were received. 	The 
application was considered by the Wakatipu Resource Management Hearings Panel on 
1 July 1996. The Panel was assisted by a report from the District Planner. 

The Applicant's case 

Mr B Boivin (Solicitor), Mr D Broomfield, Mr N McDonald (Surveyor), Mr C Chandler 
(Engineer), Mr P Rough (Landscape Architect), and Mr M Moore (Valuer) spoke in 
support of the application and submitted written evidence. 

Mr Boivin explained the application. Twenty-one allotments are proposed for rural 
residential purposes. The allotments range in size from approximately 2000 square 
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metres to 3240 square metres. All of the sites are located on a plateau which is elevated 
above the Queenstown-Glenorchy Road. It is proposed by the applicant to restrict by way 
of restrictive covenant subdivision on the balance of the subject land for 50 years. The 
title of the balance land would be held in ownership of the owners of the 21 new rural-
residential allotments, in the form of a body corporate or as a company with all owners 
being joint shareholders in the company. In either case the owners would be responsible 
for the funding and management of the farming of the Station, the operation and 
maintenance of internal roading, water supply, stormwater, disposal of effluent, provision 
of services, and design control for construction of all dwellings. 

The intention of the applicant is to prevent further subdivision of the balance land. Mr 
Boivin explained to the Panel the benefits of this, being: 

The existing high country environment is retained in the long term. 
The council is not revisited for further consents for subdivision. 
The property remains a high country working farm. 
The highly visual corridor into Moke Lake remains a high country farm free of 
dwellings, earthworks and landscaping. 
Sensitive farming areas are protected. 
Building is only allowed in private, less visual areas. 
There are long term public benefits in protecting the Moke Lake area. 
The purchase of a property will only appeal to a buyer who is interested in seeing the 
farm continue to operate and is willing to contribute financially to that object. 
There is minimal visual effect from the lake. 
There is no visual impact of dwellings from Glenorchy Road. 
Each owner of a rural-residential allotment has privacy from the other. 
The statutory requirements of the Resource Management Act 1991, and the relevant 
planning instruments ensure that there is no detraction from the rural amenity and 
landscape value of the Wakatipu Basin. 

Mr Boivin submitted that the proposal: 
Would have no significant adverse effects on the environment. 
Would have a positive effect on the farming operation. 
The sale of new sites would produce additional capital to further develop the Station in 
the long term as a working high country sheep farm. 
The allotments would not be visible from the road, would have a very limited visual 
effect from the lake, and would protect privacy of users of the Department of 
Conservation's walking tracks in the Lake Dispute area. 

He believes that the traditional approach to subdivision in the area (a large number of 
large complying allotments) would have a more adverse visual effect than what is 
proposed, and would lead to an uneconomic demand for access, services and fencing. 
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The applicant proposes to control the design of structures with a vernacular architectural 
character of an historic station, and Mr Boivin submitted that detailed conditions can be 
applied to each residential lot ensuring the use of traditional materials, textures, and 
architectural forms for sympathetic development. 

Mr Boivin also discussed the potential cumulative effects of allowing the application, and 
submitted that the site and circumstances of the application are unique. He listed a 
number of rural-residential subdivisions in the area, and submitted that the Closeburn area 
has gradually taken on the character of a rural residential community. 

Mr Broomfield provided a history of the subject area, and explained the recently agreed 
tenure changes affecting the Station. Approximately 172 hectares of the property is 
freehold, and 2902 is in pastoral lease but the changes will see a further 1059 hectares of 
the leasehold land freeholded and the remainder in special lease, grazing lease, wetland 
reserve, marginal strip, and Department of Conservation reserve. With the exception of 
the land to be subdivided by this application, the land would remain in one title, and 
would be used exclusively for farming purposes by the owners of the new rural 
residential allotments. This would be effected by a company or body corporate structure. 

Mr Broomfield also described in some detail the design controls that would be imposed 
on the dwellings. Other controls would prevent further subdivision of any of the new 
sites and the restriction to a single dwelling unit only, restriction of any dwelling for 
residential uses only, and controls for ample space for access storage and maneuverability 
of vehicles. 

Mr McDonald explained the reasons for the configuration of the allotments. He believes 
that the property could be subdivided into a number of smaller farming allotments for 
intensive pastoral activities such as deer farming, and that such a subdivision could be 
achieved in compliance with the rules. However, in his view this approach would be less 
efficient, it would not achieve sustainability of the land resource, and would have greater 
visual effect than what is proposed. He believes that the proposed subdivision design, 
which seeks to contain human occupation of the site to a small part of the site only, would 
protect the qualities of the farm in total for future generations. 

Mr McDonald also explained the access provisions to the site. He seeks that the roading 
system not be "urban" in nature with sealing, kerb and channelling, but rather that the 
roads be more akin to rural farm tracks as the subdivision is intended to be rural in nature. 
He also discussed the water supply to the site. Tests have shown that a bore on the site 
can service the domestic needs of the new allotments, and that this water is adequate in 
terms of quality. Mr McDonald outlined some options for water supply in response to the 
concerns raised by an objector, Southern Health. 

Mr McDonald outlined his views on the unique circumstances of the site and the 
application, and presented comparisons with other applications. 



4 

Mr Chandler discussed the proposed sewage treatment systems and summarised the 
findings contained in the application. The systems allow on-site treatment and disposal 
within the boundaries of lots 1-3, 5-7, 9, 10, and 12-14. Treatment of effluent from lots 
4, 8, 11, and 15-21, would be by way of septic tank with effluent reticulated to a suitable 
location where a specifically designed disposal system will be required. The systems 
proposed require minimal householder maintenance, but an information booklet would be 
prepared so that all users know about the system and its maintenance. 

Mr Rough described the proposed landscaping plan for the subdivision, including 
fencing, planting, and earthworks, and he described the proposals to mitigate the visual 
impact of the subdivision including the revegetation of earthworks associated with the 
access and buildings, the location of building sites, building design, and planting on the 
lots. It is proposed that the majority of planting would be in native species, and a list of 
suitable species was presented with the application. Mr Rough also described in detail 
the architectural guidelines for the buildings on the sites. The guidelines are based on 
images of the Station vernacular, and include simple forms, natural materials, varying 
degrees of roof form, and varying scale of building. Designs would be from the 
homestead, stables, sheds, and huts. 

Mr Moore presented an assessment of the farming capability of the site and of the 
economic viability of the proposal. 

Presentations by Submitters 

Both submissions to the application were represented at the hearing. Southern Health 
Limited, represented by Mr A Eyles, presented written submissions. Southern Health 
opposes the application on the following grounds: 

The fragmented residential subdivision outside the proposed rural-residential area 
detailed in the Proposed District Plan. 
The proposed water supply is subject to variable water quality, and water quantity 
varies seasonally. 
A number of the sites have been identified as not being able to satisfy adequate 
treatment requirements or may impact on the water supply catchment area. 
The proliferation of individual on-site treatment systems. 
The ability of a body corporate to adequately manage essential services is 
questionable. 

Mr Eyles questioned whether the provisions of section 406 of the Resource Management 
Act 1991 should be considered, given the number of allotments and the lack of services 
available. 

Central Electric Limited was represented at the hearing by Mr G Skelton. He outlined the 
requirement for electricity network reinforcement by way of additional 11kV lines and 



5 

transformer substation to provide electricity services commensurate with the predicted 
load requirements of the area. A 33/11 kV zone substation would be required in the 
vicinity to provide adequate capacity and quality of supply to meet the load requirements 
initiated by the subdivision. In addition, Central Electric seeks some assurances that it 
will be able to secure consents for future provision of electricity to the Closeburn area for 
subdivisions anticipated by the proposed rural residential zoning in the Proposed District 
Plan. He emphasised that no new power poles would be erected. All power would be 
underground from the intended substation to the site. 

In his right of reply to the submitters, Mr Boivin indicated that the applicant is prepared 
to negotiate with Central Electric regarding the positioning of the substation on the 
applicant's land. The applicant would also ensure that the Body Corporate would 
contract expert services to inspect and monitor the effluent disposal systems. Mr Boivin 
also pointed out that there was no opposition to the proposal from the general public, and 
re-emphasised the uniqueness of the proposal and the site. 

Considerations 

The land is zoned Rural B in the Lakes-Queenstown Wakatipu section of the Transitional 
District Plan. The proposed subdivision does not comply with any of the provisions of 
rule 6.05 which controls subdivision in the zone. The allotments would not qualify for 
dwellings, and dwellings would be a non-complying activity also. Under Proposed Plan 
Change 99 to the Transitional District Plan the subdivision is non-complying because the 
subject site is located in an Area of Landscape Importance. In the Proposed District Plan, 
which was notified on October 10 1995, the land is zoned Rural Uplands and is within an 
Area of Landscape Importance. The subdivision and landuse consents sought are non-
complying in terms of the Proposed District Plan. A number of submissions were 
received objecting to the rules for subdivision and housing in the rural areas. The 
applicant lodged a submission to the Proposed District Plan requesting that the status of 
landscape importance be removed from the subject site. 

