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Upper Clutha hearing of submissions to the draft 2021-2031 Ten Year Plan 

Tuesday 11 May 2021 – To be held in the Armstrong Room, Lake Wānaka Centre, 89 
Ardmore Street, Wānaka 

Time Speaker/s Organisation Represented Page # 
9.00am Barry Bruce Wanaka Community Board 4 
9.05am Zella Downing Extinction Rebellion Queenstown Lakes 7 
9.10am Zella Downing 16 
9.15am David Barton 24 
9.20am David Brown Cochrane & Brown Ltd 31 
9.25am 
9.30am Judith Brown Cardrona Residents and Ratepayers Association 33 
9.35am Colleen Nisbet Aspiring Gymsports 35 
9.40am Philip Tremewan Southern Lakes Arts Festival Trust 42 
9.45am Simon Clegg 47 
9.50am Bronwyn Coers Wanaka Alcohol Group 49 
9.55am 
10.00am Kathy Dedo Alpine Community Development Trust 54 
10.05am Leigh Overton Central Otago Health Incorporated 61 
10.10am Loran Verpillot Te Kakano Aotearoa Trust 63 
10.15am Cherilyn Walthew Hawea Community Association 70 
10.20am Shirley Walthew Te Puna O Mata-au 83 
10.25am 
10.30am Nathan Weathington Albert Town Community Association 88 
10.35am Bernard Webster 92 
10.40am Pam Mcrae Friends of Pembroke Park 94 
10.45am John Wellington Upper Clutha Tracks Trust 98 
10.50am John Wellington 106 
10.55am 
11.00am 
11.05am Julia Langley 109 
11.10am Julie Perry WAI Wanaka 115 
11.15am Monique Kelly WAO Charitable Trust 126 
11.20am Mike Yates 142 
11.25am 
11.30am Philip Vincent Judge Luddle Limited 144 
11.35am Peter Sutherland Lakes District Accommodation Sector 146 
11.40am Jerry Rowley 150 
11.45am Meg Taylor 158 
11.50am Brenda Jessup Alpine Fencing Wanaka Ltd 165 
11.55am Mark Sinclair Wanaka Stakeholders Group Inc 167 

LUNCH BREAK 12.00PM – 12.30PM 
12.30pm Neville Harris 178 
12.35pm Megan Davies Hidden Hills Residents Association Inc 181 
12.40pm Alison Devlin Willowridge Developments Ltd 186 
12.45pm Tim Williams Universal Developments Ltd 192 
12.50pm Graham Dickson 197 
12.55pm 
1.00pm Terry Drayton 201 
1.05pm Mario Kiesow 203 
1.10pm Pavla Mertlik 205 
1.15pm Sarah Prenter 208 
1.20pm Northlake Investments Ltd 210 
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1.25pm 
1.30pm Katherine Germia 213 
1.35pm Peter Marshall 215 
1.40pm Gilbert Van Reenen 226 
1.45pm Bridget Legnavsky Climate Reference Group (CRG) 228 
1.50pm Peter Turner Cardrona Ltd 232 
1.55pm Sharon White Cardrona Camp Ltd 235 
2.00pm Cade Thornton Cardrona Hotel 237 
2.05pm 
2.10pm James Gardner-Hopkins Counsel for Cardrona Village Ltd 242 
2.15pm James Gardner-Hopkins Counsel for Cardrona Water Supply Ltd 247 
2.20pm 
2.25pm 
2.30pm Blyth Adams Cardrona Valley Residents and Ratepayers Society 252 
2.35pm Blyth Adams 257 

FINISH 2.40PM 



BRUCE Barry
Wanaka Community Board
Wanaka/Upper Clutha area

Q. Responding to Climate Change
Please tell us what you think of Council's response and your thoughts on prioritisation and 
funding:

Please tell us more about your response:

Please tell us more about your response:

Please tell us more about your response:

Please tell us more about your response:

Q. Please use this space to comment on the big issues or
any aspect of the draft Ten Year Plan:

Q. Please use this space to comment on the draft Policy on
Development Contributions:

Q. Please use this space to comment on the draft Policy on
Significance and Engagement:

Q. If you have a pre-prepared submission, you can upload it
below. 

Hearing: Ten Year Plan - Wanaka
Date: 11/05/2021 Time: 09:00
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Wanaka Community Board Submission - TYP 2021.docx

Please note that we can only accept .docx files.
Additional documents or PDF files can be emailed to letstalk@qldc.govt.nz
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DOWNING Zella
Wanaka/Upper Clutha area

Q. Responding to Climate Change
Please tell us what you think of Council's response and your thoughts on prioritisation and 
funding:

Please tell us more about your response:

Please tell us more about your response:

Please tell us more about your response:

Please tell us more about your response:

Q. Please use this space to comment on the big issues or
any aspect of the draft Ten Year Plan:

Q. Please use this space to comment on the draft Policy on
Development Contributions:

Q. Please use this space to comment on the draft Policy on
Significance and Engagement:

Q. If you have a pre-prepared submission, you can upload it
below.

Hearing: Ten Year Plan - Wanaka
Date: 11/05/2021 Time: 09:05

7



Zella Downing.docx

Please note that we can only accept .docx files.
Additional documents or PDF files can be emailed to letstalk@qldc.govt.nz
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DOWNING Zella
Extinction Rebellion Queenstown Lakes
Hawea

Q. Responding to Climate Change

See attached submission.

Please tell us what you think of Council's response and your thoughts on prioritisation and 
funding:

Q. Big Issue 1: Delivering safe and reliable 3 water services 
for our community
Neither / Neutral

See submission

Please tell us more about your response:

Q. Big Issue 2: Meeting the transport needs of our community 
and ensuring capacity and choice
Neither / Neutral

see submission

Please tell us more about your response:

Q. Big Issue 3: New Targeted Rate on Queenstown Town 
Centre properties
Neither / Neutral

see submission

Please tell us more about your response:

Q. Big Issue 4: Increasing User Fees and Charges
Neither / Neutral

Hearing: Ten Year Plan - Wanaka
Date: 11/05/2021 Time: 09:10
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see submission

Please tell us more about your response:

Q. Please use this space to comment on the big issues or 
any aspect of the draft Ten Year Plan:
See submission

Q. Please use this space to comment on the draft Policy on 
Development Contributions:
see submission

Q. Please use this space to comment on the draft Policy on 
Significance and Engagement:
see submission

Q. If you have a pre-prepared submission, you can upload it 
below. 

QLDC Ten Year Plan - XRQL Submission.docx

Please note that we can only accept .docx files.
Additional documents or PDF files can be emailed to letstalk@qldc.govt.nz
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BARTON David
Wanaka/Upper Clutha area

Q. Responding to Climate Change
Please tell us what you think of Council's response and your thoughts on prioritisation and 
funding:

Please tell us more about your response:

Please tell us more about your response:

Please tell us more about your response:

Please tell us more about your response:

Q. Please use this space to comment on the big issues or
any aspect of the draft Ten Year Plan:
PDF submission attached

Q. Please use this space to comment on the draft Policy on
Development Contributions:

Q. Please use this space to comment on the draft Policy on
Significance and Engagement:

Hearing: Ten Year Plan - Wanaka
Date: 11/05/2021 Time: 09:15
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QLDC Ten Year Plan 2021-2031  

Submission from David Barton 

 

Submitter’s details  
David Barton  
Email:  
Postal:  
“Do you wish to be heard?”: Yes, we do please.  

Summary  

A. Listen to your communities. QLDC must start genuinely putting its people first: the views and wishes 
of the communities you serve are paramount, and should be at the heart of council strategy.  

B. Re-set for sustainable growth. QLDC must urgently address the fundamental disconnect between 
Council’s stated aspirations and the actual investments and growth strategies planned.  

C. Establish and plan for realistic population growth rates. The community needs to see a clear set of 
data: historical figures (and sources), current figures and sources, and projected figures and sources. 
Data should separate resident numbers from visitor numbers, peak as well as average visitor figures and 
predicted growth rates for each. The same data should also be available specifically for the Wanaka 
Ward.  

D. Show real commitment to your climate emergency declaration and the urgent need for climate 
action. Council’s declaration of a Climate Emergency and the well documented and unequivocal 
concerns of the community around climate change should be built into the TYP as a core underlying 
principal and key consideration of all planning and budgeting.  

E. Airport strategy Plan B. Council must abandon its dual airport strategy to accelerate growth, especially 
tourism growth, in the Upper Clutha and request that QAC develop a Plan B to manage growth 
sustainably within existing airport constraints.  

F. Investment in Community Services and Facilities Capital Works does not meet the required outcomes 
(more housing choice, public transport & cycling & walking, sustainable tourism, well designed 
neighbourhoods and a diverse economy). It does not meet the community needs where it needs it 
most while being weighted disproportionately in terms of population and demographics 

A. Listen to your communities  

One of the most important and overriding statements we need to make is this: It’s time the Council started to 
put its people first.  

We, the communities of ratepayers and residents who live, work and play here are the people you are here to 
serve. The views and wishes of our communities are paramount and as a local government organisation you 
have a duty to engage in active listening: this includes real and effective consultation and a willingness to take 
feedback from the community and act on it in good faith.  

So our first message is this: when you do engage - make sure that you listen.  

As you know, our communities have a range of concerns - and a key theme underlying each of these concerns is 
that they feel that are simply not being listened to. We, along with many other community organisations 
representing the Upper Clutha community, are deeply frustrated by this. The Council appears to be squandering 
the opportunity for any re-set, ignoring advice from both our Minister of Tourism and the Parliamentary 
Commissioner for the Environment, the single minded focus is to return to pre-Covid levels of tourism activity.  
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Tomorrow’s tourism cannot be business as usual. This is not what our communities want.  

We frequently hear it’s “what’s best for the overall district” or “Wanaka needs to share the load”. The later 
statement made by a number of Queenstown Councillors is a staggering admission of failure. We certainly don't 
accept that we need to build another airport in Wanaka because Queenstowners don’t like the current 
immediate impacts on ZQN. That sort of broad stroke planning is not the way to build first class communities or 
first class tourist destinations. We are individual communities with individual goals and values. Council must 
listen to and respect that diversity. That is part charm of places like Wanaka or Glenorchy or Hawea or Makarora 
or Kingston.  

The section on Local Democracy in the TYP pages 147-156 is chiefly limited to describing our existing council 
structure. We note that the representation review process is currently underway and assume that the Upper 
Clutha is close to or at the threshold for being allocated another councillor. We support the addition of a fourth 
Wanaka Ward councillor.  

Recommendations:  

1. Council should review its consultation methods and how it treats community input and input from community 
organisations into planning. This will be absolutely necessary for QLDC to move from 48% of respondents in 
2020 who “are satisfied with the opportunities to have their say” to their target of 80% in all following years.  

2. The Local Democracy section of the TYP should reflect the representation review process currently underway. 
Given population growth in the Upper Clutha, a fourth Wanaka Ward councillor seat should be confirmed prior 
to the next election.  

B. Re-set for sustainable growth  

TYP year plan financial projections show that in spite of planned rates rises, bed tax levies, and a higher debt 
ceiling, the council is underfunded to deliver projects in transport, community facilities, waste management, 
sewage etc that are needed to move the region forward to a well planned, carbon neutral future by 2050. QLDC 
has yet to effectively address historic problems caused by pre Covid high growth, let alone be in a position to 
deal with significant future growth, especially if growth continues at anywhere near historic levels. And it is clear 
that the rate of population growth is likely to be higher than budgeted for in the TYP. This has concerning and 
costly implications for our district. Are we planning for a future we can’t afford?  

By 2031 QLDC is predicting a peak ratio of 2-1 visitors to local residents. Can ratepayers afford to pay for the 
infrastructural costs of ever increasing numbers of visitors on top of some of the highest levels of residential 
growth in the country?  

The TYP capex plan is remarkably tight in its proposed funding of Upper Clutha infrastructure projects, ranging 
from transport to community facilities to waste management, especially for the rapidly growing Hawea 
community. Council says it is reluctant to load rates further. But at the same time it is moving forward with a 
massively expensive dual airport strategy (estimate publicly stated by QAC CEO Colin Keel in on April 29thl 2019 
circa $400 million) for Wanaka airport. This is irresponsible.  

There is a fundamental disconnect between Council’s stated aspirations and the actual investments and 
growth strategies planned. The funding model is broken.  

It is within council’s power to address many of the drivers for unsustainable growth but the draft TYP and SP do 
not do so. The QAC/Council strategy to expand Queenstown Airport and develop a jet capable Wanaka Airport is 
a clear accelerator of growth for the district. Such a development would exacerbate our current infrastructure 
deficit and seriously undermine any attempt to reach our carbon neutral targets as outlined in the Carbon 
Emissions Roadmap. A sustainable policy for air services is vital to the economic and social wellbeing of the 
communities within the Queenstown Lakes.  

Recommendations:  

3. The priorities and budgets in the TYP should be seriously and significantly reworked to ensure that 
Council’s stated aspirations and the actual investments and growth strategies are aligned.  
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4. The proposed funding of Upper Clutha projects should be revisited to ensure that long overdue 
infrastructure needs are met, expenditure is appropriate to the real growth of the area and climate 
mitigation investment is fairly allocated.  

5. The QAC/Council strategy to expand Queenstown Airport and develop a jet capable airport at Wanaka 
Airport should be replaced by a new strategy which reflects the significant pressures our district faces, 
and also reflects the very clearly documented concerns of the community.  

6. Council should confirm that it is following the clear advice from both our Minister of Tourism and the 
Parliamentary Commissioner for the Environment, and then reflect that in its policies, plans, budgets 
and decision making.  

 
C. Establish and plan for realistic population growth rates  
There is a need for clarity and historical consistency in the rates of growth underlying both the draft plans. Both 
the TYP and the Draft Spatial Plan mention a variety of growth rates as their basis for planning. The TYP offers 
5.4% per annum as the combined growth in both visitor and resident numbers for the district, predicting an 
average day population of 85,372 by 2031. By 2031 the TYP predicts a peak day population of 144,782 visitors 
and residents, representing a combined growth rate of 3.5% per annum.  

The TYP Consultation Document (page 13) states "Over the past 30 years, the Queenstown Lakes has grown 
steadily from 15,000 residents to its current population of approximately 42,000". In fact it is not quite 30 years 
that StatsNZ has the figures for, from 14,800 residents in 1996 to 47,400 in 2020. But this represents an average 
growth rate of 5% per annum. Yet again QLDC don’t accept the figure of 47,400 - choosing DataVentures 43,377 
instead, which makes historical bench-marking difficult.  

The community needs clearly defined figures and sources, produced separately for resident and visitor 
populations, as well as separate and clearly defined population data for the Upper Clutha.  

Any comparison we can see between StatsNZ published growth rates since 1996 and the future population and 
tourism numbers assumed in the both the draft plans suggests that the figures used for both the Draft TYP and 
the Draft Spatial Plan are unrealistically low, - unless there is a fundamental shift by council in how it facilitates 
growth. Serious underestimation and under-provisioning for growth have been a historic feature of QLDC long 
term plans for decades and are a key underlying reason for the wide range of well documented problems that 
the region now faces with infrastructure, housing, debt etc.  

Recommendations:  

7. Council should publish clearly defined population data and sources, produced separately for resident 
and visitor populations across the district, as well as separate and clearly defined population data for 
the Wanaka Ward.. These should include sources.  

8. Projected future growth rates, both for residents and visitors, should include sources and reflect 
published historical figures and growth rates for the district, and should also be broken out to show 
Wanaka Ward numbers in all cases.  

9. Growth projections for QLDC strategy, planning and budgeting are critical and therefore their basis 
should be fully transparent.  

D. Where is the commitment to actioning climate emergency in the Upper Clutha?  

Specifically we see inadequate investment to reduce carbon emissions in the Upper Clutha and no commitment 
or planned mechanism to measure carbon emissions properly across projects and activities in the district. The 
work of the Climate Reference Group which has been in place since August 2020 should be feeding into the TYP 
and Spatial Plan process. The TYP refers to an “emissions roadmap prepared to achieve net zero 2050,” yet 
there are absolutely no references to any compliances with it and it remains unpublished.  

The community needs to see a copy of the road map referenced, and for this to inform all planned activities. 
Similarly, we understand that the Climate Action plan will not be finished until well after the adoption of either 
the TYP or Draft Spatial Plan, when it should be driver of strategy for both of these.  
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Transport accounts for our greatest source of carbon emissions in the district. Yet there is no holistic plan to 
develop active transport in the Upper Clutha, and a network operating plan is clearly needed. Transport is 
funded to $367,119,894 in the Wakatipu Ward versus $98,828,523 in the Wanaka Ward. We fully support the 
submission made by Bike Wanaka on the draft Ten Year Plan.  

Clearly the TYP is not informed by any substantive carbon policy work. There is no consideration of food waste 
collection, no measures envisioned for building waste and landfill reduction, no recommendations for 
developments to include climate mitigation measures or targets. Given the resolution passed in June 2019 
Declaring a Climate Emergency this is disappointing and irresponsible, and it will cost the community in terms of 
carbon emissions in the future (in fact Council has budgeted for future landfill emission costs). Despite broad 
aspirational statements, the actual policies and funding strategies present in both draft plans represent a failure 
to live up to Council’s stated commitment to climate emergency and a carbon neutral economy.  

In addition to the submissions we have made in this document, we fully support the submission made by Wao 
Charitable Trust on the Draft Ten Year Plan.  

Recommendations:  

10. Council’s declaration of a Climate Emergency and the concerns of the community around climate 
change should be built into the TYP as a core underlying principal and key consideration in all planning 
and budgeting.  

11. There should be far greater investment (both from a budget perspective and a planning perspective) in 
steps to dramatically reduce carbon emissions in our district.  

12. There should be clear and objective evaluation and reporting on the carbon emissions profile of all 
planned infrastructure projects and activities flowing from those projects.  

13. Assuming it has been finalised, as suggested, the emissions road map should be published and should be 
fully referenced in both the TYP and Draft Spatial Plan.  

14. The Climate Action Plan needs to be brought forward and given priority.  

E. Airport strategy plan B  

Given all of the above issues - a sustainable funding model, a sustainable climate model, a sustainable growth 
model, a sustainable tourism model, resounding community opposition - how can Council possibly be promoting 
a dual airport strategy to substantially accelerate growth, especially tourism growth, in the Upper Clutha.  

Over the last two years numerous studies and surveys have clearly demonstrated community desire to control 
or limit ongoing expansion of airports and visitor numbers into the district. This includes both QLDC’s own 
Quality of Life Surveys and the Impact Assessment report conducted by Martin Jenkins for QLDC. This has been 
echoed by our own membership and communicated very clearly by the residents associations of Hawea, 
Luggate, Albert Town, Mt Barker and Cardrona. All of this - data commissioned by Council as well as data 
delivered to Council by community organisations - has been ignored.  

Despite Council’s earlier talk of “reset” there appears to be no attempt to do anything other than facilitate 
unrestrained visitor growth. The QLDC itself is predicting that peak season visitor numbers will outnumber local 
residents by 2 to 1 by 2031. (page 23 TYP).  

Page 88 of the Spatial Plan states that the QAC has a “conceptual” dual airport vision for “the provision of 
capacity for connectivity into the region via both Wānaka and Queenstown Airports.” This strategy is not 
mentioned at all in the QAC section of the Draft TYP. Instead it simply includes the establishment of “a parallel 
noise committee for Wānaka Airport, in conjunction with QLDC” and a statement that “QAC will not plan for the 
introduction of wide-body jets at either Queenstown or Wānaka airports.”  

This appears very like dual jet airport strategy by stealth, rather than making it transparent in the plan for 
community input. It has been suggested by QLDC councillors in the past, and we fully agree, that QAC needs to 
develop a plan B for its airport strategy: one which allows it to live within its means, both financially and in 
terms of community and environmental license.  

Recommendations:  
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15. Council must abandon its current dual airport strategy to substantially accelerate growth, especially 
tourism growth, in the Upper Clutha.  

16. All decisions relating to both Queenstown and Wanaka Airports should represent the results of real and 
genuine consultation with the community. They should also take into account our local and national 
climate obligations.  

17. Council and QAC should develop a Plan B to achieve sustainable returns within the current constraints 
of Queenstown and Wanaka airports. For the Upper Clutha, this would be a strategy which makes the 
most of existing resources at Wanaka Airport, focusses on air transport links which do not involve 
building jet capability or jet infrastructure at Wanaka Airport, less than 60 kilometers from existing 
Queenstown Airport, and factors n the impact of carbon emissions.  

 

E. Community Services and Facilities spend does not meet required outcomes   

Page 65-72 of the LTP lists spending by area over the 10 year period. These are my initial comments having 
regard to the little time I had to review the numbers. I will do a more extensive analysis of the numbers to 
further back up my comments 

Point 1 - The spend does not take account of rapid growth in certain towns within each area such as Hawea 
(currently 1088 properties with the current SHA will add a further 480 potential properties i.e. 43% increase in 
properties and at least a further 1000 added to the population) 

Point 2 - The spend in certain areas is completely disproportionate both to the population and the 
demographics in those areas – it is grossly unfair and indicative of a bias to the perceived wealth of 
Queenstown. For example, buyers in a place like Hawea particularly the SHA will be 1st home buyers looking for 
affordable housing to raise their young families. The community spend for Hawea does not include playgrounds 
nor public transport into Wanaka for essential shopping and medical facilities. Instead they will have to use their 
cars and their emissions increase accordingly therefore ensuring we do not meet our climate emergency goals.  

Can you please explain the logic and justification behind such budgeting 

Can you also explain why a budget of $4.861m + has been set aside for a replacement Lake Hayes Pavilion Hall 
whose purpose is mainly as a wedding and function venue. I cannot see how you can justify such a spend when 
other areas need it more 

 Arrowtown Lake Hayes Hawea Total Pop QT/Wanaka 

Population 2031 2045 1248 1110 rising to 1590 due to 
SHA 

85,372 

% of total population 2.4% 1.46% 1.84%  

Community spend & 
facilities 2021-2031 

7,360,555 10,369,674 254,572 268,016,375 

% of total spend 2.75% 3.87% 0.09%  

Point 3 - The spend is not clearly aligned to the outcomes required set out in the Spatial plan (more housing 
choice, public transport & cycling & walking, sustainable tourism, well designed neighbourhoods and a diverse 
economy)  

Point 4 - The total 10 year spend in Queenstown compared to Wanaka is disproportionate to the population in 
the Wanaka (32% growing to 33%) compared to Queenstown (68% to 67%) – page 22, Vol 1, LTP 

Average day 2021 2031 2041 2051 

Wanaka 15,932 26,772 33,824 39,705 

Qtown 34,619 58,600 69,692 79,037 

Total 50,551 85,372 103,516 118,742 
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Wanaka 32% 31% 33% 33% 

Qtown 68% 69% 67% 67% 

Peak day 2021 2031 2041 2051 

Wanaka 33,140 49,033 61,672 72,248 

Qtown 69,209 95,749 115,136 131,467 

Total 102,349 144,782 176,808 203,715 

Wanaka 32% 34% 35% 35% 

Qtown 68% 66% 65% 65% 

Visitors only 2021 2031 2041 2051 

Wanaka 17,208 22,261 27,848 32,543 

Qtown 34,590 37,149 45,444 52,430 

Total 51,798 59,410 73,292 84,973 

Wanaka 33% 37% 38% 38% 

Qtown 67% 63% 62% 62% 

The number of Rating units is way less than required to cater for peak day usage. This statistic should be 
compared to other districts around the country to show how stretched our ratepayers are in order to pay for 
visitors. The tourist levy may help but this needs to be clearly shown so we can see how far our ratepayers rates 
go to service the peak usage. It may show that we cannot continue to subsidise our visitors, another reason to 
reduce our tourism goals   

 2021 2031 

Rating units 27,703 34,296 

Rating % 55% 40% 
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BROWN David
Cochrane&Brown Ltd
Wanaka/Upper Clutha area

Q. Responding to Climate Change

There does not seem to be any innovation, future proof thinking, or true open 
discussion with regards to alternative travel or transportation for arrivals to the district. 

The new Tarras Airport project whilst not in control of QLDC offers a chance to 
manage noise pollution, congestion, roading whilst offering an opportunity to rethink 
how people come to the district and connect to the various communities in and 
around.
The overriding feeling is that Queenstown Airport is a non-negotiable entity that must 
block any thinking that is not solely focused on the expansion of the airport capacity 
either in QNZ or Wanaka. 
A new Carbon Neutral airport with carbon-neutral transportation, high-speed rail, 
electric buses, etc that shuttle arrivals to the final destination to a peaceful town 
would be a start.

Please tell us what you think of Council's response and your thoughts on prioritisation and 
funding:

Q. Big Issue 1: Delivering safe and reliable 3 water services 
for our community
I support OPTION ONE: Complete the Water Treatment Programme as outlined in the 
plan (by 2024)

Why is the threat of rates increase there?
We should be getting safe drinking water as a priority and not delayed due to lack of 
investment or fiscal management in the past or currently.

Please tell us more about your response:

Q. Big Issue 2: Meeting the transport needs of our community 
and ensuring capacity and choice
I support OPTION ONE: Council confirms the prioritisation and funding or non-funding 
of transport projects as outlined

Again the rates and cost to residents are going up anyway.

Please tell us more about your response:

Hearing: Ten Year Plan - Wanaka
Date: 11/05/2021 Time: 09:20
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Q. Big Issue 3: New Targeted Rate on Queenstown Town 
Centre properties
Neither / Neutral

You are never going to fix the traffic issues in Queenstown as the zoning and over-
development as well as visitors will overwhelm the geographical restrictions.

Please tell us more about your response:

Q. Big Issue 4: Increasing User Fees and Charges
Neither / Neutral

Solid Waste increase more than resource consents?
There is an answer to the problem of over-development and climate change.

Please tell us more about your response:

Q. Please use this space to comment on the big issues or 
any aspect of the draft Ten Year Plan:
The assumption that people will want to relocate to an area with poor infrastructure, 
health services, governance, and leadership is driving a misdirected plan.
The Queenstown bubble has burst and with such geographical constraints when will 
enough be enough. It is devalued and has the potential to become a has-been 
resort town that faded away due to bed planning, over-development, and self-
interested leadership.

Q. Please use this space to comment on the draft Policy on 
Development Contributions:

Q. Please use this space to comment on the draft Policy on 
Significance and Engagement:
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BROWN Judith
Cardrona Residents and Ratepayers Association
Wanaka/Upper Clutha area

Q. Responding to Climate Change

The focus of this submission is to oppose the Council's unnecessary investment in the 
Cardrona Water Scheme

Please tell us what you think of Council's response and your thoughts on prioritisation and 
funding:

Q. Big Issue 1: Delivering safe and reliable 3 water services 
for our community
Neither / Neutral

The focus of this submission is to oppose the Council's unnecessary investment in the 
Cardrona Water Scheme

Please tell us more about your response:

Q. Big Issue 2: Meeting the transport needs of our community 
and ensuring capacity and choice
Neither / Neutral

The focus of this submission is to oppose the Council's unnecessary investment in the 
Cardrona Water Scheme

Please tell us more about your response:

Q. Big Issue 3: New Targeted Rate on Queenstown Town 
Centre properties
Neither / Neutral

The focus of this submission is to oppose the Council's unnecessary investment in the 
Cardrona Water Scheme

Please tell us more about your response:

Hearing: Ten Year Plan - Wanaka
Date: 11/05/2021 Time: 09:30
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Q. Big Issue 4: Increasing User Fees and Charges
Neither / Neutral

The focus of this submission is to oppose the Council's unnecessary investment in the 
Cardrona Water Scheme

Please tell us more about your response:

Q. Please use this space to comment on the big issues or 
any aspect of the draft Ten Year Plan:
The Council has presented its investment in a new water treatment plant at 
Cardrona as a decision that it has already made. This is misleading, as the Council 
has specifically deferred that decision to await the outcome of the LTP process. The 
cost is stated in most places at $8.1M, but a further cost 10 years from now is also 
given of $11.5M; ie amounting to $19.6M. Funding remains unclear as it is stated at 
one point as being from rates, and at another point from development contributions. 
In neither case does the LTP disclose what the targeted rates, connection charges, or 
development contributions will be.

See attached

Q. Please use this space to comment on the draft Policy on 
Development Contributions:
The DC policy identifies costs beyond $8.1M, with nearly $14M costs identified for 
Water Supply headworks, and $2.5M for pipeline works. It also fails to identify what 
development contribution is to be levied in new development at Cardrona (nor are 
targeted rates or connection charges identified).
This makes it impossible for developers/ ratepayers to understand the costs of the 
scheme to them. If those affected cannot understand this, then they cannot provide 
meaningful feedback and the LTP process is fundamentally flawed.

Q. Please use this space to comment on the draft Policy on 
Significance and Engagement:
N/A
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NISBET Colleen
Aspiring Gymsports
Wanaka/Upper Clutha area

Q. Responding to Climate Change

Please re-prioritize active transport funding in Wanaka. Create a cycling town not a 
car town and reduce emissions from quick trips naturally

Please tell us what you think of Council's response and your thoughts on prioritisation and 
funding:

Q. Big Issue 1: Delivering safe and reliable 3 water services 
for our community
Neither / Neutral

Please tell us more about your response:

Q. Big Issue 2: Meeting the transport needs of our community 
and ensuring capacity and choice
I support OPTION TWO: Council reconsiders prioritisation and funding or non-funding 
of one or more transport projects

Prioritize Active Transport Wanaka - do not defer funding and start ASAP on 
completing a bike network

Please tell us more about your response:

Q. Big Issue 3: New Targeted Rate on Queenstown Town 
Centre properties
Neither / Neutral

Please tell us more about your response:

Hearing: Ten Year Plan - Wanaka
Date: 11/05/2021 Time: 09:35
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Q. Big Issue 4: Increasing User Fees and Charges
Neither / Neutral

Please tell us more about your response:

Q. Please use this space to comment on the big issues or 
any aspect of the draft Ten Year Plan:
Re-prioritise Wanaka's share of the Community Facilities Budget (33/66) and help fix 
Wanaka's immediate need for expanded indoor sports facilities. eg $61m on QEC 
Redevelopment vs $1.6m on a new little pool in Wanaka isn't fixing a few things in the 
short term.  And $24m on more soccer and rugby fields isn't going to fix our growing 
Youth Short term lack of indoor facilities.

I support Aspiring Gymsports proposal for a larger indoor Youth Community & Sports 
Hub - please help find a solution and include it in the budget.  
https://aspiringgymsports.co.nz/qldc-submission?fbclid=IwAR2MZg-
Z9judN7ephoZ9tQeQHtuJqgDOSPEC0qKOSoIqX-KhdcsBbCjFZ1Y

Q. Please use this space to comment on the draft Policy on 
Development Contributions:
None

Q. Please use this space to comment on the draft Policy on 
Significance and Engagement:
None

Q. If you have a pre-prepared submission, you can upload it 
below. 

ASG Submission_10 Year Plan 12 April 2021_Julie_Final.docx

Please note that we can only accept .docx files.
Additional documents or PDF files can be emailed to letstalk@qldc.govt.nz

36



37



38



39



40



41



TREMEWAN Philip
Southern Lakes Arts Festival Trust.
Wanaka/Upper Clutha area

Q. Responding to Climate Change
Please tell us what you think of Council's response and your thoughts on prioritisation and 
funding:

Please tell us more about your response:

Please tell us more about your response:

Please tell us more about your response:

Please tell us more about your response:

Q. Please use this space to comment on the big issues or 
any aspect of the draft Ten Year Plan:
PDF submission attached

Q. Please use this space to comment on the draft Policy on 
Development Contributions:

Q. Please use this space to comment on the draft Policy on 
Significance and Engagement:

Hearing: Ten Year Plan - Wanaka
Date: 11/05/2021 Time: 09:40
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12 April 2021 
 
Submission from Southern Lakes Arts Festival Trust / Festival of Colour 
 
On the QLDC Ten Year Plan  
 
Note that we do wish to speak to this submission 
 
 
PERFORMING ARTS CENTRE – TWO FOR THE PRICE OF ONE 
 
We are delighted to see that you have set aside $52 million for a performing arts centre. 
 
Initially, we were disappointed that instead of building this key facility in the town which has 
a powerful track record in the performing arts, you are planning to build it in Queenstown. 
 
But then we realized that this funding is easily sufficient to give us two performing arts 
centers – one for Queenstown and one for the performing arts town of Wanaka. 
 
Wānaka, has a strong art focus with a well-established and very popular arts festival, the 
Festival of Colour (with a high national profile) and with strong linkages to the major 
national performing arts companies like the NZ Symphony Orchestra and the Royal NZ 
Ballet.  Both these companies together with larger scale theatre, musical theatre, dance and 
music need a proper professional performing arts centre. 
 
We base our proposal on the new ASB Theatre in Blenheim – in our view a more 
appropriate and far more recent model than Baycourt in Tauranga. The Blenheim 
performing arts centre has all the required components: 

• A large theatre (701 seats) with fly-tower 
• A black box theatre  
• A foyer for receptions and exhibitions 
• A meeting room 
• Dressing rooms  
• An office 

 
The total cost was $27million.   
 
The Blenheim centre was in turn based on the Ashburton Trust Event Centre which cost 
back in the day just $13 million.   
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Note that a good amount of the Blenheim cost was in strengthening the foundations 
because it is close to a stream.  So $26 million for both Wānaka and Queenstown will see 
two performing arts centers built and should either town want special features, than they 
can each easily fundraise themselves for that.   

Check out the pictures and information on the Blenheim centre: 

http://www.asbtheatre.com/venue/ASB-theatre/ 

 
The Festival 
 
The first Festival of Colour was in 2005 and we have just successfully completed our ninth 
festival.  Next year will see our fourth Aspiring Conversations weekend which we run in 
alternate years.   
 
The week long arts festival pulls in large audiences – both from the region and visitors.  We 
regularly have well over 9,000 tickets sold. 
 
But we are hampered by the spaces available.  We bring in a special venue for music and 
conversations – the Pacific Crystal Palace.  We present small scale shows in our regional 
halls like the Hawea Flat Hall.  The Lake Wanaka Centre is a struggle for any professional 
performance and simply is too limited and too small for large scale shows.   
 
We need a professional performing arts centre for popular circus shows, for the full 
symphony orchestra, the full ballet company, for musical theatre and opera with large sets.   
 
Such a centre would be a magnet for major touring productions during the year, for large-
scale community productions and for conferences and events.  Conferences and events 
would provide additional needed economic benefits to the Queenstown Lakes district. 
 
 
The growth of Wanaka Education 
 
When we began our festival in 2005, there were 500 students at the high school.  Now Mt 
Aspiring College has a roll of 1200 and new buildings are going up to accommodate 2,000 
students.  The old primary school of 2005 has been replaced by a much larger new school; 
and no sooner was it built than a second one was commissioned and opened last year. 
 
This towns schooling requirement is growing rapidly and needs investment in art 
infrastructure. 
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Cultural planning 

Three Lakes Cultural Trust have presented a draft Strategy for Arts and Culture (2020).   

They identify the need for “purpose-built cultural infrastructure, focussing on: dedicated 
and flexible presenting venue(s) for performing arts and music.”  And developing venues for 
mid to large scale performing arts shows.  

“THE FOLLOWING GAPS HAVE BEEN IDENTIFIED IN THE CURRENT BUILT CULTURAL 
INFRASTRUCTURE PROVISION IN THE DISTRICT THAT ARE DEEMED AS A BARRIER FOR THE FUTURE 
GROWTH OF THE CULTURAL SECTOR:  

• A flexible multi-purpose community arts space (hub) to host community groups and events as 
well as professional touring productions;  

• Performance spaces suitable for dance (wings, sprung floor), unamplified music (appropriate 
acoustics, sight-lines) and drama (flying, sight lines, etc.)”  

The key components of the Wānaka Performing Arts Centre 
 
For Wānaka the key components are 

§ a professional theatre with a fly-tower, and with at least 600 seats (the minimum 
size for larger touring shows to break even.  

§ a black box flexi-theatre, seating up to 150 
§ a foyer large enough for receptions and exhibitions 
§ a meeting room (like the Armstrong Room in the Lake Wānaka Centre) 
§ enough changing rooms for 40 plus performers, or for up to 150 kids 

participating e.g. in dance competitions 
§ a loading dock that opens directly from backstage and allows for large trucks like 

the orchestra truck, to back up and unload. 
 