All facets of the application are non-complying in terms of the relevant planning 
instruments, and the Panel considered the application in terms of sections 104 and 
105(2)(b) of the Resource Management Act 1991. 

Discussion 

Section 105(2)(b) of the Resource Management Act 1991 directs a consent authority to 
refuse an application for a resource consent for a non-complying activity unless the 
consent authority is satisfied that the adverse effects on the environment to which the 
application relates is minor or that granting the consent will not be contrary to the 
objectives and policies of the plan or proposed plan. 
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Effects on the environment 
The Panel considered in particular the visual effects of the development, and concluded 
that the effects would be minor because of the elevated nature of the site and its 
invisibility from the Queenstown-Glenorchy Road. The Panel also agreed that the effects 
of the subdivision and subsequent landuses would not be visually obtrusive when viewed 
from Lake Wakatipu. In concluding that the visual effects would be minor, the Panel 
took into account the proposed landscaping and design control including control over the 
colour of buildings, and was satisfied that any effect would be mitigated adequately by 
these measures which would be imposed through conditions, as proposed by the 
applicant. The Panel was also satisfied that the access from the main road and the access 
within the site would not create an adverse effect provided that any cuts and other 
excavations were resown and planted. The Panel agreed that the subdivision would not 
have any undue impact on the Queenstown-Glenorchy Road provided that the applicant 
would seal part of the access road to ensure there is no gravel migration onto the main 
road. 

The Panel agreed that the subdivision as proposed would result in a lesser effect overall 
than the effect that would arise from subdividing the land in the manner anticipated by the 
District Plan. The subdivision would result in a clustering of development rather than a 
dispersal of that development, and the Panel accepted that the proposal represented a 
better environmental outcome. In doing so the Panel agreed that the prevention of 
subdivision of the balance of the farm as proposed as part of the application would better 
facilitate the sustainable use of the farm in the long term, and the Panel would not have 
considered the effects in such a positive manner had this facet of the application not been 
proposed. The Panel did not see that allowing the application would cause any further 
fragmentation of productive land. 

The applicant contended that the potential cumulative effects of allowing the application 
would not be adverse, and submitted that the application is unique as no other large rural 
land area has the advantages of being so close to Queenstown, close to services, close to 
other rural residential subdivisions (Closeburn), with lake views, and able to offer 
protection of large tracts of land. The Panel agreed that the application as proposed was 
unique and would be difficult to replicate in the District, and as such a consent would not 
represent a challenge to the provisions of the relevant planning documents. The Panel 
addressed this matter under section 104(1)(i) of the Act. 

The Panel was satisfied that the water supply for domestic purposes and the sewage 
disposal would not give rise to any adverse effects on the environment provided that the 
systems are constructed and maintained in accordance with the proposal as descried by 
Mr McDonald and Mr Chandler on behalf of the applicant. The need for consents from 
the Otago Regional Council was discussed and the Panel agreed that the consents would 
be required prior to issuing of any consent to subdivide the land, as the consents would be 
sufficient for the Panel to be satisfied that the matters under section 406 of the Act 
(grounds of refusal of subdivision consent) would not be invoked. Similarly, the 
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applicant is required to provide electricity to the new sites and the method of this 
provision would need to be agreed with Central Electric. 

Objectives and policies of the relevant planning documents 
The Panel considered the objectives and policies of the relevant planning instruments, and 
agreed that the proposal did not offend those provisions. In summary, the Transitional 
District Plan, Proposed Plan Change 99 and the Proposed District Plan all seek to protect 
rural land for productive purposes, and to protect the scenic qualities of the rural 
landscape by avoiding indiscriminate urban development. The Panel agreed that the first 
of these matters is not compromised because it had already determined that the effects of 
the development on the agricultural potential of the land would not be significant and 
indeed would be positive, due to the relatively large size of the property and the manner 
by which it would be protected for rural purposes only. 

The second broad intent of the planning instruments, the protection of the landscape and 
scenic qualities of the District, was not considered to be compromised because the effects 
of the proposal on the visual amenity would in the Panel's view be minor, particularly 
given the elevated and relatively hidden terrace upon which the development would 
occur, and in addition the planting, landscaping and other measures proposed by the 
applicant to mitigate the visual impact. 

The Panel did not consider that any part of the Regional Policy Statement would be 
offended to the extent that consent to the application should be refused. 

Part II of the Act 
The consent authority is required to consider any application in terms of the purpose and 
principles of the Act as set out in Part II. In respect of section 5, the Panel considered that 
the development would enable people to provide for their well being (by enabling a rural-
residential development in a desirable location) while avoiding and mitigating adverse 
effects on the environment, achieved in this case both by the position of the sites to be 
created and by the imposition of conditions and covenants to further mitigate any effects 
and protect the balance of the site. The Panel was satisfied that the development would 
not offend the matters in section 5(2)(a) and (b), 6, and 7. 

Section 105(2)(b) of the Act 
The Panel was satisfied that the adverse effects on the environment would be minor and 
that granting consent would not be contrary to the objectives and policies of the 
Transitional District Plan and Proposed District Plan. The reasons for this are described 
in the preceding text of this decision. The tests imposed by section 105(2)(b) of the Act 
are therefore passed. 

Other matters 
The Panel agreed that the applicant should be allowed more time than the default time 
allowed by section 125 of the Act before a resource consent lapses (two years). The 
Panel acknowledged that the normal two year period for exercising a consent would not 
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be sufficient in this case to undertake all of the works required to bring the sites to a 
marketable state, market, sell the lots and allow new owners to build dwellings. The 
Panel considered that the default period for completion of the subdivision consent would 
be adequate but that a further five years (for a total of seven years) for completion of the 
land use consents (construction of a dwelling on each site) would be sufficient for the 
project. 

The Panel agreed that a reserve contribution should be payable for the subdivision, as the 
lots to be created are rural residential in nature. A contribution amounting to the value of 
130 square metres of land per allotment was deemed to be appropriate for the subdivision. 

4. 	Decisions 

The decision on this application is structured into two parts: the first in respect of the 
subdivision; the second in respect of the landuse matters. 

DECISION 1 : SUBDIVISION 

The Wakatipu Resource Management Hearings Panel resolved that the application 
by JF Investments Limited to subdivide the subject land which is legally described 
as Sections 1, 32, Part 5, 29, Block 6, Mid Wakatipu Survey District, Section 1 and 
Part Section 5 SO 22364, and Part Run 707, Mid Wakatipu Survey District is 
granted pursuant to sections 104 and 105(2)(b) of the Resource Management Act 
1991, subject to the following conditions imposed under sections 108 and 220 of the 
Act: 

1.1 That the subdivision proceeds in accordance with the plan of subdivisions 
submitted with the application and any amendments required by conditions 
1.2 - 1.11 of this consent. 

1.2 Water 

Prior to the commencement of any works on the subject land the consent 
holder shall provide to the Queenstown Lakes District Council for 
approvals, copies of specifications, calculations and design plans as is 
considered by the Council to be both necessary and adequate to detail the 
engineering works associated with providing an adequate potable 
domestic water supply complying with the requirements of the Drinking 
Water Standards of New Zealand (1995). 

The design as detailed in condition 1.2(a) above shall provide for a 
separate water supply connection to each of the allotments created by the 
subdivider. 
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The water supply should be able to provide a minimum supply of 200 
litres per person per day for each person likely to be accommodated on 
each new allotment. This shall be calculated on a site density of 5 
persons per allotment. 

Each allotment shall provide for a minimum water storage capacity of 
not less than 23,000 litres which shall accommodate a minimum static 
fire fighting reserve of 14,000 litres at any one time. 

The storage tanks located on each allotment shall be buried into the 
ground so that the base is at least 1 metre below natural ground level. 
The exterior of the water tanks shall be painted Resene colour "Scrub" 
(British Standard 12B27). The area surrounding each water tank is to be 
landscaped with native plant species from the list of plants contained in 
Appendix F of a report prepared by Peter Rough Landscape Architects 
(RM950829) to achieve a dense screen of vegetative cover around the 
tank area. 