We would definitely like to speak to this submission. 
 
King regards, 
 
Alistair King       Philip Tremewan 

 
Trust Chair       Festival Director 

    t  
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Appendix 1 – Otago Daily Times 18 April 2021 
 
https://www.odt.co.nz/regions/wanaka/performing-arts-centre-called 
 
The outgoing Festival of Colour director is calling for a performing arts centre in Wanaka so large 
theatre shows can be part of future events. 
Philip Tremewan (72) has programmed every Festival of Colour arts festival, as well as the off-year 
Aspiring Conversations ideas festival, since 2005. 

He said circuses, operas, and big dance shows could have been on the programme if he was not 
"constrained" by the size of the main venue. 

"The festival cannot bring in big shows at the moment and we cannot bring in any circus shows 
because they would knock their heads on the ceiling of the Lake Wanaka Centre." 

Mr Tremewan said the next step up for Wanaka was a performing arts centre, and he would be 
making a submission to the Queenstown Lakes District Council’s 10-year plan on the issue. 

"As I read it they have set aside $52million for an arts centre in Queenstown, so we are going to say 
to them Blenheim built a centre for $27million which has big big theatre, fly tower and a black box 
theatre. 

"Why don’t you split that $52 million and give half to Wanaka and half to Queenstown that would 
give Wanaka exactly what it needs." 
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CLEGG Simon
Wanaka/Upper Clutha area

Q. Responding to Climate Change

The focus of the submission is to oppose the councils unnecessary investment in the 
Cardrona water scheme

Please tell us what you think of Council's response and your thoughts on prioritisation and 
funding:

Q. Big Issue 1: Delivering safe and reliable 3 water services 
for our community
Neither / Neutral

The focus of the submission is to oppose the councils unnecessary investment in the 
Cardrona water scheme

Please tell us more about your response:

Q. Big Issue 2: Meeting the transport needs of our community 
and ensuring capacity and choice
Neither / Neutral

The focus of the submission is to oppose the councils unnecessary investment in the 
Cardrona water scheme

Please tell us more about your response:

Q. Big Issue 3: New Targeted Rate on Queenstown Town 
Centre properties
Neither / Neutral

The focus of the submission is to oppose the councils unnecessary investment in the 
Cardrona water scheme

Please tell us more about your response:

Q. Big Issue 4: Increasing User Fees and Charges
Neither / Neutral

Hearing: Ten Year Plan - Wanaka
Date: 11/05/2021 Time: 09:45
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The focus of the submission is to oppose the councils unnecessary investment in the 
Cardrona water scheme

Please tell us more about your response:

Q. Please use this space to comment on the big issues or 
any aspect of the draft Ten Year Plan:
The Council has presented its investment in a new water treatment plant at 
Cardrona as a decision that it has already made. This is misleading, as the Council 
has specifically deferred that decision to await the outcome of the LTP process. The 
cost is stated in most places at $8.1M, but a further cost 10 years from now is also 
given of $11.5M; ie amounting to $19.6M. Funding remains unclear as it is stated at 
one point as being from rates, and at another point from development contributions. 
In neither case does the LTP disclose what the targeted rates, connection charges, or 
development contributions will be.

Q. Please use this space to comment on the draft Policy on 
Development Contributions:
The DC policy identifies costs beyond $8.1M, with nearly $14M costs identified for 
Water Supply headworks, and $2.5M for pipeline works. It also fails to identify what 
development contribution is to be levied in new development at Cardrona (nor are 
targeted rates or connection charges identified).
This makes it impossible for developers/ ratepayers to understand the costs of the 
scheme to them. If those affected cannot understand this, then they cannot provide 
meaningful feedback and the LTP process is fundamentally flawed.

Q. Please use this space to comment on the draft Policy on 
Significance and Engagement:
N/A
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COERS Bronwyn
Wanaka Alcohol Group
Wanaka/Upper Clutha area

Q. Responding to Climate Change
Please tell us what you think of Council's response and your thoughts on prioritisation and 
funding:

Please tell us more about your response:

Please tell us more about your response:

Please tell us more about your response:

Please tell us more about your response:

Q. Please use this space to comment on the big issues or 
any aspect of the draft Ten Year Plan:

Q. Please use this space to comment on the draft Policy on 
Development Contributions:

Q. Please use this space to comment on the draft Policy on 
Significance and Engagement:

Q. If you have a pre-prepared submission, you can upload it 
below. 

Hearing: Ten Year Plan - Wanaka
Date: 11/05/2021 Time: 09:50
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QLDC 2021-2031 TEN YEAR PLAN  HE MAHERE KAHURUTAKA Submission April 2021 
.docx

Please note that we can only accept .docx files.
Additional documents or PDF files can be emailed to letstalk@qldc.govt.nz
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DEDO Kathy
Alpine Community Development Trust
Wanaka/Upper Clutha area

Q. Responding to Climate Change
Please tell us what you think of Council's response and your thoughts on prioritisation and 
funding:

Please tell us more about your response:

Please tell us more about your response:

Please tell us more about your response:

Please tell us more about your response:

Q. Please use this space to comment on the big issues or
any aspect of the draft Ten Year Plan:

Q. Please use this space to comment on the draft Policy on
Development Contributions:

Q. Please use this space to comment on the draft Policy on
Significance and Engagement:

Q. If you have a pre-prepared submission, you can upload it
below. 

Hearing: Ten Year Plan - Wanaka
Date: 11/05/2021 Time: 10:00
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2021-31 QLDC Long Term Plan submission - ACDT - final 2021.04.19.docx

Please note that we can only accept .docx files.
Additional documents or PDF files can be emailed to letstalk@qldc.govt.nz
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OVERTON Leigh
Central Otago Health Incorporated
Wanaka/Upper Clutha area

Q. Responding to Climate Change
Please tell us what you think of Council's response and your thoughts on prioritisation and 
funding:

Please tell us more about your response:

Please tell us more about your response:

Please tell us more about your response:

Please tell us more about your response:

Q. Please use this space to comment on the big issues or 
any aspect of the draft Ten Year Plan:

Q. Please use this space to comment on the draft Policy on 
Development Contributions:

Q. Please use this space to comment on the draft Policy on 
Significance and Engagement:

Q. If you have a pre-prepared submission, you can upload it 
below. 

Hearing: Ten Year Plan - Wanaka
Date: 11/05/2021 Time: 10:05
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Leigh Overton submission for Central Otago Health Incorporated.docx

Please note that we can only accept .docx files.
Additional documents or PDF files can be emailed to letstalk@qldc.govt.nz
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VERPILLOT Loran
Te Kakano Aotearoa Trust
Wanaka/Upper Clutha area

Q. Responding to Climate Change
Please tell us what you think of Council's response and your thoughts on prioritisation and 
funding:

Q. Big Issue 1: Delivering safe and reliable 3 water services 
for our community
I support OPTION ONE: Complete the Water Treatment Programme as outlined in the 
plan (by 2024)

As an environmental group, we support future proofing three waters infrastructure. 
Ensuring water quality will help to enable the success of our habitat restoration 
activities, in particular at riparian sites, and in turn, the ability of our restoration 
initiatives to increase biodiversity and offset the effects of climate change.

Please tell us more about your response:

Q. Big Issue 2: Meeting the transport needs of our community 
and ensuring capacity and choice
Neither / Neutral

Te Kakano supports investment in transport that will reduce the carbon emissions of 
QLDC. We consider that more commitment is imperative to support walking, e-
scooters, cycling, etc, greater access to public transport, and a move to prioritising 
electric vehicles.

Please tell us more about your response:

Q. Big Issue 3: New Targeted Rate on Queenstown Town 
Centre properties
Neither / Neutral

Hearing: Ten Year Plan - Wanaka
Date: 11/05/2021 Time: 10:10
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This issue does not affect or apply to our organisation.  As a charitable trust, it is 
appropriate for us to be neutral about this issue.

Please tell us more about your response:

Q. Big Issue 4: Increasing User Fees and Charges
Neither / Neutral

Our organisation is not affected by Council's fees & charges.

Please tell us more about your response:

Q. Please use this space to comment on the big issues or 
any aspect of the draft Ten Year Plan:
We would like to emphasise the importance of supporting community groups that 
are helping to reach Council's goals, approving the amenity value and overall district 
wellbeing.

Q. Please use this space to comment on the draft Policy on 
Development Contributions:
This policy does not affect or apply to our organisation.  As a charitable trust, it is 
appropriate for us to be neutral about this issue.

Q. Please use this space to comment on the draft Policy on 
Significance and Engagement:
Te Kakano supports the minor amendments proposed for this draft policy to include 
climate change and mana whenua as considerations for significance change 
objectives.

Q. If you have a pre-prepared submission, you can upload it 
below. 

TK_grant_application_TYP.docx

Please note that we can only accept .docx files.
Additional documents or PDF files can be emailed to letstalk@qldc.govt.nz
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WALTHEW Cherilyn
Hawea Community Association
Hawea

Q. Responding to Climate Change
Please tell us what you think of Council's response and your thoughts on prioritisation and 
funding:

Please tell us more about your response:

Please tell us more about your response:

Please tell us more about your response:

Please tell us more about your response:

Q. Please use this space to comment on the big issues or 
any aspect of the draft Ten Year Plan:
PDF submission attached

Q. Please use this space to comment on the draft Policy on 
Development Contributions:
PDF submission attached

Q. Please use this space to comment on the draft Policy on 
Significance and Engagement:

Hearing: Ten Year Plan - Wanaka
Date: 11/05/2021 Time: 10:15
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19th April 2021 

 
On behalf of - Hāwea Community Association Inc  
 
By Cherilyn Walthew – Chair 
 

 
 
Submission to QLDC - 2021 – Ten Year Plan 
 
We would like to speak at the hearing regarding:  

• Ten Year Plan 

• Significance and Engagement Policy 

• Draft Policy on Development Contributions 
 

 
 

Overview of the Hāwea Community Association Inc. (HCA)  
 

• The Hāwea Community Association represents the residents of the Hāwea 
District including the Lake Hāwea town settlement, residents through to The 
Neck (Manuhaea), John Creek, Hāwea Flat and Maungawera.  

• The population is the second largest settlement in the Upper Clutha/Mata-
au. 

• The HCA holds regular Public Meetings to consult with the residents three 
times a year in January, May, and October. 

• Executive committee meetings are consistently held on the third Tuesday of 
the Month and QLDC are well represented at these meetings with delegates 
including a QLDC elected member (Niamh Shaw), a WCB elected member 
(Jude Battson) and a Council Corporate representative (Jess Garrett).  

 
1. Introduction 

 
1.1. From the QLDC website; https://www.qldc.govt.nz/your-council/our-vision-

mission/climate-action-plan  
1.1.1. “According to the 2018 Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change 

(IPCC) Special Report, we have less than a decade to act until the effects 
of climate change are irreversible. Now is the time to stop talking about 
climate change and to start taking climate action.” 

1.1.2. “As a Council, we’ve embarked on a journey towards a major 
organisational behaviour shift which will lead the way for residents and 
business communities. Part of this means ensuring climate change 
considerations are reflected in decision making, policy setting, projects 
and service delivery.” 

1.2. From the Mayor’s introduction to the Ten-Year Plan: (Consultation Doc p3) 
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1.2.1. “It would be short sighted and indeed irresponsible not to continue to 

plan for and invest in growing well in our district but we can and must 
begin to think about and do things differently…” 

1.3. The Hāwea Community Association would like to start by acknowledging the 
challenges experienced right across the globe over the last 12+ months and 
recognise some of the limitations this has placed on Council’s ability to proceed, 
or not, with plans already set out in previous reviews. However, as a community 
we feel this current proposal is unambitious and insufficient for the needs of our 
people. 

1.4. With the change in trading conditions foisted upon us, we can now see 
alternative opportunities as both a district and a community to re-invent the way 
in which we sell and utilise our precious resources as a world-famous 
destination. 

1.5. What is outlined in this proposal appears to be “business as usual” and feels at 
odds with our communities’ desires to re-invent ourselves in a more sustainable 
manner, in line with the objectives of climate change aspirations.  

1.6. Changing to a “green economy” could provide visitor opportunities that work in 
tandem with our way of life and provide much needed respect for our district. 

1.7. It is noted that infrastructure projects around the three waters are essential to 
the healthy and ecological development of our settlements however, we would 
question some aspects of the roading infrastructure projects outlined in the 
current proposal. These appear to be in direct conflict with the aspirations set 
out on the Council’s own website, in relation to the Climate Action Plan.  

1.8. We thank the QLDC for addressing the long outstanding issue around a second 
drinking water reservoir and acknowledge the investment to find a temporary 
solution for the Hāwea wastewater treatment which has been non-compliant 
since 2012. We note however that on page 18 of Vol 2 of the TYP, there is 
reference to $13 million being planned for the Hāwea wastewater treatment 
plant upgrade, but in a number of other references the total budget is $26.1 
million. See for example the table on TYP Vol 2 page 57. We suggest that this 
difference on page 18 be corrected. 

1.9. Landfill - Vol 2, pg. 156 mentions that the Council is required to monitor and 
rehabilitate its disused landfill sites at Hāwea. Where are these and should they 
not be mapped in the document? 

1.10. The news that a water bore will be installed at the Hāwea Domain is fantastic 
and will make this space a more usable area for the Community which was 
showcased during the 2019 Goldfields Cavalcade. Unfortunately, due to 
bureaucracy around the submission and obtaining of resource consents for the 
planning of such an event, we are unlikely to see this particular organisation back 
in the QLDC district. The feedback from the Goldfields committee was that 
planning events with Councils had proved a much easier task than with QLDC. 
This is something the Council should investigate if it is wanting our communities 
outside of Queenstown to also benefit from large events. Especially community 
driven events. This particular event was not consented by QLDC until hours 
before it needed to be in place and this was despite the consent application 
being driven by a competent and at the time, member of the Wanaka 
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Community Board. It generated over $50,000 in funds which was shared 
between our local community groups but very nearly didn’t happen! 

1.11. The HCA has continued to benefit from the Community Grants and thank the 
Council for the funds that help support volunteer initiatives and beautification 
projects in our community. We intend to continue to apply for this annual $5,000 
grant however, we also note the value of this grant has not increased since it was 
introduced. 

1.12. In addition to the lack of aspiration shown by our Council in this LTP, we would 
question the distribution of funds that have been allocated to the Upper Clutha 
region when reviewed against the actual population numbers. The breakdown of 
population for the region is 67%/33% in favour of Whakatipu whereas, funding 
appears to have an 87%/13% breakdown in favour of Whakatipu.  

1.13. We believe that the justification for some of the larger projects in this proposal 
would do nothing to either further our aspiration of climate change reduction or 
indeed help drive change in the way we manage our tourism industry and way of 
life, which is imperative, if we wish to meet our climate action targets. 

1.14. In short, the proposal presented to the public for comment has little that would 
support the reduction of the carbon footprint in the Upper Clutha/Mata-au 
region or, insure we promote ‘thriving people”. 

 
2. TYP Proposal 

 
2.1. Vol 1 of the draft Plan states: 

2.1.1. “The communities’ Vision Beyond 2050, including the vision 
statements of Zero Carbon Communities | Parakore Hapori and 
Deafening Dawn Chorus | Waraki, has never been more relevant nor 
more essential. Planning for our generations to come is one of the most 
productive and critical things we can do.” (p6) 

2.2. It is felt that the draft LTP appears to retrospectively apply the “vision” to our 
existing activities with the result of continuing with the “business as usual” 
theme. This is out of kilter with our own Community’s aspirations let alone those 
of the wider district with the obvious exception being those people and 
businesses (predominantly but not exclusively based in Whakatipu) who would 
directly benefit from the “business as usual” policy. This adherence to “business 
as usual” policies will ultimately fail to produce any positive, tangible results for 
our wider communities as per the two examples below.  

2.2.1. Deafening Dawn Chorus (Our ecosystems flourish and are predator 
free under Kaitiakitanga) 

2.2.2. The issues of concern are evident in “Deafening dawn chorus”. This 
vision is clearly retrofitted. For example, stormwater management, 
resource consents, water supply. While in theory there may be 
alignments with these activities they are at best tenuous.  

2.2.3. We do not believe most of the District has a “deafening dawn 
chorus”. Many residents do not hear a dawn chorus at all, let alone a 
deafening one.  
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2.2.4. For example, mechanisms via resource consent to maintain existing 

vegetation will not be sufficient to maintain existing birds in the absence 
of predator control. 

2.2.5. In the absence of a plan to enhance our biodiversity the District will 
never have deafening dawn chorus.  

2.2.1. Budgetary provision needs to be made in the LTP for developing a 
plan to achieve a “deafening dawn chorus” and its roll out in following 
years. This should be a reasonable budgetary item, given the challenges 
facing existing, highly interested voluntary groups in our community 
working at enhancing biodiversity. Planting natives, removing pest plants, 
and increasing predator control is very important but we must not forget 
the hugely important organisms at the small end of the size spectrum. 

2.2.2. It is noted that there are existing activities that Council supports (e.g., 
revegetation of the Lake Hāwea township foreshore). It is also noted that 
partnering with community groups is not mentioned under Partnering 
Opportunities (Vol 2 page 69) 

2.3. Thriving People 
2.3.1. Another example of the policy being applied retrospectively is in the 

points made about “thriving people”.  
2.3.2. It is difficult to understand, except for providing for the disabled, how 

the provision of car parks facilities is ensuring people thrive (Vol 2 p159).  
2.3.3. The link to Cemeteries (Vol 2 p148) would suggest that maybe we 

missed the boat with “thriving” people at that point. 
2.3.4. In further delaying plans for active transport in the Upper Clutha, the 

TYPP fails to deliver in a timely many to this vision.  
2.3.5. Hāwea, as the fastest growing settlement in NZ according to the last 

NZ census in 2018 and, widely sold by estate agents everywhere as a 
family friendly community, finds it incredibly disappointing that no 
provision has been earmarked for local projects such as Playgrounds in 
the Hāwea District, despite a massive deficit of facilities and family 
friendly infrastructure. 

2.3.5.1. This has been caused by the sudden expansion of residential 
properties in Lake Hāwea, and Hāwea Flat because of Developer 
led development and, a lack of effective Council oversight on the 
matter. This is not in line with the “thriving people” aspirations. 

 
3. Zero Carbon Communities 

 
3.1. There is nothing of substance in this proposal that the Climate Action Plan is 

providing any real guidance in relation to Zero Carbon Communities  
3.1.1. To add insult to injury and in total disregard of the Climate Action 

Plan, a huge expenditure has been outlined for the Whakatipu vehicle 
transportation plan in what is being called “Stage 1” of a what appears to 
be a significant roading project, underpinned with public money via the 
Government.  
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3.1.2. Stage “1” clearly indicates further “Stages” to come and so far, we can 

see at least 3 Stages however, Stage 3 is not included in this proposal and 
no clear funding plan appears evident apart from the fact that it is a 
costly project that will require us to be locked into a non-climate friendly 
project for at least 10 years and beyond. This could require the ratepayer 
to continue funding a project that may well be irrelevant to our way of 
life in 2028 in accordance with the statement made by the IPCC and, as 
quoted in clause 1.1.1. above. (The irony of the clause number 111 is not 
lost on us!) 

3.1.3. Our understanding is that Stage 1 will include the new downtown 
Queenstown public transport hub and that is not the issue however, if 
the transport hub is successful, surely that negates the need for a flash 
new road given we are trying to reduce the traffic, not increase it? There 
are numerous studies worldwide that show that more roads will equate 
to more and worse traffic. This is a very clear example of QLDC paying 
mere lip service to their own Climate Action Plan. 

3.1.4. We need to understand the point of this project. It is mentioned in 
conjunction with the revitalisation of the Queenstown CBD which we 
believe is suffering as a direct result of Council’s green-light to move the 
majority of the town services and retail outlets to Frankton. The shift in 
services has resulted in less people requiring the need to go to the 
original CBD however, begs the question as to who are we regenerating 
the old CBD area for and, who will benefit financially from this 
regeneration? The answer seems to be, “for the visitors” and this is the 
very crux of our financial infrastructure woes. As a population, we simply 
do not have the money to prop up failed Council planning initiatives and 
provide infrastructure for such vast number of visitors, when we cannot 
afford to properly maintain our own residential infrastructure. 

3.1.5. There is no doubt that Commercial Queenstown could do with a 
makeover having been sorely used by businesses to cater for millions of 
visitors and vehicles. This regeneration should be driven by the 
commercial interests who will and have benefited from the financial 
gains of this location, not by the global ratepayer base. We have far more 
important infrastructure issues as communities to focus on due to 
policies that have enabled large settlements to develop in our district 
with inadequate infrastructure and, are more of an environmental 
threat. 

3.1.6. Despite the staggering growth in Hāwea, a rural location and a 15–20-
minute drive to Wānaka to access essential services, Council has failed to 
address the growing issue around transportation that we are already 
starting to see with hundreds more houses already consented to be built 
(more cars) and further plans to expand the SHA area, as identified in 
their Spatial Plan consultation maps, despite consistent public and 
community opposition to these Developer driven proposals. 
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3.1.7. Regardless of the looming climate catastrophe, the Council has made 

no provision for public transport in the Upper Clutha area for the next 
ten years, despite the IPCC statement.  

3.1.8. Neither is there any provision for the Central Government mandate 
for Council’s to remove parking requirements in the District Plan by 2022. 
With many people needing to travel from Hāwea to Wanaka or, further 
afield and no public transport, this is not in line with the Council’s 
“thriving people” aspirations.  

3.1.9. One might argue that a central carpark building would be of benefit to 
the community however, if this is privately owned it is simply a license to 
print money and if it is Council owned, would the required funding to 
build a building not be better used, and cheaper, to subsidise a public 
transport system and drive a permanent change in personal habits? 

3.1.10. We can clearly see the impact of bad transport planning in the 
Whakatipu and have little desire to see the same mistakes made in the 
Upper Clutha/Mata-au. Yet, this is what we see rapidly developing on the 
Hāwea to Wānaka corridor, through Albert Town. 

3.1.11. If Council is unable to deliver on the Mayor’s 2019 election 
promise to provide public transport in the Upper Clutha/Mata-au, in the 
interest of the climate emergency, we believe QLDC should consider 
expressions of interest from the Commercial sector who could potentially 
operate a viable business with the support of Council. This would provide 
much needed services to the Hāwea district in the absence of Council 
funding being available and actively reduce the carbon footprint of 
potentially hundreds of residents and visitors. 

3.1.12. The lack of any solution to transport that is “outside of the 
box” is concerning given the Mayor himself encourages us all to “…think 
about doing things differently” and yet the recent opportunity to partner 
with an Electric Bike operator in the Upper Clutha/Mata-au, and to 
normalise this mode of transport in the township, was flatly turned down 
by QLDC. 

3.1.13. Transportation is the largest contributor to C02 emissions 
(Vol2 Page 62) however, the LTP is lacking in any substance to address 
this planning error, in line with thriving people or Carbon Zero emissions.  

3.1.14. Given the urgency of the situation, we are concerned that the 
Adaptation Plan due to be developed this year, should be an absolute 
priority. 

 
4. Big Issues Consultation Document 

 
4.1. Three Waters 

4.1.1. Due to the change in economic conditions for the district and the 
uncertainty around finances for many of our residents, the HCA will be 
advocating for Option 2 which will spread out the costs of the upgrades 
for residents and hopefully coincide with an increase in economic 
fortunes for the rest of the world, as well as locally. 
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4.1.2. We note that much of the harm to receiving waters from stormwater 

happens from the nutrients, toxins, bacteria, protozoans etc that get into 
our waterways from runoff. We understood from the QLDC consideration 
of the Three Waters Bylaw that the Council would begin a baseline 
receiving water monitoring programme of all areas that were vulnerable 
to sewage spillage and/or exposed to stormwater drains or direct run-off. 
We would like to confirm that this is included in the plan. 

4.1.3. On Page 17 of the TYP Consultation document we note “The projects 
that aren’t planned within this draft Ten Year Plan include the connection 
of Hāwea Flat ($5.1M) ….to Council-operated wastewater infrastructure.” 
From the ORC meeting papers of the 10th March 2021, they state that the 
Hāwea Basin is considered at high risk of septic tank leachate. This 
concern does not feature in the QLDC TYP except to say that nothing is 
being done about Hāwea Flat sewage management, however we believe 
it should. Given the risk of public health and safety concerns outlined 
around water supplies, in the wake of the Havelock North disaster, the 
HCA believe Council have a moral and legal obligation to review this 
therefore, we are surprised that this seems to be of no concern to the 
Council for the next 10 years. 

4.1.4. The Sum of Capital Works TYP Vol 1 Pg 90 (e.g., Hāwea Reservoir 
Capacity item) shows future cash flow tables but does not indicate 
whether the values are net present values and, if so, what discount rate 
has been used for the ten-year time frame. We also find in Vol 2 pg 126 
that the future cash flows are discounted “at the original effective 
interest rate (i.e., the effective interest rate computed at initial 
recognition of these financial instruments) and adjusted for expected 
credit loss”.  Again, there is no indication of the actual discount rate.  The 
effect of this vagueness makes it quite difficult for ratepayers to look at 
the future cash flow tables and understand exactly what is going on.  We 
recommend each cash flow table caption to state whether or not the 
values are net present values and what annual discount rate is used if 
they are.   As it is currently presented we find the cashflow tables opaque 
and misleading and therefore fail to deliver any information useful for 
users of this TYP. 

4.2. Transport  
4.2.1. The HCA is advocating for Option 2 in lieu of the issues outlined above 

under point 3, Zero Carbon Communities of this submission. We cannot 
afford “business as usual” and we encourage Council to find more 
tangible solutions to the issues at hand. This fits more snuggly with 
aspirations for “thriving people” and the Climate Action Plan. This would 
also loosen up funding to provide specific answers for the Upper Clutha / 
Mata-au region which is lagging far behind when compared to options 
available in Queenstown.  

4.3. Targeted Rate on Queenstown CBD 
4.3.1. The projects in Queenstown CBD are reaching astonishing levels of 

vanity given the restructure of the town and the frequency with which 
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the Queenstown beautification projects occur. Such level of expenditure 
needs to be paid for by Whakatipu ratepayers and how that is collected 
and distributed should be down to the residents of the Whakatipu to 
decide. One thing we are clear about in Hāwea, given the lack of 
footpaths, curbing, channelling, and stormwater investment in our own 
town, is that Whakatipu needs to pay for itself and not rely on wider 
ratepayer funds given it is no longer operating as the primary CBD of 
Queenstown and is merely a tourist destination with QLDC offices still 
there. 

4.4. Increasing User Fees and Charges 
4.4.1. The HCA supports Option 2 given that many of our residents have 

cited inefficiencies in Council processes and would strongly urge Council 
to review their own practices and processes to establish efficiencies and 
drive down costs, rather than pushing the cost of these inefficiencies 
directly back to the ratepayer. If QLDC would like to investigate some of 
these costly administrative issues and errors, we would be happy to 
provide some specific examples from our residents where QLDC 
processes have been convoluted and protracted. Point 1.10 above, which 
mentions the Goldfields Cavalcade, is one such example where the QLDC 
consenting process was completely dysfunctional. 

 
5. Other Projects 

 
5.1. District Wide rating on Water Supply and Wastewater 

5.1.1.  The HCA supports a district wide rating on essential water services to 
ensure minimum standards on water quality and safe, ecological 
disposal/treatment of our wastewater. This provides an opportunity to 
ensure we have oversight that protects our waterways from pollution. 

5.2. Queenstown Event Centre land sale or lease 
5.2.1. The HCA does not support the sale of any QLDC or publicly owned 

property at this time. The district is still experiencing growth and may 
need access to public land at a later date to provide public services that 
support the growth of the district. Purchasing land or property at a later 
date will only prove to be a costly exercise. The HCA would support a 
lease agreement that guarantees the potential for the land to be 
transferred back for public use, in the event it is needed. 

5.3. Cardrona Village Water Supply Scheme 
5.3.1. The HCA notes the growth in the Cardrona village and the need for 

services, however, also notes that it is similar to Hāwea in that it is a fast-
growing township, with no services. Currently there are over 600 houses 
planned and consented for below the ski-field and existing residents will 
be charged for the water connection, whether they choose to opt for the 
council chlorinated supply or, continue with their already established 
supply. This sets a precedent to force costs on residents, that the HCA is 
not comfortable supporting. 
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5.3.2. In addition to this, it is our understanding that Cardrona is also due to 

be connected to the Project Pure sewage system as QLDC seem to prefer 
to pursue an option that would see the Upper Clutha/Mata-au 
developing sewage infrastructure worthy of a large city, however, expect 
this to be funded by a population 12,000 people. These continued large-
scale and expansive developments outside of our existing urban centres 
do nothing to address the large carbon footprint of the infrastructure 
required, to centralise services. We would argue that it raises the risk of 
ecological disasters on both land and anywhere where the pipes run 
close to our waterways. 

5.4. Consultation on Elderly and Residential Housing 
5.4.1. The HCA supports genuine initiatives that allow members of our 

community to remain in local, affordable, and suitable housing, especially 
as they age. Many of our older residents are local treasures who we 
would be loath to lose as a result of insufficient and unaffordable housing 
options. We note that these should be located in communities that are 
well supported with essential services such as doctors, pharmacies, 
libraries, and public transport. i.e., the Hāwea SHA will not be suitable in 
the short-term for those needing access to essential services although we 
understand there up to 40 properties to be included in the QLCHT 
allocation. 
 

6. Draft Policy – Development Contributions 
 

6.1. Amendment 1 – Updated format of the DC policy - The HCA applauds any move 
to make documents more user friendly. We would recommend making a short 
online video-guide available, explaining how to use the information as this is 
more likely to connect with the younger millennials and generation Z.  

6.2. Amendment 2 – Name change – The HCA supports the name change from 
“Community facilities” to “Community infrastructure” as it more accurately 
reflects the requirements of the community. 

6.3. Amendment 3 – Amend the average unit size - The HCA neither supports or 
opposes this change as there is no context in the proposal for the definition of a 
“180 or 140m2 unit” or, the need for the change or, indication of what this would 
achieve. Unfortunately, we have not had time to fully review either of the 64 or 
95-page documents available online to establish more detail.  

6.4. Amendment 4 – Reclassification of land use categories – The HCA can see no 
issue with this and applauds any attempt to simplify the classifications based on 
fair use and, social license. 

6.5. Amendment 5 – Change to DC assessments - Appears to redress the issues of 
unfairness created by the current system of “one size fits all”. In the pursuit of 
fairness, the HCA supports this amendment. 

6.6. Amendment 6 – Updated policy differentials - This is not clear regarding the 
information included in the table. It is unclear what we are looking at. 
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6.7. Amendment 7 – Special Assessment Parameters - The HCA supports any move 

by the Council to provide clear, consistent guidelines and parameters, when 
dealing with the public. 

6.8. Amendment 8 – Change to the reserve land calculation – The HCA supports any 
moves to clearly define Developer’s obligations around the provision of reserve 
land. However, given the excessive speed of land price increases within the QLDC 
District, the HCA would strenuously object to any cash alternative being offered 
instead of land, except in very exceptional circumstances, given the increase of 
land prices will ensure that any cash sum will not be sufficient for purchase or 
investment in new land, within months (if not hours) of agreeing the sum. 

6.9. Amendment 9 – Changes to reserve land values – The wording on this 
amendment does not make any sense. “Within current policy, the following 
categories of land are use with their respective values:” I have read it several 
times and the corresponding information underneath and……, I am still not sure 
what your telling/asking us. 

6.10. Amendment 10 – Updated capital costs – We will have to take your word for it 
because, I cannot critique information that I am not privy to the source.  It is 
noted that there is $16,942 per Hāwea dwelling for wastewater identified 
however, it is the HCA’s understanding that this project had yet to identify a 
solution so, what is this number based on? 

6.11. Amendment 11 – Updated contributing area maps – I have looked for the 
supporting document to the proposal, however, have been unable to find 
anything beyond an online version of the “detailed supporting documents” for 
the Development Contributions policy dated October 2018. (Effective 1 
December 2018) It would be a lot easier if a link had been included.  

6.11.1. It is noted that the wastewater for Hāwea is currently under discussion 
and QLDC should note that parties outside of the zoned area on page 76 
of the Development Contributions policy supporting documents file 
available on the QLDC website, would be interested in being part of the 
discussion. 

 
7. Significance and engagement policy  

 
7.1. This policy outlines the Council obligations to provide certainty to the community 

about when it can expect to be informed of proposed Council action or to be 
asked for a view when Council is looking to make a decision.  

7.2. This policy is currently failing and from looking at the new policy online, will 
continue to do so. We are happy to provide multiple examples of this and have 
alluded to many throughout this submission, however, will limit to one in this 
instance and will even avoid the obvious Martin Jenkins debacle. 

7.2.1. Example - The documents for the TYP and Spatial Plan was approved for 
Consultation by the Council on the 18th of March 2021, (two days after 
the normal HCA scheduled meeting) and released for submissions from 
the public until the 19th of April (1 day before our next HCA scheduled 
meeting). The 19th of April is less than three weeks before the next public 
meeting on the 8th of May which both the Mayor and QLDC CEO have 
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been invited and alerted to back in February, however, have 
subsequently declined to attend due to availability issues. 

7.2.2. QLDC did extend the courtesy of providing representatives to come out 
and specifically talk with the Executive Committee on the 31st of March 
(two days before Easter weekend) with a view to answering any 
questions and details of the TYP however, declined to open this 
opportunity up to the public so that we could obtain a wider view 
regarding specific issues detailed in this plan, rather than just that of the 
Executive Committee. 

7.2.3. This meeting was well represented for the TYP however, the person who 
was to speak to the Spatial Plan was not in attendance and neither was a 
substitute representative. Apart from the Executive Committee, all other 
attendees at this meeting were on company time. The Committee is 
voluntary. 

7.2.4. It was pointed out by the HCA to QLDC representatives at this meeting 
that the consultation period for both plans was “not fit for purpose” if 
the Council was genuine about wanting Community Associations to 
accurately represent and discuss the current proposal of the Plans 
directly with the Community. Fortunately, due to our regular contact 
with our Community, we feel we are in a position to accurately represent 
the Community despite the inability to review the specific proposal, with 
public input. 

7.2.5. In response to our question about QLDC providing an extended deadline 
to Community Associations of a week or, even a few extra days to allow 
for the time lost at Easter, we were advised that whilst there was nothing 
to stop us submitting after the closing date of the 19th of April, whether 
the submission was actually considered would be at the subjective 
discretion of the QLDC staff.  Too risky an answer for the HCA to consider 
delaying our submission. 

7.2.6. We have been informed that the QLDC process for consultation is 
mandated by Central Government however, whilst we can establish that 
QLDC is indeed mandated to have a process for consultation, the law 
does not appear to mandate a specific process and we believe the 
current process is not fit for purpose, to genuinely provide an 
opportunity for voluntary run Community Associations and similar 
groups, to provide detailed submissions on the reports and documents 
provided by QLDC, that at times, run into hundreds of pages. 

7.2.7. We would ask the Commissioners to acknowledge that the process 
undertaken by the Council for consultation on this proposal does not 
provide adequate time for the average layman, let alone a Community 
Association that needs to coordinate with members, to review in any 
detail the vast documents (death by PowerPoint) that are supplied with 
this proposal.  

7.2.8. Therefore, we find this process is complicit and deliberate in limiting the 
amount of push-back from the Community regarding this proposal and 
others, thereby allowing the Council to pursue a programme of work that 
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is contrary to the very statements the Council has made to the public, 
about the welfare and priorities of our communities. 

7.2.9. This is a classic example of where this policy is unfit for purpose. 
 

8. Summary 
 

8.1. The HCA is disappointed that QLDC has not taken the opportunity to be truly 
aspirational in this latest review of the ten-year plan. We are not seeing any 
move to “stop talking about climate change and to start taking climate action”. 

8.2. It is time that QLDC realised that the district does not stop at the entrance to the 
Cardrona ski-field and that under-investment in the Upper Clutha/Mata-au 
combined with a continuous litany of vanity projects in the Whakatipu that 
typically benefit businesses who focus on tourism, has left a massive 
infrastructure deficit across the whole district that is impacting on our residents’ 
quality of life. 