(1) If a water permit for the supply of water to the allotments is not required 
in terms of the Resource Management Act 1991, then such a water 
supply is to be monitored in a manner and with consultation with the 
Queenstown Lakes District Council to determine the compliance with the 
Drinking Water Standards for New Zealand (1995). Monthly 
monitoring is required for a community water supply. All monitoring 
shall be at the cost of the consent holder 

(g) 
If a water permit in terms of the Resource Management Act 1991 is 
required for a community water supply source for the allotments, then 
evidence shall be produced to the Queenstown Lakes District Council 
prior to any commencement of works on the site, or certification 
pursuant to Section 223 of the Resource Management Act 1991, of a 
satisfactory water permit for such a water source. 

1.3 Effluent Disposal 

(a) Sewage shall be disposed of on site by way of appropriately designed 
multi chamber septic tanks as recommended by the Royds Consulting 
Report submitted with the application. Effluent from the multi chamber 
septic tanks shall be disposed of on site using a separate stand alone or 
combined soakage field area designed to meet the recommendations of 
the Royds Consulting Report. 

(b) Specific design proposals for the disposal of sewage from each allotment 
shall be approved by the Queenstown Lakes District Council's Manager 
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of Operations and Infrastructural Assets prior to certification pursuant 
to section 224(c) of the Resource Management Act 1991. 

(c) Prior to any certification pursuant to Section 223 of the Resource 
Management Act, the applicant shall provide evidence to the 
Queenstown Lakes District Council of satisfactory discharge permits in 
respect to any disposal fields which require such permits. 

1.4 Power and Telephone 

All allotments within the subdivision which are intended for residential use 
shall be provided with a power and telephone connection. All power and 
telephone services shall be reticulated underground to allotments within the 
subdivision prior to certification pursuant to Section 224(c) of the Resource 
Management Act 1991. 

1.5 Access 

(a) The following condition shall be expressed on the survey plan: 

That Lot 100 hereon be held to 21 undivided one-twenty-first shares by the 
owners of Lots 1 to 21 hereon as tenants in common in the said shares and 
that the individual Certificates of Title be issued in accordance herewith 
(L.R.R  

(b) Prior to certification pursuant to Section 224(c) of the Resource 
Management Act 1991, the following construction works shall be carried 
out: 

The access formation within (Lot 100) shall be a minimum of 4.0 
metres in width and shall be formed (metalled) to provide an all 
weather surface with adequate drainage being provided. 

The access shall provide a minimum of 4 passing bays, between the 
entrance at the Queenstown-Glenorchy Road to the junction of the 
access road leading to Lots 3 to 5. 

The access shall be sealed for the first 40 metres length from the 
intersection with the Queenstown-Glenorchy Road. 

1.6 Landscaping works 

(a) Prior to certification pursuant to Section 224(c) of the Resource 
Management Act 1991, all landscape planting within Lot 100 detailed in 
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. 	 the report prepared by Mr Peter Rough, attached to the application, 
shall be established on the site. 

(b) A consent notice pursuant to Section 221 of the Resource Management 
Act 1991 is to be registered against the 21 undivided one-twenty first 
shares of Lot 100, requiring the landscaping and planting detailed within 
the report prepared by Mr. Peter Rough and attached to the application, 
relating to Lot 100 to be maintained in the described form. The consent 
notice is to be presented to the Council for its prior approval prior to 
certification pursuant to Section 224(c) of the Resource Management Act 
1991. 

1.7 "As Built" Plans 

The submission of "As Built" plans required to detail water reticulation, and 
any communal sewerage disposal systems in relation to this subdivision, shall 
be forwarded to the Queenstown Lakes District Council for their records. 

1.8 Easements 

Prior to certification pursuant to Section 223 of the Resource Management Act 
1991 all necessary easements in relation to services and access shall be duly 
created and reserved. 

1.9 Balance land 

That the balance of the land contained within Closeburn Station being 
Sections 1, 32, Part 5, 29, Block 6, Mid Wakatipu Survey District, Section 
1 and Part Section 5 SO 22364, and Part Run 707, Mid Wakatipu Survey 
District shall be held in one certificate of title. 

A covenant prohibiting any further subdivision of the balance land for a 
period of 50 years from the date of this decision shall be registered 
against the title referred to in condition 1.8(a) above. 

1.10 Management Company 

A Management Company shall be established for the purposes set out in 
the application and expressed at the hearing, and as set out in conditions 
1.10(b) - (c) below. 

Prior to the issuing of a certificate under section 224(c) of the Resource 
Management Act 1991 a Management Company shall be formed. The 
Management Company shall have 21 shareholders being the registered 
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proprietors of each of Lots 1 - 21. Ownership in the Company shall be 
compulsory for registered proprietors of each of Lots 1 - 21. 

(c) The Management Company shall be responsible for the following: 

The ongoing maintenance and funding for the maintenance of all 
roading within the subdivision, landscaping, water supply, sewage 
disposal, and maintenance of all Common Areas. Landscaping will 
be carried out in accordance with the plans presented with the 
application. 

The ongoing funding and maintenance of the Closeburn Station. 

1.11 Reserves Contribution 

That the applicant pay to the Council a reserves contribution of $138.21 being 
the value of 130 metres of land for each allotment created by this subdivision, 
based on a valuation of $0.045 per square metre. 

DECISION 2 : LAND USE 

The Wakatipu Resource Management Hearings Panel resolved that the application 
by JF Investments Limited for a land use consent to construct a dwelling and 
accessory buildings on each of the allotments authorised by Decision 1 of this 
decision (being a subdivision of Sections 1, 32, Part 5, 29, Block 6, Mid Wakatipu 
Survey District, Section 1 and Part Section 5 SO 22364, and Part Run 707, Mid 
Wakatipu Survey District) is granted pursuant to sections 104 and 105(2)(b) of the 
Resource Management Act 1991, subject to the following conditions imposed under 
section 108 of the Act: 

2.1 That this consent authorises the construction of one single dwelling unit and 
accessory buildings on each of allotments 1 - 21. Construction shall take place 
in accordance with conditions 2.2 - 2.4. 

2.2 Building Design and Appearance 

(a) Any building constructed under condition 2.1 shall be designed in 
accordance with design and architectural controls set out in the 

,k  architectural guidelines submitted with the_ application. The building 
forms and elements shall be designed to be sympathetic to the 
architectural theme of Closeburn Station. Design shall recognise the 
following forms and elements: sloping roofs of varying degrees to 
emulate the traditional roof forms of historic sheep station buildings, 
integration of a variety of forms of varying cladding and roofing lean-to 
roofs, timber sub floors, verandahs, glazing bars/timber windows, 
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loft/stable door, vertical slab/board and batten cladding, horizontal 
weatherboards, corrugated iron wall cladding, accentuated door hinges, 
gables, rusticated iron, corrugated water tanks, chimneys, dilapidated 
schist walls, ridge vents/lights, timber facings. 

The location and design of any building including the landscaping of any 
site shall be approved by the Council's District Planner (Administration) 
prior to any construction. 

Except in respect of condition 2.2(d) below, no dwelling on any site shall 
be greater in height than 7.0 metres above original ground level, and no 
accessory building shall be greater in height than 5.0 metres. Buildings 
should be one level with another level permissible within the roof space. 

Buildings shall generally be sited to fit within the landscape and not on 
top of the landscape. No building shall exceed the height of the hillscape 
immediately behind that site when viewed from any public place. No 
building shall be located within 2 metres of any boundary. 

The maximum building coverage for all activities on any residential site 
shall not exceed 35 percent of the site area. 

(1) External above ground cladding is to be either natural stone, plaster, 
natural timber and/or weatherboards, painted corrugated iron, sun dried 
clay bricks, recycled corrugated roof/wall cladding and uncoated timber 
shingles for roofs. 

External building colours are to be in accordance with Schedule of 
Colours within the Building Covenant. These are all to be in accordance 
with the Queenstown Lakes District Council's colour palette, attached to 
the Proposed District Plan advertised 10 October 1995. 

A Building Control Committee (as a sub committee of the Management 
Company established in fulfillment of condition 1.10 of this decision) 
comprised of the station architect and a minimum of 3 shareholders shall 
be appointed by the Management Company. 

(I) The Building Control Committee shall ensure all building works are 
designed in accordance with the design standards, station theme, and 
objectives of the station community, prior to any building plans being 
submitted to the Council for approval under condition 2.2(b) of this 
consent. Every such application shall be accompanied by a letter from 
the Building Control Committee confirming that any proposed building 
is in accordance with the standards, themes and objectives described 
above. 
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2.3 This consent shall lapse on the date seven years from the date of this decision. 

2.4 The Council may within three months of each anniversary of the date of this 
consent, in accordance with Section 129 of the Resource Management Act 
1991, serve notice on the consent holder of its intention to review the 
conditions of this consent (in terms of Section 128 of the Resource 
Management Act 1991) for the purpose of determining whether the conditions 
of this consent are adequate to deal with any adverse effect on the environment 
which may arise from the exercise of the consent and which it is appropriate to 
deal with at a later stage. 