8.3. In addition to the infrastructure deficit, the solutions that are being crafted by 
QLDC and their many consultants, appear well outside of our budgets as a 
relatively small ratepayer base. The current TYP proposal is indicating rate 
increases over the next 10 years that are worthy of annual cigarette price 
increases, way above any inflation and, have been a constant feature in our 
rating notices for the last 10 years alone. The purpose of the smoking price 
increases is to price people out of the market. One has to wonder if the QLDC is 
trying a similar tactic to get residents to quit the area? 

8.4. In short, this Ten-Year Plan proposal is woefully inadequate and fails to address 
any of the issues that we face as a community. It is a fast-track proposal to 
“business as usual” and anyone who approved this for public review, should be 
heartily ashamed. 
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WALTHEW Shirley
Te Puna o Mata-au
Wanaka/Upper Clutha area

Q. Responding to Climate Change
Please tell us what you think of Council's response and your thoughts on prioritisation and 
funding:

Please tell us more about your response:

Please tell us more about your response:

Please tell us more about your response:

Please tell us more about your response:

Q. Please use this space to comment on the big issues or 
any aspect of the draft Ten Year Plan:

Q. Please use this space to comment on the draft Policy on 
Development Contributions:

Q. Please use this space to comment on the draft Policy on 
Significance and Engagement:

Q. If you have a pre-prepared submission, you can upload it 
below. 

Hearing: Ten Year Plan - Wanaka
Date: 11/05/2021 Time: 10:20
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Te Puna o Mat-au .docx

Please note that we can only accept .docx files.
Additional documents or PDF files can be emailed to letstalk@qldc.govt.nz
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WEATHINGTON Nathan
Albert Town Community Association
Wanaka/Upper Clutha area

Q. Responding to Climate Change
Please tell us what you think of Council's response and your thoughts on prioritisation and 
funding:

Please tell us more about your response:

Please tell us more about your response:

Please tell us more about your response:

Please tell us more about your response:

Q. Please use this space to comment on the big issues or 
any aspect of the draft Ten Year Plan:
PDF submission attached

Q. Please use this space to comment on the draft Policy on 
Development Contributions:

Q. Please use this space to comment on the draft Policy on 
Significance and Engagement:

Hearing: Ten Year Plan - Wanaka
Date: 11/05/2021 Time: 10:30
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Submission for the 10 Year Plan on behalf of the Albert Town 
Community Association (ATCA).

Our submission will be limited in breadth and detail given the limited 
time to read, analyse and research the 435 page document.

We commend the council for its focus on our communities well-
being (environmental, social, cultural, economic), something the 
ATCA also promotes in all our activities. The specific focus on 
climate action is promising. 

However, given our recent interactions with the QLDC we are 
unclear how these environmental and social goals will guide the 
decision making process. We are asking for more community 
engagement on critical issues. We are a volunteer organisation with 
limited time and even though we speak on behalf of a large 
community, we need more time if we are to gather our communities 
opinions and respond in a meaningful way.

Wanaka Airport

We have yet to have any meaningful community engagement or 
specific data on QAC’s and QLDC’s plans for the Wanaka Airport. 
This includes: flight paths, timelines, number of flights and type of 
aircraft. Our community is upset and nervous, something we feel 
can be remedied with accurate and offical information. 

Our community is deeply concerned about the impacts a jet capable 
Wanaka airport will have on their health, wellbeing as well as home 
values. A jet capable Wanaka airport runs counter to everything in 
the 10-year plan. 

To provide answers to our community, we have had to extrapolate 
data given to us by QAC, Martin Jenkins as well as Air New 
Zealand pilots and air traffic controllers. All of our data and 
information has come with the caveat that it was the best 
information we had at the time and we have invited the QLDC and 
QAC to correct our information. We were told we were ‘fear 
mongering’ and had ‘incorrect’ information by the mayor via email 
and a QLDC representatives via social media. However, neither the 
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mayor nor the QLDC representative volunteered the ‘correct’ 
information. This ‘branding' of community organisations like the 
ATCA and others as ‘Fake News’, ‘Fear Mongering’, ‘Not the Real 
Community’ is dangerous and not a part of a healthy community.

In our talks with the mayor and the CEO, their focus was on 
‘meeting demand’, with the well-being of Albert Town residents 
never acknowledged. Again, this seems to run counter to the 10 
year plan stated goals, as well as the roll of our elected officials. 

Until we are told differently, and given that a 100 year lease is still in 
place (signed without community engagement), we will assume that 
the QLDC and QAC’s ultimate goal is to utilised a ‘dual airport’ 
strategy and make Wanaka airport jet capable, and we 
acknowledged that that plan will be delayed by Covid. We welcome 
clarification on this statement. 

*We are asking for full community engagement with all Albert Town 
residents before any changes to Wanaka’s airport can move 
forward. If community well-being is our goal, then a project that will 
impact ever member of our community should be required to hold a 
vote via a referendum. If a bed tax requires a referendum, surely 
the health and the wellbeing of our entire community should require 
the same. 

Biking Infrastructure 

Proper biking infrastructure will drastically improve Albert Town’s 
ecological impact. With safer and easier bike paths, our residents 
will naturally leave their cars at home when traveling downtown and 
to other areas as they are a short bike away. We support Bike 
Wanaka and their proposals to move forward to make Wanaka bike 
friendly now, not postpone the process. The Upper Clutha 
community allocation is inequitable when compared to 
Queenstown. 

Clutha River Jet Boat Traffic in Albert Town.
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Again, we support the 10-year plan’s mission of community well-
being. For this reason, we are asking the QLDC to reinstate the 
speed upliftings below the Albert Town bridge.

Until recently, jet boats and jet skis could only travel at 5 knots if 
they were out past 4PM in the winter and 6PM in the summer below 
the Albert Town bridge (half of Albert Town is below the bridge). This 
was for safety reasons and to protect the tranquility of Albert Town 
as per the District Plan. However, this was one restriction was 
unexpectedly removed when the new safety bylaw was signed 
(which was a huge step in the right direction, and kudos to QLDC). 

An additional option would be to extend a 5 knot zone from the 
Albert Town bridge to the Cardrona river at all times, thus removing 
the noise and dangers of having high speed boats in a residential 
area with active swimmers all the time.
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WEBSTER Bernard
Wanaka/Upper Clutha area

Q. Responding to Climate Change

The focus of this submission is to oppose the Council's unnecessary investment in the 
Cardrona Water Scheme

Please tell us what you think of Council's response and your thoughts on prioritisation and 
funding:

Q. Big Issue 1: Delivering safe and reliable 3 water services 
for our community
Neither / Neutral

The focus of this submission is to oppose the Council's unnecessary investment in the 
Cardrona Water Scheme

Please tell us more about your response:

Q. Big Issue 2: Meeting the transport needs of our community 
and ensuring capacity and choice
Neither / Neutral

The focus of this submission is to oppose the Council's unnecessary investment in the 
Cardrona Water Scheme

Please tell us more about your response:

Q. Big Issue 3: New Targeted Rate on Queenstown Town 
Centre properties
Neither / Neutral

The focus of this submission is to oppose the Council's unnecessary investment in the 
Cardrona Water Scheme

Please tell us more about your response:

Q. Big Issue 4: Increasing User Fees and Charges
Neither / Neutral

Hearing: Ten Year Plan - Wanaka
Date: 11/05/2021 Time: 10:35

92



The focus of this submission is to oppose the Council's unnecessary investment in the 
Cardrona Water Scheme

Please tell us more about your response:

Q. Please use this space to comment on the big issues or 
any aspect of the draft Ten Year Plan:
The Council has presented its investment in a new water treatment plant at 
Cardrona as a decision that it has already made. This is misleading, as the Council 
has specifically deferred that decision to await the outcome of the LTP process. The 
cost is stated in most places at $8.1M, but a further cost 10 years from now is also 
given of $11.5M; ie amounting to $19.6M. Funding remains unclear as it is stated at 
one point as being from rates, and at another point from development contributions. 
In neither case does the LTP disclose what the targeted rates, connection charges, or 
development contributions will be.

See attached

Q. Please use this space to comment on the draft Policy on 
Development Contributions:
The DC policy identifies costs beyond $8.1M, with nearly $14M costs identified for 
Water Supply headworks, and $2.5M for pipeline works. It also fails to identify what 
development contribution is to be levied in new development at Cardrona (nor are 
targeted rates or connection charges identified).
This makes it impossible for developers/ ratepayers to understand the costs of the 
scheme to them. If those affected cannot understand this, then they cannot provide 
meaningful feedback and the LTP process is fundamentally flawed.

Q. Please use this space to comment on the draft Policy on 
Significance and Engagement:
N/A
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MCRAE Pam
Friends of Pembroke Park
Wanaka/Upper Clutha area

Q. Responding to Climate Change

n/a

Please tell us what you think of Council's response and your thoughts on prioritisation and 
funding:

n/a

Please tell us more about your response:

n/a

Please tell us more about your response:

n/a

Please tell us more about your response:

n/a

Please tell us more about your response:

Q. Please use this space to comment on the big issues or 
any aspect of the draft Ten Year Plan:
n/a

Q. Please use this space to comment on the draft Policy on 
Development Contributions:
n/a

Q. Please use this space to comment on the draft Policy on 
Significance and Engagement:
n/a

Hearing: Ten Year Plan - Wanaka
Date: 11/05/2021 Time: 10:40
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Q. If you have a pre-prepared submission, you can upload it 
below. 

QLDC Submission for Pembroke Park (1) (1).docx

Please note that we can only accept .docx files.
Additional documents or PDF files can be emailed to letstalk@qldc.govt.nz
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WELLINGTON John
Upper Clutha Tracks Trust
Wanaka/Upper Clutha area

Q. Responding to Climate Change
Please tell us what you think of Council's response and your thoughts on prioritisation and 
funding:

Please tell us more about your response:

Please tell us more about your response:

Please tell us more about your response:

Please tell us more about your response:

Q. Please use this space to comment on the big issues or 
any aspect of the draft Ten Year Plan:
PDF submission attached

Q. Please use this space to comment on the draft Policy on 
Development Contributions:

Q. Please use this space to comment on the draft Policy on 
Significance and Engagement:

Hearing: Ten Year Plan - Wanaka
Date: 11/05/2021 Time: 10:45
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WELLINGTON John
Wanaka/Upper Clutha area

Q. Responding to Climate Change
Please tell us what you think of Council's response and your thoughts on prioritisation and 
funding:

Please tell us more about your response:

Please tell us more about your response:

Please tell us more about your response:

Please tell us more about your response:

Q. Please use this space to comment on the big issues or 
any aspect of the draft Ten Year Plan:
PDF submission attached

Q. Please use this space to comment on the draft Policy on 
Development Contributions:

Q. Please use this space to comment on the draft Policy on 
Significance and Engagement:

Hearing: Ten Year Plan - Wanaka
Date: 11/05/2021 Time: 10:50
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John Wellington 

 

  

 

 

 

 

 

To:    QLDC 

          

. 

 

Submission on QLDC 2021/2031 Ten Year 

Plan 
 

NAME: 

John Wellington 

 

  

    

Email  

 

 

 

Summary 
 
I wholehearted support the following submissions to the 10-year plan and wish to see them actioned by 
Council 
 
The submission from the Upper Clutha Tracks Trust. 
 
The submission from Active Transport Wanaka. 
 
The submission from Aspiring Gymsports Wanaka. 
 
The submission from Bike Wanaka. 
 
I also wish to see a much fairer allocation of resources to the Upper Clutha Basin than is included in the plan 
as proposed. This reallocation of resources should be proportional to the population of the relevant wards and 
also distributed equally throughout the life of the plan. 
 
The submission 
 
Each of the submissions referenced above detail at length how resources allocated in the 10-year plan 
strongly favour the Queenstown Ward at the clear expense of the Wanaka Ward. 
 
Where funds are allocated to Wanaka, they are mostly in the later years of the plan and like the funding for 
active transport in Wanaka in Year 4 of the last 10-year plan, are just as likely to be “ghost money” that will 
disappear when the next 10 year plan is prepared.  
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This imbalance both in funding and date of delivery has been a concern to Upper Clutha residents for a 
number of years but the level of favouritism in the current plan is breath taking in its audacity. 
 
Just one example would be funding for active transport in Wanaka. At the time of the last 10 year plan, the 
Wanaka community made its voice very very clear in submissions that it was unhappy with a 3 year delay in 
starting funding for this project, especially in light of the sums being invested in active transport in Queenstown. 
 
Council responded by clearly stating that Wanaka would “get its turn” and it would be funded starting in year 
4 of the plan and also allocating some funds for the first 3 years of the plan, subject to a business case being 
prepared. It then showed bad faith by not preparing the business plan during those three years. Indeed it has 
still not been prepared.  
 
That bad faith has been compounded by the investment in active transport in Wanaka again being delayed a 
further 3 years. How can we have any faith that this “ghost money” will not disappear again in 3 years time. 
 
The failure to have prepared the business case meant that the project could not be put forward tor Shovel 
ready project funding, and still cannot be put forward for any other additional central Govt funding that may 
become available. 
 
Now to be clear, Council investment in active Transport in Queenstown is excellent and fully supported. It just 
needs to happen in Wanaka as well now rather than in some never never future. 
 
Its not necessary to detail here all of the other examples, they are covered in the submission I have referenced 
above. The picture is clear and consistent however and is not acceptable. 
 
Ideally the 10 year plan should be rejected in full as presented and sent back for a serious reworking. However 
it is probably not practical at this stage, but it does need some substantial reallocation of funds and delivery 
dates as a bare minimum. 
 
To the Councillors reading the submissions, I would refer you to the comment that Mayor makes in the press 
to Wanaka Councillors whenever they raise concerns about Wanaka issues. He says they are elected to 
represent the whole district, not just their ward. Now is the time for Councillors elected to the Queenstown 
and Arrowtown Wards to take this message to heart and look beyond the benefits to their own 
communities/wards in this 10-year plan and insist on a fairly allocation of resources between all our 
communities in the plan that they approve. 
 
I do wish to speak to this submission. 
 
 
 
John Wellington 

 
 
18th April 2021 
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LANGLEY Julia
Wanaka/Upper Clutha area

Q. Responding to Climate Change

It is alarming that today water is being consumed by the community that does not 
comply with NZ drinking water standards. Water needs to be a priority.

In regards to climate change adaption - more needs to be considered.

There should be acknowledgement that in a post COVID world migration to NZ will  
increase.  We have recently moved back to NZ from working abroad (COVID and 
Environmental Concerns) as want to support our families and communities and enjoy 
the safely and freedoms that New Zealand provides. New Zealand should maximise 
the value of the large number of overseas kiwis returning and consider employment 
opportunities for them. They should also consider that New Zealand is viewed as a 
safer haven for climate related impacts on citizens around the world, not just COVID. 
Central Otago has an opportunity to attract world leading Tech talent and venture 
capital here. 

It is important that the QLDC does focus on water and we applaud the focus on this 
issue in the plan. We are concerned that immediate water issues have not been 
addressed and are caused about the lack of compliance on key water areas. I 
understand that the last time our water source was tested for herbicides / pesticides 
was 2018.

With the above in mind, QLDC should be looking at a broader diversification strategy 
that includes digital and remote workers. My husband holds a global role at a major 
international corporation and is working remotely from our Albert Town home – we 
have met many people in the Wanaka / Upper Clutha community that are now 
working remotely. This type of employment style should be encouraged as these 
remote workers directly invest in the local community and support local businesses. 
Digital infrastructure does not seem to be a priority in the plan and we urge it to be 
considered as well as networking groups to encourage innovation and development 
of local community talent. Focusing on growth in the knowledge sector could be an 
easy win that helps the district to move away from its historic focus on tourism. 

With the growth of families and knowledge workers in the region, there should be 
increased support for startup digital opportunities in FinTech, RegTech, SDGTech and 
EdTech. Startup accelerations and new digital businesses should be encouraged to 
the lakes district and a focus on talent development occurring. Tech bridges 
between other countries, should be looked into.  This region also has a greater 
opportunity to consider new sustainable finance products that could have 
international funding for sustainable finance instruments (Green / Blue bonds).  More 
focus should also occur on biodiversity finance – the focus from QLDC seems to be 
mainly on pest eradication.

Please tell us what you think of Council's response and your thoughts on prioritisation and 
funding:

Hearing: Ten Year Plan - Wanaka
Date: 11/05/2021 Time: 11:05
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Q. Big Issue 1: Delivering safe and reliable 3 water services 
for our community
I support OPTION ONE: Complete the Water Treatment Programme as outlined in the 
plan (by 2024)

Please tell us more about your response:

Q. Big Issue 2: Meeting the transport needs of our community 
and ensuring capacity and choice
I support OPTION TWO: Council reconsiders prioritisation and funding or non-funding 
of one or more transport projects

Please tell us more about your response:

Q. Big Issue 3: New Targeted Rate on Queenstown Town 
Centre properties
I support OPTION ONE: Rates recovery focused on wider CBD ratepayers

Please tell us more about your response:

Q. Big Issue 4: Increasing User Fees and Charges
I support OPTION ONE: Fees and Charges Increased as per Revenue & Financing 
Policy

Please tell us more about your response:

Q. Please use this space to comment on the big issues or 
any aspect of the draft Ten Year Plan:
I’d like to congratulate QLDC on their 10 year plan and for highlighting key issues 
affecting our region. Key issues on climate, the environment, biodiversity loss, 
transportation and well being have been considered and a good balance of 
policies have been put forward. 