5. 	Other Matters 

The allotments to be used for residential purposes within the subdivision do not have 
legal road frontage. The Council has resolved an exemption from legal road frontage 
pursuant to Section 321 of the Local Government Act 1974. This resolution is inherent in 
the consent to subdivide the land. 

The Council is responsible for the monitoring and enforcement of the consents issued in 
the above decisions. Please note that the consent holder will be required to meet the costs 
of monitoring. An initial deposit of $60.00 will be charged with further monitoring costs 
based on actual time costs. 

This resource consent is not a consent to build under the Building Act 1991. A consent 
under this Act must be obtained from the Building Department of the Queenstown Lakes 
District Council before construction can begin. 

Should you not be satisfied with the decision of the Council an appeal may be lodged 
with the Planning Tribunal, Justice Department, PO Box 5027, Lambton Quay, 
Wellington not later than fifteen (15) working days from the date this decision is 
received. 

Yours faithfully 

J B Edmonds 
Acting DISTRICT PLANNER 
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Enforcement 

25 October 1996 

J F Investments Limited 
C/- Mr P Ritchie 
Clark Fortune McDonald 
PO Box 553 
QUEENSTOWN 

Dear Sir 

DECISION OF THE QUEENSTOWN LAKES DISTRICT COUNCIL 

APPLICATION FOR RESOURCE CONSENT - J F INVESTMENTS - RC950829 

1. 	Introduction 

The applicant, J F Investments Limited, seeks consent for a subdivision to create 21 
allotments and for consent to erect a residential dwelling on each allotment. The property 
is located at Closeburn Station on the northwest side of Lake Wakatipu approximately 12 
kilometres southwest of Queenstown. The Station is legally described as Sections 1, 32, 
Part 5, 29, Block 6, Mid Wakatipu Survey District, Section 1 and Part Section 5 SO 
22364, ied Part Run 707, Mid Wakatipu Survey District. 

The application was publicly notified and two submissions were received. 	The 
application was considered by the Wakatipu Resource Management Hearings Panel on 
1 July 1996. The Panel was assisted by a report from the District Planner. 

The Applicant's case 

Mr B Boivin (Solicitor), Mr D Broomfield, Mr N McDonald (Surveyor), Mr C Chandler 
(Engineer), Mr P Rough (Landscape Architect), and Mr M Moore (Valuer) spoke in 
support of the application and submitted written evidence. 

Mr Boivin explained the application. Twenty-one allotments are proposed for rural 
residential purposes. The allotments range in size from approximately 2000 square 



2 

metres to 3240 square metres. All of the sites are located on a plateau which is elevated 
above the Queenstown-Glenorchy Road. It is proposed by the applicant to restrict by way 
of restrictive covenant subdivision on the balance of the subject land for 50 years. The 
title of the balance land would be held in ownership of the owners of the 21 new rural-
residential allotments, in the form of a body corporate or as a company with all owners 
being joint shareholders in the company. In either case the owners would be responsible 
for the funding and management of the farming of the Station, the operation and 
maintenance of internal roading, water supply, stormwater, disposal of effluent, provision 
of services, and design control for construction of all dwellings. 

The intention of the applicant is to prevent further subdivision of the balance land. Mr 
Boivin explained to the Panel the benefits of this, being: 

The existing high country environment is retained in the long term. 
The council is not revisited for further consents for subdivision. 
The property remains a high country working farm. 
The highly visual corridor into Moke Lake remains a high country farm free of 
dwellings, earthworks and landscaping. 
Sensitive farming areas are protected. 
Building is only allowed in private, less visual areas. 
There are long term public benefits in protecting the Moke Lake area. 
The purchase of a property will only appeal to a buyer who is interested in seeing the 
farm continue to operate and is willing to contribute financially to that object. 
There is minimal visual effect from the lake. 
There is no visual impact of dwellings from Glenorchy Road. 
Each owner of a rural-residential allotment has privacy from the other. 
The statutory requirements of the Resource Management Act 1991, and the relevant 
planning instruments ensure that there is no detraction from the rural amenity and 
landscape value of the Wakatipu Basin. 

Mr Boivin submitted that the proposal: 
Would have no significant adverse effects on the environment. 
Would have a positive effect on the farming operation. 
The sale of new sites would produce additional capital to further develop the Station in 
the long term as a working high country sheep farm. 
The allotments would not be visible from the road, would have a very limited visual 
effect from the lake, and would protect privacy of users of the Department of 
Conservation's walking tracks in the Lake Dispute area. 

He believes that the traditional approach to subdivision in the area (a large number of 
large complying allotments) would have a more adverse visual effect than what is 
proposed, and would lead to an uneconomic demand for access, services and fencing. 
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The applicant proposes to control the design of structures with a vernacular architectural 
character of an historic station, and Mr Boivin submitted that detailed conditions can be 
applied to each residential lot ensuring the use of traditional materials, textures, and 
architectural forms for sympathetic development. 

Mr Boivin also discussed the potential cumulative effects of allowing the application, and 
submitted that the site and circumstances of the application are unique. He listed a 
number of rural-residential subdivisions in the area, and submitted that the Closeburn area 
has gradually taken on the character of a rural residential community. 

Mr Broomfield provided a history of the subject area, and explained the recently agreed 
tenure changes affecting the Station. Approximately 172 hectares of the property is 
freehold, and 2902 is in pastoral lease but the changes will see a further 1059 hectares of 
the leasehold land freeholded and the remainder in special lease, grazing lease, wetland 
reserve, marginal strip, and Department of Conservation reserve. With the exception of 
the land to be subdivided by this application, the land would remain in one title, and 
would be used exclusively for farming purposes by the owners of the new rural 
residential allotments. This would be effected by a company or body corporate structure. 

Mr Broomfield also described in some detail the design controls that would be imposed 
on the dwellings. Other controls would prevent further subdivision of any of the new 
sites and the restriction to a single dwelling unit only, restriction of any dwelling for 
residential uses only, and controls for ample space for access storage and maneuverability 
of vehicles. 

Mr McDonald explained the reasons for the configuration of the allotments. He believes 
that the property could be subdivided into a number of smaller farming allotments for 
intensive pastoral activities such as deer farming, and that such a subdivision could be 
achieved in compliance with the rules. However, in his view this approach would be less 
efficient, it would not achieve sustainability of the land resource, and would have greater 
visual effect than what is proposed. He believes that the proposed subdivision design, 
which seeks to contain human occupation of the site to a small part of the site only, would 
protect the qualities of the farm in total for future generations. 

Mr McDonald also explained the access provisions to the site. He seeks that the roading 
system not be "urban" in nature with sealing, kerb and channelling, but rather that the 
roads be more akin to rural farm tracks as the subdivision is intended to be rural in nature. 
He also discussed the water supply to the site. Tests have shown that a bore on the site 
can service the domestic needs of the new allotments, and that this water is adequate in 
terms of quality. Mr McDonald outlined some options for water supply in response to the 
concerns raised by an objector, Southern Health. 

Mr McDonald outlined his views on the unique circumstances of the site and the 
application, and presented comparisons with other applications. 
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Mr Chandler discussed the proposed sewage treatment systems and summarised the 
findings contained in the application. The systems allow on-site treatment and disposal 
within the boundaries of lots 1-3, 5-7, 9, 10, and 12-14. Treatment of effluent from lots 
4, 8, 11, and 15-21, would be by way of septic tank with effluent reticulated to a suitable 
location where a specifically designed disposal system will be required. The systems 
proposed require minimal householder maintenance, but an information booklet would be 
prepared so that all users know about the system and its maintenance. 

Mr Rough described the proposed landscaping plan for the subdivision, including 
fencing, planting, and earthworks, and he described the proposals to mitigate the visual 
impact of the subdivision including the revegetation of earthworks associated with the 
access and buildings, the location of building sites, building design, and planting on the 
lots. It is proposed that the majority of planting would be in native species, and a list of 
suitable species was presented with the application. Mr Rough also described in detail 
the architectural guidelines for the buildings on the sites. The guidelines are based on 
images of the Station vernacular, and include simple forms, natural materials, varying 
degrees of roof form, and varying scale of building. Designs would be from the 
homestead, stables, sheds, and huts. 

Mr Moore presented an assessment of the farming capability of the site and of the 
economic viability of the proposal. 

Presentations by Submitters 

Both submissions to the application were represented at the hearing. Southern Health 
Limited, represented by Mr A Eyles, presented written submissions. Southern Health 
opposes the application on the following grounds: 

The fragmented residential subdivision outside the proposed rural-residential area 
detailed in the Proposed District Plan. 
The proposed water supply is subject to variable water quality, and water quantity 
varies seasonally. 
A number of the sites have been identified as not being able to satisfy adequate 
treatment requirements or may impact on the water supply catchment area. 
The proliferation of individual on-site treatment systems. 
The ability of a body corporate to adequately manage essential services is 
questionable. 

Mr Eyles questioned whether the provisions of section 406 of the Resource Management 
Act 1991 should be considered, given the number of allotments and the lack of services 
available. 

Central Electric Limited was represented at the hearing by Mr G Skelton. He outlined the 
requirement for electricity network reinforcement by way of additional 11kV lines and 
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transformer substation to provide electricity services commensurate with the predicted 
load requirements of the area. A 33/11 kV zone substation would be required in the 
vicinity to provide adequate capacity and quality of supply to meet the load requirements 
initiated by the subdivision. In addition, Central Electric seeks some assurances that it 
will be able to secure consents for future provision of electricity to the Closeburn area for 
subdivisions anticipated by the proposed rural residential zoning in the Proposed District 
Plan. He emphasised that no new power poles would be erected. All power would be 
underground from the intended substation to the site. 

In his right of reply to the submitters, Mr Boivin indicated that the applicant is prepared 
to negotiate with Central Electric regarding the positioning of the substation on the 
applicant's land. The applicant would also ensure that the Body Corporate would 
contract expert services to inspect and monitor the effluent disposal systems. Mr Boivin 
also pointed out that there was no opposition to the proposal from the general public, and 
re-emphasised the uniqueness of the proposal and the site. 

Considerations 

The land is zoned Rural B in the Lakes-Queenstown Wakatipu section of the Transitional 
District Plan. The proposed subdivision does not comply with any of the provisions of 
rule 6.05 which controls subdivision in the zone. The allotments would not qualify for 
dwellings, and dwellings would be a non-complying activity also. Under Proposed Plan 
Change 99 to the Transitional District Plan the subdivision is non-complying because the 
subject site is located in an Area of Landscape Importance. In the Proposed District Plan, 
which was notified on October 10 1995, the land is zoned Rural Uplands and is within an 
Area of Landscape Importance. The subdivision and landuse consents sought are non-
complying in terms of the Proposed District Plan. A number of submissions were 
received objecting to the rules for subdivision and housing in the rural areas. The 
applicant lodged a submission to the Proposed District Plan requesting that the status of 
landscape importance be removed from the subject site. 

All facets of the application are non-complying in terms of the relevant planning 
instruments, and the Panel considered the application in terms of sections 104 and 
105(2)(b) of the Resource Management Act 1991. 

Discussion 

Section 105(2)(b) of the Resource Management Act 1991 directs a consent authority to 
refuse an application for a resource consent for a non-complying activity unless the 
consent authority is satisfied that the adverse effects on the environment to which the 
application relates is minor or that granting the consent will not be contrary to the 
objectives and policies of the plan or proposed plan. 
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Effects on the environment 
The Panel considered in particular the visual effects of the development, and concluded 
that the effects would be minor because of the elevated nature of the site and its 
invisibility from the Queenstown-Glenorchy Road. The Panel also agreed that the effects 
of the subdivision and subsequent landuses would not be visually obtrusive when viewed 
from Lake Wakatipu. In concluding that the visual effects would be minor, the Panel 
took into account the proposed landscaping and design control including control over the 
colour of buildings, and was satisfied that any effect would be mitigated adequately by 
these measures which would be imposed through conditions, as proposed by the 
applicant. The Panel was also satisfied that the access from the main road and the access 
within the site would not create an adverse effect provided that any cuts and other 
excavations were resown and planted. The Panel agreed that the subdivision would not 
have any undue impact on the Queenstown-Glenorchy Road provided that the applicant 
would seal part of the access road to ensure there is no gravel migration onto the main 
road. 

The Panel agreed that the subdivision as proposed would result in a lesser effect overall 
than the effect that would arise from subdividing the land in the manner anticipated by the 
District Plan. The subdivision would result in a clustering of development rather than a 
dispersal of that development, and the Panel accepted that the proposal represented a 
better environmental outcome. In doing so the Panel agreed that the prevention of 
subdivision of the balance of the farm as proposed as part of the application would better 
facilitate the sustainable use of the farm in the long term, and the Panel would not have 
considered the effects in such a positive manner had this facet of the application not been 
proposed. The Panel did not see that allowing the application would cause any further 
fragmentation of productive land. 

The applicant contended that the potential cumulative effects of allowing the application 
would not be adverse, and submitted that the application is unique as no other large rural 
land area has the advantages of being so close to Queenstown, close to services, close to 
other rural residential subdivisions (Closeburn), with lake views, and able to offer 
protection of large tracts of land. The Panel agreed that the application as proposed was 
unique and would be difficult to replicate in the District, and as such a consent would not 
represent a challenge to the provisions of the relevant planning documents. The Panel 
addressed this matter under section 104(1)(i) of the Act. 

The Panel was satisfied that the water supply for domestic purposes and the sewage 
disposal would not give rise to any adverse effects on the environment provided that the 
systems are constructed and maintained in accordance with the proposal as descried by 
Mr McDonald and Mr Chandler on behalf of the applicant. The need for consents from 
the Otago Regional Council was discussed and the Panel agreed that the consents would 
be required prior to issuing of any consent to subdivide the land, as the consents would be 
sufficient for the Panel to be satisfied that the matters under section 406 of the Act 
(grounds of refusal of subdivision consent) would not be invoked. Similarly, the 
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applicant is required to provide electricity to the new sites and the method of this 
provision would need to be agreed with Central Electric. 

Objectives and policies of the relevant planning documents 
The Panel considered the objectives and policies of the relevant planning instruments, and 
agreed that the proposal did not offend those provisions. In summary, the Transitional 
District Plan, Proposed Plan Change 99 and the Proposed District Plan all seek to protect 
rural land for productive purposes, and to protect the scenic qualities of the rural 
landscape by avoiding indiscriminate urban development. The Panel agreed that the first 
of these matters is not compromised because it had already determined that the effects of 
the development on the agricultural potential of the land would not be significant and 
indeed would be positive, due to the relatively large size of the property and the manner 
by which it would be protected for rural purposes only. 

The second broad intent of the planning instruments, the protection of the landscape and 
scenic qualities of the District, was not considered to be compromised because the effects 
of the proposal on the visual amenity would in the Panel's view be minor, particularly 
given the elevated and relatively hidden terrace upon which the development would 
occur, and in addition the planting, landscaping and other measures proposed by the 
applicant to mitigate the visual impact. 

The Panel did not consider that any part of the Regional Policy Statement would be 
offended to the extent that consent to the application should be refused. 

Part II of the Act 
The consent authority is required to consider any application in terms of the purpose and 
principles of the Act as set out in Part II. In respect of section 5, the Panel considered that 
the development would enable people to provide for their well being (by enabling a rural-
residential development in a desirable location) while avoiding and mitigating adverse 
effects on the environment, achieved in this case both by the position of the sites to be 
created and by the imposition of conditions and covenants to further mitigate any effects 
and protect the balance of the site. The Panel was satisfied that the development would 
not offend the matters in section 5(2)(a) and (b), 6, and 7. 

Section 105(2)(b) of the Act 
The Panel was satisfied that the adverse effects on the environment would be minor and 
that granting consent would not be contrary to the objectives and policies of the 
Transitional District Plan and Proposed District Plan. The reasons for this are described 
in the preceding text of this decision. The tests imposed by section 105(2)(b) of the Act 
are therefore passed. 

Other matters 
The Panel agreed that the applicant should be allowed more time than the default time 
allowed by section 125 of the Act before a resource consent lapses (two years). The 
Panel acknowledged that the normal two year period for exercising a consent would not 
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be sufficient in this case to undertake all of the works required to bring the sites to a 
marketable state, market, sell the lots and allow new owners to build dwellings. The 
Panel considered that the default period for completion of the subdivision consent would 
be adequate but that a further five years (for a total of seven years) for completion of the 
land use consents (construction of a dwelling on each site) would be sufficient for the 
project. 

The Panel agreed that a reserve contribution should be payable for the subdivision, as the 
lots to be created are rural residential in nature. A contribution amounting to the value of 
130 square metres of land per allotment was deemed to be appropriate for the subdivision. 

4. 	Decisions 

The decision on this application is structured into two parts: the first in respect of the 
subdivision; the second in respect of the landuse matters. 