A few area’s could also be considered around:
1. Climate and health migration (and the opportunities that provides New Zealand)
2. The future of work and digital / remote workers
3. Sustainable finance
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4. Well being and climate adaption
5. Equitable distribution of funding
6. Gender equality and opportunities for females
In regards to 1. There should be acknowledgement that in a post COVID world 
migration to NZ has increased (140,000).  We have recently moved back to NZ from 
working abroad as want to support our families and communities and enjoy the 
safely and freedoms that New Zealand provides. New Zealand should maximise the 
value of the large number of overseas kiwis returning and consider employment 
opportunities for them. They should also consider that New Zealand is viewed as a 
safer haven for climate related impacts on citizens around the world, not just COVID. 
Central Otago has an opportunity to attract world leading Tech talent and venture 
capital here. 
It is important that the QLDC does focus on water and we applaud the focus on this 
issue in the plan. We are concerned that immediate water issues have not been 
addressed and are caused about the lack of compliance on key water areas. I 
understand that the last time our water source was tested for herbicides / pesticides 
was 2018.
With the above in mind, QLDC should be looking at a broader diversification strategy 
that includes digital and remote workers. My husband holds a global role at a major 
international corporation and is working remotely from our Albert Town home – we 
have met many people in the Wanaka / Upper Clutha community that are now 
working remotely. This type of employment style should be encouraged as these 
remote workers directly invest in the local community and support local businesses. 
Digital infrastructure does not seem to be a priority in the plan and we urge it to be 
considered as well as networking groups to encourage innovation and development 
of local community talent. Focusing on growth in the knowledge sector could be an 
easy win that helps the district to move away from its historic focus on tourism. 
With the growth of families and knowledge workers in the region, there should be 
increased support for startup digital opportunities in FinTech, RegTech, SDGTech and 
EdTech. Startup accelerations and new digital businesses should be encouraged to 
the lakes district and a focus on talent development occurring. Tech bridges 
between other countries, should be looked into.  This region also has a greater 
opportunity to consider new sustainable finance products that could have 
international funding for sustainable finance instruments (Green / Blue bonds).  More 
focus should also occur on biodiversity finance – the focus from QLDC seems to be 
mainly on pest eradication.
We are concerned by the disproportionate amount of funding going to Queenstown 
apposed to Wanaka. With population growth and a shift in demographics to 
younger / non-retired individuals, funding towards community and youth 
engagement opportunities should be raised. It was quite alarming to see the 
significant allocation of funding going to the new Queenstown Arts Centre. I cannot 
see the rational for this to be prioritized, unless it would bring in significant revenue to 
the region.  On a local level we support the submission by Aspiring Gymsports in 
Wanaka, to support Wanaka’s key community group submissions such as The Upper 
Clutha Tracks Trust and Active Transport Wanaka. We request a readjustment of the 
overall 10 Year Plan budget split to be more equitable for Wanaka. We call for 
funding to be split 66% Queenstown and 33% Wanaka inline with relative ward 
populations. The current Community and Sports Funding is more of a 80/20 split and it 
includes reclamation of oxidation ponds which we believe should not be in the 
community budget. The spread of expenditure over the 10 years should also be 
equitable.
On point 5, it is evident that QLDC funds predominantly male sports. We would like to 
see increased investing in indoor sports facilities across the local government area. 
This will also support climate adaption strategies and citizens may need to spend 
more time indoors due to climate effects.  I understand that increased funding for 
the Wanaka Rec Centre has been requested, but little acknowledgement given. We 111



would like to see this addressed as it already seems to be at capacity.

Q. Please use this space to comment on the draft Policy on 
Development Contributions:

Q. Please use this space to comment on the draft Policy on 
Significance and Engagement:

Q. If you have a pre-prepared submission, you can upload it 
below. 

QLDC sumission.docx

Please note that we can only accept .docx files.
Additional documents or PDF files can be emailed to letstalk@qldc.govt.nz
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PERRY Julie
WAI Wanaka
Wanaka/Upper Clutha area

Q. Responding to Climate Change

WAI Wanaka supports the overall climate change goals for the district ie to achieve 
net zero 
carbon emissions by 2050, and to be resilient to the local impact of climate change 
across the whole district.  

WAI Wanaka is well placed to support climate action and is currently working with 
groups of landowners to calculate greenhouse gas emissions and facilitate the 
development of mitigation plans.  We propose to use a similar group model to 
facilitate on the ground action with businesses and households.

Please tell us what you think of Council's response and your thoughts on prioritisation and 
funding:

Q. Big Issue 1: Delivering safe and reliable 3 water services 
for our community
I support OPTION ONE: Complete the Water Treatment Programme as outlined in the 
plan (by 2024)

Hearing: Ten Year Plan - Wanaka
Date: 11/05/2021 Time: 11:10
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In March 2020, the Wanaka Water Project delivered a Community Catchment Plan 
(CCP).  A summary and the full version of the CCP can be read at 
https://www.waiwanaka.nz/category/ccp/. 

The CCP is our community's roadmap to safeguard water quality and ecosystem 
function in an integrated way across the whole catchment. The CCP identifies risks to 
the health of our waterways, gaps in our understanding and actions we need to take 
in order to mitigate the effects of human activity on our aquatic ecosystems. 

Activities/causes of urban development pressure include:
- Change in land-use and/or land cover
- More urban development equates to higher impervious cover in catchments
- Run-off and stream flow patterns affected by modification of stream network and 
topography
- Increasing population (permanent and visitors)
- Increase in amount and/or types of industry

The future impacts of urban population growth include:
- Degraded stream and lake water quality
- Degraded health of aquatic ecosystems and fisheries
- Changes in composition of aquatic flora and fauna
- Impact on human or animal health from contact with water
- Degradation of the mauri of the water in water ways and lakes 4

The CCP notes that sustainable urbanisation (including residents and businesses) 
needs to consider riparian buffer strips, minimisation of sediment, bacterial, 
protozoan and pollutant runoff, waterway access, rainwater tanks, offsetting 
development where required, and application of global best practice in place for all 
aspects of water management including water infrastructure and wastewater 
treatment.

WAI Wanaka supports investment to  eliminate the risks associated with the current 
water 
supplies.

Please tell us more about your response:

Q. Big Issue 2: Meeting the transport needs of our community 
and ensuring capacity and choice
Neither / Neutral

Please tell us more about your response:

Q. Big Issue 3: New Targeted Rate on Queenstown Town 
Centre properties
Neither / Neutral

116



Please tell us more about your response:

Q. Big Issue 4: Increasing User Fees and Charges
Neither / Neutral

Please tell us more about your response:

Q. Please use this space to comment on the big issues or 
any aspect of the draft Ten Year Plan:

Q. Please use this space to comment on the draft Policy on 
Development Contributions:

Q. Please use this space to comment on the draft Policy on 
Significance and Engagement:

Q. If you have a pre-prepared submission, you can upload it 
below. 

QLDC Annual Plan submission 2021.docx

Please note that we can only accept .docx files.
Additional documents or PDF files can be emailed to letstalk@qldc.govt.nz
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www.waiwanaka.nz

WAI Wanaka volunteer Jose Cranfield at Our Place, Wānaka A&P Show 2021 
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 What has been accomplished to date with the support of our QLDC community grant

 How we propose to utilise QLDC funding over the 3 year period 2021 - 2024

 WAI Wānaka's 10 Year Plan submission

 How WAI Wānaka's work aligns with and supports Vision Beyond 2050

WAI Wānaka sincerely thanks QLDC for its continued partnership and ongoing support for our

work.  

This submission sets out:

1.

2.

3.

4.

1

Major accomplishments 

QLDC's 2020 community grant was a key enabler to WAI Wānaka's

success in securing $3,141,176 Jobs for Nature funding for the Upper

Clutha over the past 12 months. Jobs for Nature utilises a whole-of-basin

planning approach to support interconnected environmental outcomes

on farm properties within the Upper Clutha.  This funding was secured as

a result of existing productive relationships in place with key

stakeholders including QLDC, ORC, local landowners, catchment groups,

Iwi, Department of Conservation, universities and many industry,

business and community groups.

The Wānaka Water Project is funded by MfE’s

Freshwater Improvement Fund, Sargood Bequest,

Million Metres Streams Project, QLDC and ORC.  QLDC

has been a key partner since the project commenced in

2018.  Completed milestones include a literature review,

a water survey, the Community Catchment Plan, two

urban stormwater research projects and riparian

planting (11,000 native plants planted to date).  

WAI Wānaka has a comprehensive understanding of what is needed to ensure that our work

programmes and partnerships continue to deliver effective and enduring outcomes for

communities across the Upper Clutha.   

WAI Wānaka is an organisation where people who want to safeguard

the health of our alpine waterways build communities that do
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2

Achievements 2020/21
March 2020 

Community Catchment Plan (CCP) completed

July 2020

CCP presentations made to QLDC and ORC councillors and staff

August 2020

Catchment-wide water testing programme gets underway involving 20 farmers and 33 sites

Survey sent to 110 scientists and researchers to help inform science strategy

September 2020

Workshop on science strategy with NIWA

BioBlitz held with Makarora and Haast schoolchildren with funding support from ORC's EcoFund

Stakeholder update including a presentation of urban stormwater research findings

Partnering to Plant funding for 8 workers for 8 weeks carrying out planting, plant maintenance

and weeding activities at 23 sites with 4,759 plants planted across 7,445m

16 faculty and students from Lincoln attended workshops with WAI Wānaka

October 2020

Food and Fibre events hosted by WAI Wānaka at WAO Reset Summit 

Jobs for Nature funding announced - 19 workers underway mid-November

November 2020

Partnership agreement signed with Lincoln University to facilitate collaboration and research

December 2020

Mt Aspiring College - 25 students across 3 days of biodiversity monitoring and fieldwork 

Waterwise Otago Leadership Program 2020 providing 32 young adults with experiential learning

opportunities around water quality, use, availability and economics 

Students from Lincoln University and Canterbury University employed as summer interns 

February 2020

Jobs for Nature whole of basin strategies completed for Biodiversity, Greenhouse Gases, Pest

animals, Pest Plants, Wilding Conifers, Planting and Plant Maintenance 

March 2021

WAI Wānaka brings together 10 community groups for the Our Place site at the A&P Show,

working with local schools and Otago museum to showcase environmental action

2
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3

The effective co-ordination of more than 5,000 volunteer hours supporting WAI Wānaka's

project activities in the community each year.

Connecting up community efforts, broadening community-led environmental initiatives,

and leveraging partnership and collaboration opportunities, including those arising from

the roll out of Jobs for Nature work programmes.

Developing and delivering community-based pilot education programmes focussed on

exploring connections with our environment, particularly water quality, water use,

biodiversity, biosecurity and climate change. 

Progressing QLDC's Climate Action priorities by working with partners such as Wānaka

Tourism and WAO to develop and implement programmes connecting our community and

visitors with nature, to better understand and manage our individual impacts. 

Promoting the Upper Clutha's water quality story through a range of community

engagement, education and practice change initiatives. One example is the citizen science

project developed with Mt Aspiring College to measure and monitor the impact of the

Wānaka Lakefront Development on biodiversity, water quality and community values.

Developing and sharing resource materials specific to the Queenstown Lakes district. An

example is the 'NZ Natives in the Upper Clutha Catchment' poster prepared to support the

BioBlitz, which is available for download from our website.

Ongoing catchment group coordination, supporting water testing programmes, riparian

planting, regenerative farming workshops, wetlands and biodiversity management.

Assisting businesses to develop environment plans encompassing water use, discharges,

emissions mitigations and sustainability measures. 

Pursuing implementation of a comprehensive freshwater ecosystem health monitoring

programme in the Upper Clutha catchment, a key CCP recommendation.

Supporting effective delivery of all the above with robust processes, frameworks, tools,

technology, data and communications.

QLDC's continued financial support is vital, as WAI Wānaka's operations and community
outreach programs such as education and capability sharing are not funded through Jobs for
Nature programmes or other projects.  

WAI Wānaka is seeking the continuation of QLDC's community grant of $50,000 per year for the

next three years to support:

The balance of the funding needed to support our operations and community outreach
programmes will be secured from grant making trusts,  foundations and community donations.

Community grant 2021 -  2024
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WAI Wānaka submits that (1) QLDC's 10

Year Plan 2021-2031 should have a

stronger emphasis on climate action and

the environment; (2)  More funding is

required to support the valuable work

being done by community groups.

4

10 Year Plan submission
The communities’ Vision Beyond 2050,
including the vision statements of Zero

Carbon Communities | Parakore Hapori and
Deafening Dawn Chorus | Waraki, has never

been more relevant nor more essential. 

Jim Boult, 10 year plan consultation document

Further research into stormwater quality and impacts on receiving water quality to help

guide what treatment is appropriate in Upper Clutha.

Research to better understand the basic physical and biological attributes of our

waterways before climate changes manifest.

Manage urban development to avoid adverse water quality/aquatic ecosystem impacts.

Treatment for first flush stormwater for all new developments using best management

practices and water sensitive urban design approaches.

Erosion & Sediment Control Plans for all developments.

Education programs for developers, builders and earthworks contractors.

Development of stormwater design guidelines taking into account the specific issues in the

Upper Clutha - soil types, rainfall patterns and volumes, receiving water quality standards.

Investigate options for retrofitting treatment systems to existing stormwater discharges.

Support development of Business Environmental Plans for all businesses and industries.

Encourage the installation of rainwater tanks in all urban buildings or structures.

Develop education material on water sensitive options for individuals, including rainwater

capture greywater recycling, impacts of detergents, “down the drain” etc. 

Tourist education such as littering/use of toilets.

Work alongside the community on wetland creation and reinstatement to enhance the

quality of urban run-off. 

WAI Wānaka is well placed to support climate action and is currently working with groups of

landowners to calculate greenhouse gas emissions and faciliate the development of mitigation

plans.  We propose to use a similar group model to work with businesses and households.  

We also submit that QLDC's 10 Year Plan and Spacial Plan provide funding to support the

following specific actions, which were identified in the Community Catchment Plan developed

collectively with QLDC and community stakeholders.  These actions will lead to improved

environmental outcomes across the Upper Clutha:
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5

Vision Beyond 2050 
How WAI Wānaka's on the ground action aligns with and supports Vision Beyond 2050:

Thriving people | Whakapuāwai Hapori 

Water is integral to almost every aspect of health and wellbeing within the Upper Clutha and our

communities have expressed a range of concerns about the changes that are being seen to

lakes, rivers and streams.  WAI Wānaka's work builds on the two key themes developed from

the Community Catchment Plan: Healthy Ecosystems and Community Wellbeing.   

Embracing the Māori world | Whakatinana i te ao Māori 

The concept of ki uta ki tai (from the mountains to the sea) is important in the Upper Clutha

given our location at the headwaters of the Clutha/Mata-Au.  It recognises the connections

between the atmosphere, surface water, groundwater, land use, water quality, water quantity,

and the coast .  It also acknowledges the linkages between people, animals, land, air and water.  

Opportunities for all | He ōhaka taurikura 

WAI Wānaka is providing jobs, training and education programmes for workers and the

community.  Our longer term strategy includes transitioning Jobs for Nature workers to ensure

their skills and passion for the environment continue to benefit our community. 

Breathtaking creativity | Whakaohooho Auahataka 

WAI Wānaka is partnering with Universities and researchers to utilise science, innovation and

design, including the deployment and testing of new thinking and real time technologies.

Deafening dawn chorus | Waraki 

WAI Wānaka's collaborative approach to environmental stewardship utilises forward thinking,

evidence-based decision making and prioritisation to deliver action and enduring outcomes. As

we are all kaitiaki, safeguarding environmental health is a collective responsibility, shared by

national, regional and local agencies, the people of the Upper Clutha and visitors to our region. 

Zero carbon communities | Parakore hapori 

WAI Wānaka is working with landowner groups to measure, reduce and mitigate greenhouse

gas emissions.  Funding is needed to expand the programme to include all local businesses.

Disaster-defying resilience | He Hapori Aumangea

Jobs for Nature funding supports economic, social and environmental wellbeing post Covid-19.  

WAI Wānaka is assisting landowners to measure and mitigate GHG emissions.

Pride in sharing our places | Kia noho tahi tātou kātoa 

The development of the Community Catchment Plan involved residents, community groups,

business owners, iwi, visitors, farmers, scientists, ORC and QLDC, providing an example of how

environmental management issues can be addressed through partnership and collaboration.

Our work with schools is fostering conection to our place by bringing a local perspective to

environmental issues, deepening connection and knowledge.
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6

Our team

Contacts

Mandy  Bell Chair

Julie Perry Manager 

Katie Hart Education 

The Queenstown Lakes district is fortunate to have exceptional expertise, skill and knowledge
readily available within our community.  WAI Wānaka benefits from the involvement of many
competent, dedicated individuals who donate their time to ensure progress towards the
objectives of the Trust. WAI Wānaka currently operates with a mix of volunteer support
(including the Trustees), employees and contractors. 

Project governance includes representatives from QLDC, ORC, DOC, Te Kākano Aotearoa Trust,
Catchments Otago and the Upper Clutha community to ensure delivery of project outcomes and
the timely achievement of project milestones.   Project delivery is also assisted by reference
groups made up of a mix of local and national experts and advisors. 

WAI Wānaka team members March 2021
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7

Partners & Stakeholders 
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KELLY Monique
Wao Charitable Trust
Wanaka/Upper Clutha area

Q. Responding to Climate Change
Please tell us what you think of Council's response and your thoughts on prioritisation and 
funding:

Please tell us more about your response:

Please tell us more about your response:

Please tell us more about your response:

Please tell us more about your response:

Q. Please use this space to comment on the big issues or
any aspect of the draft Ten Year Plan:
PDF Submission attached

Q. Please use this space to comment on the draft Policy on
Development Contributions:

Q. Please use this space to comment on the draft Policy on
Significance and Engagement:

Hearing: Ten Year Plan - Wanaka
Date: 11/05/2021 Time: 11:15
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QLDC 10 YEAR PLAN

SUBMISSION APRIL 2021

Wao Charitable Trust

Wanaka, NZ

Board members: Darrin Brown (Chairperson), Monique Kelly,

Carly Green, Mandy Bell, Arna Craig, Claire Akin-Smith.

INTRODUCTION

Wao is a charitable trust, based in Wanaka, whose goal is to help communities accelerate

towards a regenerative, carbon zero future. It is made up of volunteers with expertise in

carbon accounting, employment, circular economy, and construction. It was established in

2018 and has had a significant impact on fostering partnership and collaboration between

sectors, organisations and individuals in the community as well as shifting behaviour

towards a regenerative mindset.1 Like so many of our community organisations, we have

been able to achieve this with very little budget but need to be extremely vigilant about

volunteer burnout. We need to develop a community/government model where local and

national government focus on outcomes and leverage capacity and capability of the

community.

SUMMARY

The following submission on the draft Ten Year Plan (TYP) focuses on the budget through a

climate lens. It sets out the legal obligations of the Council with respect to climate

adaptation and mitigation and weighs this against the current budget as well as the

2018-2021 budget to see if there has been a significant shift in budgeting to reflect the

commitments made.