DECISION 1 : SUBDIVISION 

The Wakatipu Resource Management Hearings Panel resolved that the application 
by JF Investments Limited to subdivide the subject land which is legally described 
as Sections 1, 32, Part 5, 29, Block 6, Mid Wakatipu Survey District, Section 1 and 
Part Section 5 SO 22364, and Part Run 707, Mid Wakatipu Survey District is 
granted pursuant to sections 104 and 105(2)(b) of the Resource Management Act 
1991, subject to the following conditions imposed under sections 108 and 220 of the 
Act: 

1.1 That the subdivision proceeds in accordance with the plan of subdivisions 
submitted with the application and any amendments required by conditions 
1.2 - 1.11 of this consent. 

1.2 Water 

Prior to the commencement of any works on the subject land the consent 
holder shall provide to the Queenstown Lakes District Council for 
approvals, copies of specifications, calculations and design plans as is 
considered by the Council to be both necessary and adequate to detail the 
engineering works associated with providing an adequate potable 
domestic water supply complying with the requirements of the Drinking 
Water Standards of New Zealand (1995). 

The design as detailed in condition 1.2(a) above shall provide for a 
separate water supply connection to each of the allotments created by the 
subdivider. 
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The water supply should be able to provide a minimum supply of 200 
litres per person per day for each person likely to be accommodated on 
each new allotment. This shall be calculated on a site density of 5 
persons per allotment. 

Each allotment shall provide for a minimum water storage capacity of 
not less than 23,000 litres which shall accommodate a minimum static 
fire fighting reserve of 14,000 litres at any one time. 

The storage tanks located on each allotment shall be buried into the 
ground so that the base is at least 1 metre below natural ground level. 
The exterior of the water tanks shall be painted Resene colour "Scrub" 
(British Standard 12B27). The area surrounding each water tank is to be 
landscaped with native plant species from the list of plants contained in 
Appendix F of a report prepared by Peter Rough Landscape Architects 
(RM950829) to achieve a dense screen of vegetative cover around the 
tank area. 

(1) If a water permit for the supply of water to the allotments is not required 
in terms of the Resource Management Act 1991, then such a water 
supply is to be monitored in a manner and with consultation with the 
Queenstown Lakes District Council to determine the compliance with the 
Drinking Water Standards for New Zealand (1995). Monthly 
monitoring is required for a community water supply. All monitoring 
shall be at the cost of the consent holder 

(g) 
If a water permit in terms of the Resource Management Act 1991 is 
required for a community water supply source for the allotments, then 
evidence shall be produced to the Queenstown Lakes District Council 
prior to any commencement of works on the site, or certification 
pursuant to Section 223 of the Resource Management Act 1991, of a 
satisfactory water permit for such a water source. 

1.3 Effluent Disposal 

(a) Sewage shall be disposed of on site by way of appropriately designed 
multi chamber septic tanks as recommended by the Royds Consulting 
Report submitted with the application. Effluent from the multi chamber 
septic tanks shall be disposed of on site using a separate stand alone or 
combined soakage field area designed to meet the recommendations of 
the Royds Consulting Report. 

(b) Specific design proposals for the disposal of sewage from each allotment 
shall be approved by the Queenstown Lakes District Council's Manager 
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of Operations and Infrastructural Assets prior to certification pursuant 
to section 224(c) of the Resource Management Act 1991. 

(c) Prior to any certification pursuant to Section 223 of the Resource 
Management Act, the applicant shall provide evidence to the 
Queenstown Lakes District Council of satisfactory discharge permits in 
respect to any disposal fields which require such permits. 

1.4 Power and Telephone 

All allotments within the subdivision which are intended for residential use 
shall be provided with a power and telephone connection. All power and 
telephone services shall be reticulated underground to allotments within the 
subdivision prior to certification pursuant to Section 224(c) of the Resource 
Management Act 1991. 

1.5 Access 

(a) The following condition shall be expressed on the survey plan: 

That Lot 100 hereon be held to 21 undivided one-twenty-first shares by the 
owners of Lots 1 to 21 hereon as tenants in common in the said shares and 
that the individual Certificates of Title be issued in accordance herewith 
(L.R.R  

(b) Prior to certification pursuant to Section 224(c) of the Resource 
Management Act 1991, the following construction works shall be carried 
out: 

The access formation within (Lot 100) shall be a minimum of 4.0 
metres in width and shall be formed (metalled) to provide an all 
weather surface with adequate drainage being provided. 

The access shall provide a minimum of 4 passing bays, between the 
entrance at the Queenstown-Glenorchy Road to the junction of the 
access road leading to Lots 3 to 5. 

The access shall be sealed for the first 40 metres length from the 
intersection with the Queenstown-Glenorchy Road. 

1.6 Landscaping works 

(a) Prior to certification pursuant to Section 224(c) of the Resource 
Management Act 1991, all landscape planting within Lot 100 detailed in 
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. 	 the report prepared by Mr Peter Rough, attached to the application, 
shall be established on the site. 

(b) A consent notice pursuant to Section 221 of the Resource Management 
Act 1991 is to be registered against the 21 undivided one-twenty first 
shares of Lot 100, requiring the landscaping and planting detailed within 
the report prepared by Mr. Peter Rough and attached to the application, 
relating to Lot 100 to be maintained in the described form. The consent 
notice is to be presented to the Council for its prior approval prior to 
certification pursuant to Section 224(c) of the Resource Management Act 
1991. 

1.7 "As Built" Plans 

The submission of "As Built" plans required to detail water reticulation, and 
any communal sewerage disposal systems in relation to this subdivision, shall 
be forwarded to the Queenstown Lakes District Council for their records. 

1.8 Easements 

Prior to certification pursuant to Section 223 of the Resource Management Act 
1991 all necessary easements in relation to services and access shall be duly 
created and reserved. 

1.9 Balance land 

That the balance of the land contained within Closeburn Station being 
Sections 1, 32, Part 5, 29, Block 6, Mid Wakatipu Survey District, Section 
1 and Part Section 5 SO 22364, and Part Run 707, Mid Wakatipu Survey 
District shall be held in one certificate of title. 

A covenant prohibiting any further subdivision of the balance land for a 
period of 50 years from the date of this decision shall be registered 
against the title referred to in condition 1.8(a) above. 

1.10 Management Company 

A Management Company shall be established for the purposes set out in 
the application and expressed at the hearing, and as set out in conditions 
1.10(b) - (c) below. 

Prior to the issuing of a certificate under section 224(c) of the Resource 
Management Act 1991 a Management Company shall be formed. The 
Management Company shall have 21 shareholders being the registered 
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proprietors of each of Lots 1 - 21. Ownership in the Company shall be 
compulsory for registered proprietors of each of Lots 1 - 21. 

(c) The Management Company shall be responsible for the following: 

The ongoing maintenance and funding for the maintenance of all 
roading within the subdivision, landscaping, water supply, sewage 
disposal, and maintenance of all Common Areas. Landscaping will 
be carried out in accordance with the plans presented with the 
application. 

The ongoing funding and maintenance of the Closeburn Station. 

1.11 Reserves Contribution 

That the applicant pay to the Council a reserves contribution of $138.21 being 
the value of 130 metres of land for each allotment created by this subdivision, 
based on a valuation of $0.045 per square metre. 

DECISION 2 : LAND USE 

The Wakatipu Resource Management Hearings Panel resolved that the application 
by JF Investments Limited for a land use consent to construct a dwelling and 
accessory buildings on each of the allotments authorised by Decision 1 of this 
decision (being a subdivision of Sections 1, 32, Part 5, 29, Block 6, Mid Wakatipu 
Survey District, Section 1 and Part Section 5 SO 22364, and Part Run 707, Mid 
Wakatipu Survey District) is granted pursuant to sections 104 and 105(2)(b) of the 
Resource Management Act 1991, subject to the following conditions imposed under 
section 108 of the Act: 

2.1 That this consent authorises the construction of one single dwelling unit and 
accessory buildings on each of allotments 1 - 21. Construction shall take place 
in accordance with conditions 2.2 - 2.4. 

2.2 Building Design and Appearance 

(a) Any building constructed under condition 2.1 shall be designed in 
accordance with design and architectural controls set out in the 

,k  architectural guidelines submitted with the_ application. The building 
forms and elements shall be designed to be sympathetic to the 
architectural theme of Closeburn Station. Design shall recognise the 
following forms and elements: sloping roofs of varying degrees to 
emulate the traditional roof forms of historic sheep station buildings, 
integration of a variety of forms of varying cladding and roofing lean-to 
roofs, timber sub floors, verandahs, glazing bars/timber windows, 
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loft/stable door, vertical slab/board and batten cladding, horizontal 
weatherboards, corrugated iron wall cladding, accentuated door hinges, 
gables, rusticated iron, corrugated water tanks, chimneys, dilapidated 
schist walls, ridge vents/lights, timber facings. 

The location and design of any building including the landscaping of any 
site shall be approved by the Council's District Planner (Administration) 
prior to any construction. 

Except in respect of condition 2.2(d) below, no dwelling on any site shall 
be greater in height than 7.0 metres above original ground level, and no 
accessory building shall be greater in height than 5.0 metres. Buildings 
should be one level with another level permissible within the roof space. 

Buildings shall generally be sited to fit within the landscape and not on 
top of the landscape. No building shall exceed the height of the hillscape 
immediately behind that site when viewed from any public place. No 
building shall be located within 2 metres of any boundary. 

The maximum building coverage for all activities on any residential site 
shall not exceed 35 percent of the site area. 

(1) External above ground cladding is to be either natural stone, plaster, 
natural timber and/or weatherboards, painted corrugated iron, sun dried 
clay bricks, recycled corrugated roof/wall cladding and uncoated timber 
shingles for roofs. 

External building colours are to be in accordance with Schedule of 
Colours within the Building Covenant. These are all to be in accordance 
with the Queenstown Lakes District Council's colour palette, attached to 
the Proposed District Plan advertised 10 October 1995. 

A Building Control Committee (as a sub committee of the Management 
Company established in fulfillment of condition 1.10 of this decision) 
comprised of the station architect and a minimum of 3 shareholders shall 
be appointed by the Management Company. 

(I) The Building Control Committee shall ensure all building works are 
designed in accordance with the design standards, station theme, and 
objectives of the station community, prior to any building plans being 
submitted to the Council for approval under condition 2.2(b) of this 
consent. Every such application shall be accompanied by a letter from 
the Building Control Committee confirming that any proposed building 
is in accordance with the standards, themes and objectives described 
above. 



14 

2.3 This consent shall lapse on the date seven years from the date of this decision. 

2.4 The Council may within three months of each anniversary of the date of this 
consent, in accordance with Section 129 of the Resource Management Act 
1991, serve notice on the consent holder of its intention to review the 
conditions of this consent (in terms of Section 128 of the Resource 
Management Act 1991) for the purpose of determining whether the conditions 
of this consent are adequate to deal with any adverse effect on the environment 
which may arise from the exercise of the consent and which it is appropriate to 
deal with at a later stage. 

5. 	Other Matters 

The allotments to be used for residential purposes within the subdivision do not have 
legal road frontage. The Council has resolved an exemption from legal road frontage 
pursuant to Section 321 of the Local Government Act 1974. This resolution is inherent in 
the consent to subdivide the land. 

The Council is responsible for the monitoring and enforcement of the consents issued in 
the above decisions. Please note that the consent holder will be required to meet the costs 
of monitoring. An initial deposit of $60.00 will be charged with further monitoring costs 
based on actual time costs. 

This resource consent is not a consent to build under the Building Act 1991. A consent 
under this Act must be obtained from the Building Department of the Queenstown Lakes 
District Council before construction can begin. 

Should you not be satisfied with the decision of the Council an appeal may be lodged 
with the Planning Tribunal, Justice Department, PO Box 5027, Lambton Quay, 
Wellington not later than fifteen (15) working days from the date this decision is 
received. 

Yours faithfully 

J B Edmonds 
Acting DISTRICT PLANNER 







File:RM970272 
H & B 2907304800 

Enforcement Officer 
Ops & Services 

14 April 1998 

J F Investments 
C/- Peter Ritchie 
Clark Fortune McDonald & Associates 
P 0 Box 553 
QUEENSTOWN 

Dear Sir 

DECISION OF QUEENSTOWN LAKES DISTRICT COUNCIL 

RESOURCE MANAGEMENT ACT 1991  

CLOSEBURN STATION - RM970272  

I refer to your application for a variation of subdivision consent, lodged pursuant to Section 
127 of the Resource Management Act 1991. This application was considered under delegated 
authority pursuant to Section 34 of the Resource Management Act 1991. 

The request for variation of consent relates to Condition 3(h) of Council's decision dated 1 
August 1997 which presently reads: 

"3h) Sewage shall be disposed of on site by way of appropriately designed 
multi chamber septic tanks as recommended by the Royds Consulting 
Report submitted with the application. Effluent from the multi 
chamber septic tanks shall be disposed of on site using a separate 
stand alone or combined soakage field area designed to meet the 
recommendations of the Royds Consulting Report." 

The applicant seeks to amend this condition as follows: 

3h) 	Sewage shall be disposed of on site by way of appropriately designed 
septic tanks. Effluent from the septic tanks shall be disposed of on 
site using a separate stand alone or combined soakage field area 
designed to meet the recommendations of the Royds Consulting 
Report which was submitted with the application. 

q970272.127/kirib/brucer 
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Decision 

The Council has agreed pursuant to Section 127(1)(b) of the Resource Management Act 1991 
that the variation for subdivision consent be granted. However, Council requires the wording 
of Condition 3(h) be further amended to read: 

3(h) Sewage shall be disposed of on site by way of appropriately designed septic 
tanks as detailed in the report submitted by Royds Consulting dated 8 
September 1997. Effluent from the septic tanks shall be disposed of on site 
using a separate stand alone or combined soakage field area designed to meet 
the recommendations of the Royds Consulting report which was submitted 
with the application. 

Reasons for Decision 

The applicant has submitted information from Montgomery Watson Ltd comparing the 
performances of multi-chamber septic tanks and a proposed alternative, single chamber tank 
and effluent screen. 

The Council agrees that the proposed single chamber is an appropriate alternative. As this 
method would be contrary to Condition 3(h) as it currently stands, Council has granted the 
variation of consent to allow the use of a single chamber tank and effluent screen. 

Other Matters 

The costs of processing the application are currently being assessed and you will be advised 
under separate cover whether further money is required or whether a refund is owing to you. 

Should you not be satisfied with the decision of the Council an appeal may be lodged with the 
Environment Court, Justice Department, P 0 Box 5027, Lambton Quay, Wellington not later 
than fifteen (15) workings days from the date this decision is received. 

If you have any inquiries please contact Bruce Richards on phone 0800 453 333. 

Yours faithfully 

J Edmonds 
DISTRICT PLANNER 

q970272.127/kirib/brucer 



File:P.M970272 
H & B 2907304800 

Enforcement Officer 
tps'Sz Services 

1 August 1997 

J F Investments 
C/- Peter Ritchie 
Clark Fortune McDonald & Associates 
P 0 Box 553 
QUEENSTOWN 

Dear Sir 

DECISION OF QUEENSTOWN LAKES DISTRICT  COUNCIL 

RESOURCE MANAGEMENT ACT 1991  

F INVESTMENTS- RM979272  

I refer to your application for subdivision consent, lodged pursuant to Section 88'  of  11).. 
Resource Management Act 1991 to relocate four rural residential allotments which ere 
approved under Resource Consent RM950829. This application was considered uncle; 
delegated authority pursuant to Section 34 of the Resource Management Act 1991. 

The subject site is located at Closeburn Station, and is legally described as Sections 1 and 3, 
SO 24165 (CT 18A/931). The site is zoned Rural B in the Transitional District Plarl, 
zoned Rural Uplands and Area of Landscape Importance in the Proposed District Plan. The 
subdivision is a non-complying activity in terms of both Plans. 

The application was considered on a non-notified basi:, In t&irris •of;  !k;ctio'n  94  o'11 ,tiii-
Management Act 1991 because the adverse effects on the environment of the activity for 
which consent is sought was considered to be minor. There are no persons considered to be 
adversely affected by this activity. 

Decision 

Subdivision Consent is granted in terms of Sections 104 and 105 of the Resohrct: 
Management Act 1991, subject to the following conditions imposed pursuant to Sections 10g 
and 220 of that Act: 

q970272/saram-brucer 



1 	All engineering works shall be carried out in accordance with the Queenstown Lakes 
District Council's policies and stariclards i . being New Zealand Standard 4404.1981 
with the amendments to that standard adopted on 1 June 1994, together with 
associated standards and Codes of - Practice to meet the acceptance of the Queenstown 
Lakes District Council's, Operations and Infrastructural Assets Manager. 

2 	That the subdivision proceeds in accordance with the plan of subdivisions subrniita 
with the application and any amendments required by the, conditions of this consent. 

3 	That prior to the commencement of any works on the subject land the consent holder 
shall provide to the Queenstown Lakes District Council for approvals, copies of 
specifications, calculations and design plans as is considered by the Council to be both 
necessary and adequate to detail the following engineering works required: 

The provision of an adequate potable domestic water supply complying with 
the requirements of the Drinking Water Standards of New Zealand (1995). 

The provision for a separate water supply connection to each of the allotments 
created by the subdivider. 