1 See Wao Annual Report 2020 - https://wao.co.nz/sustainability-reports
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It is our opinion that this TYP will not allow us to achieve our climate targets within the next

29 years and in particular a 40% reduction in emissions, which need to be reached within

this current TYP timeframe. It fails to set out an emissions reductions strategy for the next

10 years, it will not allow us to meet the legal obligations to keep warming below +1.5

degrees, it puts us in a position where our reduction actions are yet again shifted into a

shorter, more impossible to reach timeframe, and is seriously in need of amendment. If we

are adopting this budget as is, we are wasting a further three years of our time.

This TYP is by far the most important budget we will adopt in the next three years as it will

set us on an emissions path for better or for worse. It fails to address the urgent need to

commit to climate change, in particular the plan:

● is premature as it fails to take into account the recommendations of the Climate

Reference Group;

● is based on forecasting for the increase of emissions on par with levels prior to our

adoption of the below legal instruments;

● fails to without taking into account that visitor numbers cannot return to pre-covid

level if we are to reduce our emissions by 40% before 2030;

● fails to set out an emissions mitigation or adaptation strategy;

● fails to include or make provision for a specific and significant budget for any future

reduction and adaptation strategies recommended by the CRG.

The vision set out in Queenstown Lakes District Council’s (QLDC) Climate Action Plan2 will

not be achieved by the TYP as currently drafted. We believe that the Council will be open to

legal challenges as it is not on track to act on climate issues in line with it’s declaration of a

climate and ecological emergency in June 2019. This is a waste of time and resources that

we do not have. We strongly urge the Council to go back and revise the TYP.

Our recommendations are listed below.

LOCAL GOVERNMENT OBLIGATIONS UNDER CLIMATE LEGISLATION

We have included the below key legal duties under the Local Government Act 2002 in order

to assist QLDC in focusing on their baseline obligations in relation to climate change. Under

the Local Government Act, 2002, the Council has a statutory obligation to:

(a) promote the social economic, environmental and cultural well-being of communities

in the present and for the future (s.10).

(b) Give effect to its identified priorities and desired outcomes in an efficient and

effective manner (s.14)

(c) Take into account the need to maintain and enhance the quality of the environment

and the reasonably foreseeable needs of future generations (s.14); and

2 https://www.qldc.govt.nz/media/tqbhrnqc/4a-climate-action-plan.pdf
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(d) Manage its revenues, expenses, assets, liabilities, investment, and general financial

dealings prudently and in a manner that promotes the current and future interests of

the community (s.101)

The purpose set out in the Climate Change Response Act 2002 (CCRA) is to limit the global

temperature increase to +1.5˚C (s.3). The Act (s5ZN) further provides that:

“if they see fit, a person or body may, in exercising or performing a public function,

power or duty conferred on that persons or body by or under law, take into account-

(a) the 2050 target; or

(b) an emissions budget; or

(c) an emissions reduction plan.”

Justice Palmer in a recent case3 on the extent of responsibility of local government to

respond to climate change, ruled that “the potential and likely effects of climate change, and

the measures required to mitigate those effects, are of the highest public importance.” He

concluded that “the intensity of review of decisions about climate change by public decision

makers is similar to that for fundamental human rights. Depending on their context,

decisions about climate change deserve heightened scrutiny.”

Our Mayor signed the Local Government Leaders’ Climate Change Declaration (LGLCCD)

that, inter alia, acknowledged “the importance and urgent need to address climate change

for the benefit of current and future generations”. On the 27th June 2019, the Council

declared a climate and ecological emergency. The district’s Climate Action Plan (CAP) was

presented and adopted on the 12 of March 2020. The opening paragraph of the CAP states:

“According to the 2018 Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change (IPCC) Special

Report, we have less than a decade to act until the effects of climate change are

irreversible. Now is the time to stop talking about climate change and to start taking

climate action.”

It further states that:

“Updated plans, each looking ahead to the next three years, will be published

annually in line with Council’s Annual Plan budgeting cycle.”

The goals of the CAP outlined in the document are:

“to achieve net zero carbon emissions by 2050 across the whole district and be

resilient to the local impact of climate change across the whole district

The Climate Reference Group (CRG) was constituted in August 2020 and is mandated to

come up with an updated plan to tackle emissions reduction. This updated report and plan

has not yet been published.

3 Hauraki Coromandel Climate Action INcorporated v Thames-Coromandel District Council [2002] NZHC 3228
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Under the CAP and  the LGLCCD, we have voluntarily committed to the 2050 target and

emissions reduction. Given Section 5ZN of the CCRA, it is very important that Council take

the above seriously and reflect their commitment to reducing emissions in the TYP. Wao

believes that the+1.5˚Cs and 2050 zero GHG emissions targets are so obviously material to

decisions, particularly in relation to the transport system, that they must be taken into

account. The TYP not only needs to talk about the values, but also the measures and budget

in place to achieve this target.

As a district, through the CAP, we have:

➢ committed to to put measures in place to limit warming to +1.5˚C above

pre-industrial levels.

➢ declared that we have “less than a decade to act” and that it’s time to “start taking

climate action”.

To do this we need to

➢ cut emissions by 40% before 2030 in “an efficient and effective manner”.

➢ Ensure that the management of all finances promotes the current and future

interests of the community.

The TYP fails to implement measures that will achieve any of the above.

QLDC EMISSIONS PROFILE

The average GHG footprint of a resident in this district is 18 tCO2.4 To put this in perspective,

if we were a country, we would be among the top 10 emitters in the world per capita.

Transport accounts for 50% of our greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions with 35% attributed to

the agricultural sector, 9% to waste and 6% to stationary energy. Transport emissions include

both road (264,430 tCO2e or 77% of transport emissions) and aviation (77,550 emissions

tCO2e or 33% of transport emissions). About half of the road emissions were attributed to

residents and the other half to visitors.  There is no breakdown in the aviation data as to

how much of the aviation emissions are attributed to residents/visitors. What is clear is that

we need a massive shift in the way that we move as residents and to reduce the volume of

traffic on the road and in the air by 2030.

4 https://www.qldc.govt.nz/media/vj3fwmin/tonkin___taylor_report_ghginventory_20180927.pdf
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Emissions from the agricultural sector largely fall outside of influence of the Council. It

should be noted that Wai Wanaka is currently working with the primary sector in the Upper

Clutha basin and the majority of farms should have a baseline as well as a mitigation plan in

place before the end of the year.  This action is being done in an efficient and effective

manner and should serve as an example of what we need to accomplish.

The areas we do have influence over are transport, waste and reduction of operational and

embodied energy in capital spending.

CLIMATE ADAPTATION & MITIGATION MEASURES

TRANSPORT EMISSIONS

Our public transport is the cleanest, greenest, innovative choice for

district-wide connectivity

Active travel is an integral part of an accessible and safe network for all of our

people

Transport is the key area we have to target to reduce emissions over the next 10 years. Our

strategies for doing this need to focus on two areas: reducing traffic volume and shifting

behaviour.
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The TYP dedicates 30% of capital costs and 11% of operating costs to transport over the next

ten years. As this budget will materially affect the next three years spending, the following

focuses on the spending from 2021-24 TYP.  To put it in perspective and see if there was any

shift in budgeting since the CAP was adopted, we compared these figures to the 2018-2021

budget in the 2018 TYP.

In the 2021 draft TYP, 87.13% of the transport budget for 2021-2024 is dedicated to road

improvements and maintenance. This investment is effectively enabling cars to travel on the

road and increasing emissions as the majority of our cars in our district are still petrol

powered. Only 12.87% of the budget is dedicated to active transport (AT) or public transport

(PT) initiatives.5 This is only a 3% increase in spend compared to the 2018-2024 budget and

counter to our obligations to take urgent action to mitigate against climate change.  The

priority in the TYP seems to be potholes over safety and viability of future generations. This

is unacceptable.

5 We have calculated into this percentage both the explicit and implicit (footpath maintenance etc.) items in the
budget dedicated to these activities.
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Not only is AT and PT inadequately funded, it is also done in a manner that is completely

contrary to an equitable distribution of funds between the communities in the district.6 In

the proposed budget,  90% of the total transport budget is to be spent in the Wakatipu

Basin, with 9% to be spent in the Upper Clutha and 1% on the Crown Range. When looking

in detail at the portion of the budget spent on emission reduction transport strategies in the

2018-2024 combined budgets, the Upper Clutha is only receiving 6% of the funding with

94% of funding going to the Wakatipu. While the Council has put a caveat in this TYP that

the impact of COVID has been a factor in reducing the overall budget, the total budget for

transport in the 2020 TYP is practically the same as the 2018-2021 budget with a slight

increase for the next three years’ budget.  This inequality has to be remedied with haste.

POPULATION GROWTH & REDUCTION LEVERS

The TYP bases population projections on a “business as usual” approach with respect to the

increase in visitor numbers. The TYP populations forecasts see COVID-19 as a statistical

“blip” with visitor numbers returning to pre-COVID levels in as little as five years. The

assumption - that the golden age of tourism will return - needs to be reviewed in light of the

following:

6 In terms of population, the 2018 Census showed that the Wakatipu Basin made up 67% of our population
with the Upper Clutha making up 33%. Over the past 15 years, the Upper Clutha has been growing at a faster
rate than the Wakatipu so it is assumed here that the ratio in 2021 will be about 66% Wakatipu and 34% Upper

Clutha.
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➢ the continuing long-term impact of COVID, both from an economic, social and health

perspective as well as consumer behaviour towards travel will likely have a significant

impact on the number of visitors willing to travel;

➢ increasing global measures to take urgent climate action is likely to significantly

increase the cost and frequency of flights and travel;

➢ the technological transformation the aviation industry needs to go through in the

next 10 years to adhere to its climate obligations and the economic impact of COVID

on the industry will place huge pressure on this sector;

In addition, we have a moral and legal obligation to reduce visitors to the region. Until

carbon zero road and aviation options are available, we need to look at what levers within

our power to reduce the number of visitors to our district once numbers start to return.

These include shelving all projects which are drivers to visitor growth while continuing to

work with the tourism sector on its transition to a regenerative future.

It is encouraging that the Council has recognised the negative impact of aviation as a driver

to visitor growth and both direct and indirect impact on increasing emissions in its recent

submission to the Climate Change Commission Draft Report.

“8.10 Whilst emissions attribution becomes complex in this space, it is clear that

increased international visitors to New Zealand typically result in increased

international visitors to the Queenstown Lakes District. The proposal for a new

international airport at Tarras may result in a significant increase in international

visitor road transport to the district and all of the associated emissions.”

There is equally true of any expansion of aviation or airports in our district and we will

support the Council in ensuring that there are no further airport expansions in ours or

neighbouring districts and implementing a serious reduction strategy for transport. We look

forward to seeing strong leadership from Council on this point.

We also believe that the assumptions on population growth under estimated resident

population growth to our district.  As one of few global safe havens from an economic,

social, health and climate perspective, the district is likely to see a large increase in both

domestic and international migration. This could occur when borders begin to loosen up,

and increase as climate pressures such as rising seas, heatwaves and wildfires increase in

other communities. While this will likely help with economic diversification as migrants bring

an increasingly diverse range of skills and expertise to the district, this will also put

enormous pressure on our infrastructure. We need to prepare for this now.
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URGENT NEED FOR BEHAVIOUR CHANGE

We note with interest that the Council in its submission to the Climate Change Commission

stated:

“Behaviour change needs greater emphasis

3.9    QLDC supports the actions to create a multisector strategy, but doesn’t consider

the emphasis on behaviour change (necessary action 16) to be sufficient. QLDC’s

position is that effective behaviour change at every level of the system will be

essential in supporting technological solutions and giving effect to the Commission’s

advice in an urgent and timely fashion. There is potentially limited capacity and

capability in relation to these skillsets and methodologies within the system currently.

3.10 The need for behaviour change approaches is acknowledged at Necessary Action

16, but the recommendation should be expanded to recognise the need for

institutional, business, community and household-level change. The advice relating

to behaviour change should also be, more ambitious, more creative, more detailed

and further reaching than stated in this section. QLDC notes that effective behaviour

change should be a proactive, enabling recommendation as opposed to a reactive,

necessary action.”

This behaviour shift starts here - we do not, and should not, need to wait for the central

government to start. We need to implement, with urgency, behavior change campaigns to

raise awareness about our GHG footprint and assist individuals and businesses to put in

place a reduction strategy. A large focus of this campaign needs to be changing the way we

move with the outcome being the reduction of carbon intensive travel in the district.  As

stated in the TYP, “Local government has a role to play in both, but we cannot affect

community behaviour change alone. Everyone in the district will need to collaborate, think

like a global citizen”. We wholly agree with this statement. While council can not, and should

not, do this alone, it can fund it.

Behaviour change is the greatest tool we have at our disposal to reduce emissions. As we

have demonstrated, it is also the most cost effective. However, it cannot be continued to be

done by volunteers with little to no budget. Behaviour change starts with education for

awareness then self responsibility and facilitation for action. All of these need strategic

planning and funding.  This is where the health of humans overlaps with the health of our

environment as interdependent. As Wai is demonstrating with the rural sector, behaviour

change can happen and results achieved quicker and more effectively when funding is

available. To be more than just ink on paper and to lead to actual reductions, there has to be

a serious budget put into behaviour change initiatives. The current budget is completely

lacking in this regard.
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Given the above and the lack of vision, strategy or urgency in the TYP concerning climate

action, we would like to ask the Council to reply to the following:

1. How much operational budget is going towards climate mitigation and adaptation?

2. What percentage of the total budget is this?

3. How does this percentage compare to the percentage spent in other areas such as

economic development and social development?

4. Do you believe that this TYP takes the “effects of climate change, and the measures

required to mitigate those effects” seriously and escalates them to “the highest

public importance”?

RECOMMENDATIONS:

1. All budgets need to be drafted based on our emissions reduction strategy and

established in line with our obligations under the CCRA.

2. All projects in the budget need to have an emissions profile attached to them to

assess whether it will help to reduce or increase our GHG emissions. These profiles

need to include emissions due to both embodied and operational energy.

3. Any project that will lead to increased emissions needs to be immediately shelved.

4. The Council needs to appoint a staff member at the executive level who is

responsible for ensuring: that all council strategies and activities are inline with the

CAP; the systems are in place to measure and report on the emissions profile of all

infrastructure spend and future developments; that all future budgets are aligned

with our strategic direction and priorities with respect to climate, land, water and

air.

5. The overall budget dedicated to the reduction of transport emission needs to be

increased inline with the importance and urgency that has been declared by the

council.

6. Funding for active transport and public transport in the Upper Clutha needs to be

increased to ensure the equitable distribution of funds within the community.

7. Establish a fund dedicated to behavior change initiatives and open to community

groups to fund work that is currently being done by volunteers.

8. Support is provided to get emissions baseline and reductions strategy for all

segments of the community (individuals and business), in line and collaboration

with the Wai Wanaka program in the primary sector, within the next 18 months.

9. Fund Enviroschools for our two district high schools so that climate education can

be taught in all schools, not just primary.

10. All the above need to be implemented with urgency, in line with our declared

priorities as a district on climate mitigation and adaptation.
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WASTE

Zero waste is just something we do here

Waste is the second priority with respect to reduction of emissions. The Tomkin + Taylor

report  concludes that our total emissions from the 94,871 tCO2e. Solid waste made up the

largest proportion of this at 88,011 tCO2e. Half of these were attributed to organic waste

with the other half being made up of paper.

The TYP forecasts to reduce emissions by 4.2% each year from year one. However, the TYP

fails to provide details on how the goals outlined for organic waste will be implemented in

the next three years.

It is encouraging to see that a budget has been set aside in both the Upper Clutha and

Wakatipu Basin to address behaviour change. As with transport, this is the biggest lever we

can pull to achieve our targets. This budget should be increased and there should be a

stronger connection between community / local government to leverage the capacity and

experience that exists in the community to implement behaviour change.

RECOMMENDATION:

1. Provide a strategic pathway to the community for organic waste reduction and

details about how this is going to be addressed in the district in the next three

years.

2. Increase the funding for behaviour change initiatives with a strong community /

local government partnership.

ECONOMY

This past year has shown not only the vulnerability of having a lack of diversity in our

economy, but also the dangers of having a large section of our economy in a low wage,

service industry that is reliant on transient employees who are inherently vulnerable to

economic shocks. Any CAPEX spend needs to be prioritised by asking the question: does this

project increase our economic diversity or does it go to supporting increasing visitor

numbers to the district? Diversification is key not only to improving the resilience within the

community, but also reducing emissions by decreasing our reliance on tourism. While

tourism will always be part of our economic mix, it needs to make up a much smaller part.

RECOMMENDATION:

1. Establish an independent Economic Development Agency, with funding from both

rate payers money as well as seeking central government funding.
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GOVERNANCE

The district is presented with a TYP with little to no options as to the priorities for spending.

The TYP mentions democracy and participation without setting out a pathway to do this in

any meaningful manner. To enable a truly participative system, the community needs to be

able to input into decision making prior to those decisions being made, not after.

Last year we held a discussion on participative democracy with Max Rashbrooke to which

150 local residents came in both Queenstown and Wanaka. The overwhelming majority of

the participants would like to see some sort of participative democratic model set up. The

most cost effective way of incorporating a participatory system is to establish a participatory

budgeting process.

A participatory budgeting process has been successfully used by a number of local

government bodies around the world.7 We would simply need to follow best practice. This

would allow for the community to decide on capital spend for community projects. It would

assist the council in prioritizing their work and lead to a great trust and collaboration

between the local community and its council.

RECOMMENDATION:

3. Include a participatory budgeting tool in the Council tool kit in order to allow the

community to prioritise which projects to fund.

NEXT STEPS

If you have any questions or would like to discuss this submission, please do not hesitate to
contact Darrin Brown, the Wao Chairperson at or Monique Kelly

nz. We would like to reiterate we are committed to assisting QLDC
however possible to amend the TYP to include a much stronger climate focus.

7 Some examples of communities already using this system include Porto Alegre, Brazil; Paris, France; Vallejo,
California; Soel, South Korea; New York City, USA; Seville, Spain; Boston, USA; Berlin, Germany; Toronto,
Ontario.
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QLDC SPATIAL PLAN

SUBMISSION APRIL 2021

SUMMARY

We would like to thank the QLDC team for coming up with a document based on a number

of well thought out and communicated scenarios. With migration of permanent residents to

the district being highly probable as outlined in the 10 Year Plan submission, forward

planning to ensure that we are able to do this in a way that has the least impact on our

environment and services to enrich our communities is essential.