The water supply shall be adeqt1 ,:-_%‘. to ptovide a minimum snriply of  2,02. 
per person per day for each perSOn likely to be accommodated on each new 
allotment. This shall be calculated on a site density of 5 persOns'per 

Each allotment shall provide for a minimum water storage capacity of not less 
✓  than 23,000 litres which shall accommodate a minimum static fire fighting 

reserve of 14,000 litres at any one time. 

The storage tanks located on each allotment shall be buried into the grounc sc 
that the base is at least 1 metre below natural ground level. The exterior of the 
water tanks shall be painted Resene colour "Scrub" (British Standard 12B271. 

`/  The area surrounding each water tank is to be landscaped with native plant 
species from the list of plants contained in Appendix F of a report p;:..pa;cit-_, 
Peter Rough Landscape Architects (RM950829)' • o achieve 'a dense screen of 
vegetative cover around the tank area. 

If a water permit for the supply of w aver to the allotments is no, _ 1_4_1_i _ c %.1 IAA 

terms of the Resource Management Act 1991, then such a water supply is to ht: 
-,/  monitored in a manner and with consultation with the Queenstown I. ikk(  - 	/ 

District Council to determine the compliance with the Drinking W  ;tier \/ 
Standards for New Zealand (1995). Monthly monitoring is required for a 
community water supply. All monitoring shall be at the cost of thc consent 
holder. 

If a water permit in terms of the Resource Maragment Act 1 991  icqu'r 
for a community water supply source for the allotments, then evidence shall be 
produced to the Queenstown Lakes District Council prior to  any 
commencement of works on the site, or certification pursuant to Section 72 1  

q970272/saram-brucer 



of the Resource Management Act 1991, of a satisfactory water permit for such 
a water source. 

h) 	Sewage shall be disposed of on site by way of appropriately designed  multi 
chamber septic tanks as recommended by the Royds Consulting  Report 
submitted with the application. Effluent from the multi chamber septic  tanks 

V  shall be disposed of on site using a separate stand alone or combined  soakage 
field area designed to meet the recommendations of the Royds Consulting 
Report. 

Prior to any certification pursuant to Section 223 of the Resource Management 
Act 1991, the applicant shall provide evidence to the Queenstown  LILL 
District Council of satisfactory discharge permits in respect to any disposal 
fields which require such permits. 

4 	Prior to certification pursuant to Secti•ir: 22.1„,;)  of  the Resource 
1991 the applicant shall complete the following : 

a) 	All allotments within the subdivision which are intended for resi&ntial  u, 
V  shall be provided with an underground power and telephone connection. 

b) 	The following construction works shall be carried - out: 

The access formation within (the BP 1  1 ,-■ .:e Area) 	 'r 
4.0 metres in width and shall be forrned (metalled) to provide an all 
weather surface with adequate drainage being provided. 

The access shall provide a minimuni'df 4 .passmg payS, -oetween tae 
ventrance at the Queenstown-Glcnorehy .-Road to the junction-

access road leading to Lots 3, 15 and 100. 

The access shall be sealed for the first 40 metres length from  the 
vintersection with the Queenstown-Glenorchy Road. 

c) 	All landscape planting within the Balance Area detailed in the report  pr‘;,..,,, 
by Mr Peter Rough, attached to the application, shall be established on the  site. 

d) 	All landscape planting within Lot 100 detailed in the report prepared by Mr 
Peter Rough, attached to the application, shall be established on the site. 

c) 	That the applicant pay to the Council a reserves contribution of $138.21  being 
Ahe value of 130 metres of land for each allotment created by this subdivision, 

based on a valuation of $450.00 rer sauare Tretrt-.. 

Specific design proposals for the disposal of sewage from each allotment  shalt 
be approved by the Queenstown Lakes  District  Council's Manager  of 
Operations and !nfr-c .  • 1  

cirrA v 
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g) 	The submission of "As Built" plans required to detail water reticulation, and 
,/  any communal sewerage disposal systems in.relation to this subdivision, shad 

be forwarded to the Queenstown Lakes District Council for their. records. 

5 	The following condition shall be expressed on the survey plan: 

"That the balance of Certificate ofTitle,1841,93.2 hereon be held as 
undivided one-twenty-seventh (1127) shares by the owners of Lots'14; 
8-21 hereon as tenants in common in' the said shares, and that the 
balance of Certificate of Title 18,41931 hereon be; held as seven one 
twenty-seventh shares by the owner of Lot 100 hereon as a tenant in 
common and that individual certificates of title be issued in 
accordance therewith. (LRR 	) IP 

6 	✓  All necessary easements be duly granted or reserved. 

7 	A consent notice pursuant to Section 221 of the Resource Management Act  199' is fo 
be registered against the 21 undivided one- twenty first shares of the Balance Area. 
requiring the landscaping and planting detailed within'  'h  report pr.:pat-1;d 
Peter Rough and attached to the application, relating to the 'Balance Area to '  hP 
maintained in the described form. 

A consent notice pursuant to Section 221 of the Resource Management Act' 199 	to 
be registered against the owner of the seven undivided one- twenty SCA, C1Ith SI),;/  - i;S CI: 

Lot 100, requiring the landscaping and planting detailed within the report prepared by 
Mr. Peter Rough and attached to the application, relating to I of 10( to be r1aintr3 4  - 
in the described form. 

9 	A consent notice prohibiting any further subdivision of the balance land for  a IX ";r'; -  
z  of 50 years from the date of this decision shall be registered against the litlt 

to in Condition 11 below. 

10 	a) 	A Management Company shall be established for the plirposes set out in the 
application and expressed at the hearing, and as set out in conditions (b)-(e) 
below 

The Management Company shall have 27 shareholders being the registered 
proprietors of each of Lots 1 21 and Lot iOn with Lot 100 corogini ,i0 

v 

	

	shares. Ownership in the Company shall be compulsory for registered 
proprietors of each of Lots 1 - 21, and Lot 100. 

The Management CoMp 

(i) 
	

The ongoing maintenance and funding for the maintenance  of  ai 
roading within the subdivision; landscaping; -'vater  '  sum*, 
disposal, and maintenance of all ConainOtiAreaS.-' .LandkaPing'  wiil 
carried out in accordance with the plans presented with the applicator;,. 

q970272/saram-brucer 
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(ii)  ✓  The ongoing funding and maintenance of the Closeburn Station. 

11 	That the balance of the land contained within Closebuni Station being Sections 1, 32, 
Part 5, 29, Block 6, Mid Wakatipu Survey Disirict, 8eCtion 1 and Part Section 5 SO 
22364, and Part Run 707, Mid Wakatipu Survey District shall be held in one 
certificate of title. ;k- ■ -rf  s  • 

Reasons for Decision 

Consent for 21 allotments to be located on the subject site was granted 25 Octther 4996 
(RC950829). The adverse effects associated with the relocation of four lots within this 21 lot 
subdivision were considered to be no more than minor. The conditions associated with this 
consent were imposed in order to remain consistent with the 1996 decision. A number of 
amendments were required to the conditions of the 1996 decision to allow for the creation of 
Lot 100 and the new location of Lots 4, 5, 6 and 15. 

Other Matters 

The allotments to be used for residential purposes within the subdivision do not have legal 
road frontage. The Council has resolved an exemption from legal road frontage pursuant to 
Section 321 of the Local Government Act 1974. Th,e resolutian is inherent in t11:: 
subdivide the land. 

The lot numbers for the conditions of land use consent do not correlate with the lot num'  Cr. 
for conditions of this subdivision consent. Council invites the applicant to apply f: r 
variation of conditions pursuant to Section 127 of the Resource Management Act 199  . 
remedy this situation. 

This resource consent is not a consent to build under the Building Act 1991. ' .A cotnt 
this Act must be obtained from the Building Department before construction can begin. 

This resource consent must be exercised within two years from the date of this decision 
subject to the provisions of Section 125 of the Resource Mattagement Act 1991. 

The costs of processing the application are currently being assessed and you will be advised 
under separate cover whether further money is required or whether a refund is owing to you. 

Should you not be satisfied with the decision of the Council an objection may be lodged with 
the Council in writing setting out the reasons for the objection under Section 357 of thc 
Resource Management Act 1991 not later than 15 working daYS frotri'the date this is 

If you have any inquiries please contact Bruce Richards on phone 0800 453 333. 

Yours faithfully 

J Edmonds 
DISTRICT PLANNER 

q970272/saram-brucer 
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Appendix 2 

 

SNA overlay of Building Platforms 

Lot 19 Deposited Plan 26634 

  

 

Lot 4 Deposited Plan 26634 
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Lot 17 Deposited Plan 26634 

  

 

Lot 14 Deposited Plan 26634 

  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 