Main Centre

The Main Centre approach will provide the least impact to our environment in terms of

emissions by enabling us to reduce emissions, lessen our impact on our land and water and

make the most efficient and cost effective use of infrastructure built to support 3 waters and

transport.

Connected communities  - Active Transport & Public Transport

Care needs to be taken to ensure that regular, reliable and affordable public transport as

well as active travel options are available both within the central hubs as well as between

outlying communities. This also needs to be coordinated regionally  between QLDC and

non-QLDC townships. QLDC should show leadership in this space and initiate a discussion to

implement a national strategy for transport, which includes aviation and road.  This will go a

long way to helping us to achieve a reduction in our GHG emissions. See also

recommendations in the submission for the TYP.

Community bump spaces

Densification does not need to be undertaken at the cost of community spaces. All

developments should be obliged to set aside a community bump space. These spaces need

to be connected via a green belt which connects to essential services such as schools, retail

and health facilities. An overarching strategy needs to be in place to ensure that these

pathways and bump spaces are set up to ensure connectivity between developments

Diversification.

Spaces within each of the communities need to be set aside for economic development

aimed at diversification. With diversification a key strategy for the Spatial Plan, low impact

businesses (those that measure and report on their environmental, social and economic

impact) which provide decent work and income for the community should be encouraged.

13
139



An independent Economic Development Agency, funded in part by the Council with funding

also sought from central government, should be established with hubs in both the Upper

Clutha and the Wakatipu Basin.

A hiatus should be put on all new visitor accommodation builds with these only going ahead

when upgrading or replacing current stock. This should remain in place until an emission

reduction strategy has been set up for this sector. This also protects the economic viability of

existing operators.

Consideration also needs to be given to the types of housing available and incentivising the

building of smaller, more compact and energy efficient housing. Developers should be

incentivised to ensure the design and build of energy efficient buildings. This could be done

by streamlining resource consent for projects with a strong materials waste and energy

efficiency build policy. Consent for land development also needs to be contingent on the

setting up of easily connected developments with the integration of community spaces. The

use of all fossil fuel energy, including reticulated gas and fossil fuel boilers, should be banned

in all new developments. All infrastructure, including private and public new builds, need to

be energy efficient and address both the embodied energy due to materials choice and

construction as well as the operational energy.

Productive land needs to be protected from any further development due to the economic

benefit it provides to the community by increasing our food resilience and connection with

the land through sports and leisure activities as well as environmental, through the

sequestration of carbon as well as protection of biodiversity, to protect against land and

water degradation.

Development of land needs to occur on land which does not fall under character,

Outstanding Natural Landscape (ONL) and Outstanding Natural Features (ONF) or productive

land category. When looking at the maps, the Wakatipu basin is already encroaching into

these areas. A line needs to be drawn to stop any further development and a plan drawn up

once saturation point is met. This will have impacts on population growth in the district and

possible shifts in the population distribution between the two basins. From a spatial

perspective, there is more possibility for expansion in the Upper Clutha, although this too

needs to be watched closely so that the encroachment which has occurred in the Wakatipu

basin does not happen over here.

Unless population declines due to a natural or economic disaster in the district, much

thought needs to be given to the saturation point of both communities. This needs to be

decided upon well ahead of when this occurs. Given the highly likely scenario that the

district will come under increasing pressure from both domestic and international migration,

we would strongly suggest that a study be done into testing assumptions around resident
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numbers.  This likely scenario has many implications on infrastructure spend and ensuring

that we are anticipating rather than reacting to growth.

RECOMMENDATION:

1. We support the Main Centres scenario.

2. We recommend that even in this scenario, space for essential services for outlying

communities, as well as options for small local business development, be set aside

to encourage localised economic development.

3. We support the implementation of affordable, regular and reliable transport both

within centres and with outlying communities.

4. Development should be permitted only on the basis that it provides for energy

efficient, low impact buildings integrating public and active transport routes as well

as community bump spaces.

5. The use of all fossil fuel energy, including reticulated gas and fossil fuel boilers,

should be banned in all new development.

6. All productive land should be protected from any further development along with

character, culturally significant and ONL/ONF land.

7. Commission a study to examine scenarios for population in light of climate and

economic migration.
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YATES Mike
Hawea

Q. Responding to Climate Change

Climate change respnse is another way way of saying panic.

If in danger, if in doubt, run in circles cry and shout.

In a few short years it will be replaced by another hysteria that requires us to be 
taxed in order to 'tackle it'.

Hopefully it will have more credence than this current fraud.

In the meantime can we focus on clean air, water and cleaning up after ourselves?

Please tell us what you think of Council's response and your thoughts on prioritisation and 
funding:

Please tell us more about your response:

Please tell us more about your response:

Please tell us more about your response:

Please tell us more about your response:

Q. Please use this space to comment on the big issues or
any aspect of the draft Ten Year Plan:
I  OPPOSE the introduction of a levy on short term accommodation providers.

Among viable alternatives which I could support would be a genuine tourism 
business levy payable by all businesses deriving income from visitors to the region, 
apportioned by their share of visitor expenditure recorded in the government's 
Tourism  Satellite Accounts.  

What I do wholeheartedly support is QLDC concentrating its resources on core 
ratepayer services - cutting its coat to suit its cloth. To take a lead from your climate 
action tent at Wanaka A&P show  " ideas like simplifying your life by purchasing less"

Hearing: Ten Year Plan - Wanaka
Date: 11/05/2021 Time: 11:20

142



Q. Please use this space to comment on the draft Policy on 
Development Contributions:

Q. Please use this space to comment on the draft Policy on 
Significance and Engagement:
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JUDGE Philip Vincent
Luddle Limited
Wanaka/Upper Clutha area

Q. Responding to Climate Change

The focus of this submission is to oppose the Council's unnecessary investment in the 
Cardrona Water Scheme

Please tell us what you think of Council's response and your thoughts on prioritisation and 
funding:

Q. Big Issue 1: Delivering safe and reliable 3 water services 
for our community
Neither / Neutral

The focus of this submission is to oppose the Council's unnecessary investment in the 
Cardrona Water Scheme

Please tell us more about your response:

Q. Big Issue 2: Meeting the transport needs of our community 
and ensuring capacity and choice
Neither / Neutral

The focus of this submission is to oppose the Council's unnecessary investment in the 
Cardrona Water Scheme

Please tell us more about your response:

Q. Big Issue 3: New Targeted Rate on Queenstown Town 
Centre properties
Neither / Neutral

The focus of this submission is to oppose the Council's unnecessary investment in the 
Cardrona Water Scheme

Please tell us more about your response:

Hearing: Ten Year Plan - Wanaka
Date: 11/05/2021 Time: 11:30
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Q. Big Issue 4: Increasing User Fees and Charges
Neither / Neutral

The focus of this submission is to oppose the Council's unnecessary investment in the 
Cardrona Water Scheme

Please tell us more about your response:

Q. Please use this space to comment on the big issues or 
any aspect of the draft Ten Year Plan:
The Council has presented its investment in a new water treatment plant at 
Cardrona as a decision that it has already made. This is misleading, as the Council 
has specifically deferred that decision to await the outcome of the LTP process. The 
cost is stated in most places at $8.1M, but a further cost 10 years from now is also 
given of $11.5M; ie amounting to $19.6M. Funding remains unclear as it is stated at 
one point as being from rates, and at another point from development contributions. 
In neither case does the LTP disclose what the targeted rates, connection charges, or 
development contributions will be.

See attached

Q. Please use this space to comment on the draft Policy on 
Development Contributions:
The DC policy identifies costs beyond $8.1M, with nearly $14M costs identified for 
Water Supply headworks, and $2.5M for pipeline works. It also fails to identify what 
development contribution is to be levied in new development at Cardrona (nor are 
targeted rates or connection charges identified).
This makes it impossible for developers/ ratepayers to understand the costs of the 
scheme to them. If those affected cannot understand this, then they cannot provide 
meaningful feedback and the LTP process is fundamentally flawed.

Q. Please use this space to comment on the draft Policy on 
Significance and Engagement:
N/A
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SUTHERLAND Peter
Lakes District Accomodation Sector
Wanaka/Upper Clutha area

Q. Responding to Climate Change
Please tell us what you think of Council's response and your thoughts on prioritisation and 
funding:

Q. Big Issue 1: Delivering safe and reliable 3 water services 
for our community
I support OPTION TWO: Spread the Water Treatment Programme over the ten years

No reason to unnecessarily rush this work - we have great water quality already

Please tell us more about your response:

Q. Big Issue 2: Meeting the transport needs of our community 
and ensuring capacity and choice
I support OPTION TWO: Council reconsiders prioritisation and funding or non-funding 
of one or more transport projects

Please tell us more about your response:

Q. Big Issue 3: New Targeted Rate on Queenstown Town 
Centre properties
Neither / Neutral

I have no financial interest in the Queenstown CBD, it is not for me to decide.

Please tell us more about your response:

Q. Big Issue 4: Increasing User Fees and Charges
I support OPTION ONE: Fees and Charges Increased as per Revenue & Financing 
Policy

Hearing: Ten Year Plan - Wanaka
Date: 11/05/2021 Time: 11:35
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User pays is the way to go.

Please tell us more about your response:

Q. Please use this space to comment on the big issues or 
any aspect of the draft Ten Year Plan:
See attachment

Q. Please use this space to comment on the draft Policy on 
Development Contributions:
See attachment

Q. Please use this space to comment on the draft Policy on 
Significance and Engagement:

Q. If you have a pre-prepared submission, you can upload it 
below. 

Submission on QLDC 10 Year Plan and Policy on Development Contributions.docx

Please note that we can only accept .docx files.
Additional documents or PDF files can be emailed to letstalk@qldc.govt.nz
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ROWLEY Jerry
Wanaka/Upper Clutha area

Q. Responding to Climate Change
Please tell us what you think of Council's response and your thoughts on prioritisation and 
funding:

Please tell us more about your response:

Please tell us more about your response:

Please tell us more about your response:

Please tell us more about your response:

Q. Please use this space to comment on the big issues or 
any aspect of the draft Ten Year Plan:

Q. Please use this space to comment on the draft Policy on 
Development Contributions:

Q. Please use this space to comment on the draft Policy on 
Significance and Engagement:

Q. If you have a pre-prepared submission, you can upload it 
below. 

Hearing: Ten Year Plan - Wanaka
Date: 11/05/2021 Time: 11:40
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Jerry Rowley.docx

Please note that we can only accept .docx files.
Additional documents or PDF files can be emailed to letstalk@qldc.govt.nz
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TAYLOR Meg
Wanaka/Upper Clutha area

Q. Responding to Climate Change
Please tell us what you think of Council's response and your thoughts on prioritisation and 
funding:

Please tell us more about your response:

Please tell us more about your response:

Please tell us more about your response:

Please tell us more about your response:

Q. Please use this space to comment on the big issues or 
any aspect of the draft Ten Year Plan:
PDF submission attached

Q. Please use this space to comment on the draft Policy on 
Development Contributions:

Q. Please use this space to comment on the draft Policy on 
Significance and Engagement:

Hearing: Ten Year Plan - Wanaka
Date: 11/05/2021 Time: 11:45
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Submission to Draft Ten Year Plan and Draft Spatial Plan 
Meg Taylor

Monday 19 April 2021

I wish to be heard at the hearing for the Draft Ten Year Plan

I do not wish to be heard at the hearing for the Draft Spatial Plan

TYP refers to Draft Ten Year Plan, SP refers to Draft Spatial Plan


________________________________________________________________________________


“I think we should focus our attention on improving community facilities like sports grounds, 
trails, parks, cultural spaces, libraries and public transport rather than this constant push for 
cheap housing, hotels, shopping centres and carparks.” 

“Supportive of intensification in the main centres so long as carefully planned for safe walk 
ways, active travel routes and efficient integrated public transport along with descent sized 
green spaces for kids, playgrounds, trees, social, sporting, cultural, and event spaces that 
can be easily accessed. Design needs to be innovative and it is critical that secure bike 
parking, car parking spaces and effective waste/recycling locations and processes are 
enforced by Council at the building consent stage to ensure. Underground car parking 
should be standard in all new apartments - Don't just assume people will live life without a 
car because they live by Public transport as all families need cars.”  

- quote from SP consultation document 
Citizens say it best - quote from SP consultation document 

1. Transport, Public and Active Transport 
TYP Roading, Parking, Footpaths, Public Transport etc 
SP Outcome 2 Public Transport, Walking, Cycling 

The aspirational statements in both SP & TYP Draft Plans, the community feedback in 
multiple submission opportunities and those included in the Consultation Document 
attached to the SP, as well as the climate obligations of Council, all recommend a transport 
strategy that is heavily weighted towards public transport, bikes and pedestrians. 
Unfortunately the plans for the Wanaka Ward do not live up to these, either in terms of 
spend or real strategy. The difference in spend between Wakatipu Ward and Wanaka Ward 
in this area is $389,054,765 to $98,828,523 = Wakatipu gets 3.93 x the spend. Yet 
according to StatsNZ Queenstown was at the most double Wanaka Ward population in 
2018 & 2020.


As a minimum I would recommend the following changes to both Plans.


• Effective Wanaka-QTN-Cromwell commuter and airport commuter shuttle to be brought 
forward into the TYP as a priority. Page 86 of the SP Strategy 10 states:  “The Spatial Plan 
envisages public transport connections between Queenstown, Wānaka and Cromwell. This would provide 
options for residents and visitors to travel conveniently around the Queenstown Lakes without needing a car, 
and has the potential to link to new airport services in the future.” The plan clearly does not envisage 
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this as needed until Wanaka has a jet capable airport and QTN needs to get its visitors 
quickly over the hill from Wanaka. I suggest in fact we need this now. One option might be 
to subsidise already existing shuttle to enable more frequent shuttles, another option 
would be to provide fully subsidised public transport.


• The Mt Iron SH6 intersection should be identified in both draft Plans for a future 
roundabout (the pinch points for Wanaka ward are well out of date - eg the Albert Town 
bridge is the only one listed.)


• Matukituki valley road? Listed as “dangerous.” Should this be otter-sealed in preparation 
for future sealing? This is another road that has been under pressure for some time.


• Hawea-Wanaka roadside active transport commuter track - this should brought forward 
as a priority: either an extra wide left-of-white-line margin similar to the QTN-Arrowtown 
Malaghans road (1 metre wide?) or a separate paved cycle way beside the road.


• Hawea’s main town road, Lakeview Terrace, needs to be bike friendly for kids commuting 
along it. So does the “ring road” encircling Hawea including Cemetery, Muir and Domain 
roads. These should be factored into the TYP and SP.


• I support Bike Wanaka’s recommendation that the long promised business case for active 
transport in Wānaka to be delivered by August 2021. A subregional transport network 
similar to Wakatipu’s needs to be finalised as a priority before the TYP is confirmed in 
June.


2. Waste & Climate  
TYP Taking Climate Action, Environmental Management, Waste Minimisation and Management  
SP Page 14 Influences on the Spatial Plan & all Outcomes 1-5  

The section on waste management page 126 TYP includes many aspirational statements 
(circular economy) and statements of support for various government strategies and 
concepts. But not a whole lot of action - in fact is there any action? (apart from “Support 
the extension and increase of the NZ Landfill Waste Levy to incentivise and fund waste 
reduction and recovery. ).


And because there is more and more waste, instead of looking to reduce that waste, 
Council plans on building ever larger facilities to handle the waste. There are some 
upgrades and health and safety improvements in Wanaka and there is over 45 million 
($45,197,474) being spent on new and upgraded waste facilities in Queenstown, which 
currently handles much of both towns waste. A little over $5 million is to be spent in 
Wanaka as the system relies on waste being be trucked over the hill to the Queenstown 
landfills and waste handling facilities.


In the last 25 years the QLDC district population has gone up to 3 times what it was in 
1996. So in 2046 that would put the district at a minimum of 129,000 residents. With such 
massive population increase and the new dwellings Council is forecasting, are the 
predictions around landfill requirements and waste storage and processing requirements 
accurate?  (page 128 of TYP). Is Wanaka dump fit for future needs of a larger town?


Let's see the Council get ahead of other councils in its planning for our future instead of 
many fine words and minimal action. And rather than just building ever bigger dumps lets 
see our Council trying to reduce our waste and actually taking measures to do so.
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1. food waste bins. Contract with Wastebusters to handle food waste and develop a 
composting operation. I would suggest the 20 ha of Council land on the Albert Town 
side of the Cardrona river (below the salmon farm) for this project. It could be combined 
with a community garden for Albert Town, it would make good use of land which is not 
suited to residential use, and it would help Wastebusters, a fantastic community 
resource which has been largely ignored by successive councils. The most recent audit 
of kerbside rubbish bins found 54% of what we throw out is organic waste. The Climate 
Change Commission’s advice focuses on reducing methane emissions from organic 
waste in landfill.


2. Building waste. QLDC is quoted as saying that the average house build in the region 
produces 5 tonnes of waste material. Start requiring building waste to be separated into 
wood steel plastics. Wood waste - separated and cheaper? eg all the timber framing. 
Certain kinds of waste that takes excessive time to break down should be very 
expensive to dump. eg Polystyrene?


3. Development contributions need to reflect the waste costs of building in our district - 
do they adequately? Carbon costs?


4. Real and tangible climate mitigation policies for new developments - eg all new 
developments of more than 100 residential units need to provide 1 electric vehicle 
charger, either incentivise or require installation of solar hot water heating in new builds. 
There should be the planning expertise within Council to look at resource consents 
from a climate mitigation perspective so that developer actions to mitigate are taken 
into account.


There is a considerable future cost to our community in our Council failing to begin decisive 
action now. We can shift the methane emission costs of food waste and hard-fill sites filled 
with building construction materials down the road or we can start to deal with these issues 
now. We can continue to grow a carbon-fed economy with new airports and insufficient 
investment in low-carbon transport or we can start to lower and limit these inputs now.


3. Community Facilities & a Vibrant Town Centre 
TYP Parks/Tracks&Trails/Sports Facilities, Community Facilities 
SP Outcomes 2 (Public Transport etc), 4 (Well Designed Neighbourhoods), 5 (Diverse Economy), infact 
all SP Outcomes 1-5 

In TYP Community Facilities Spend is $203,493,075 for Wakatipu Ward v $58,082,613 for 
Wanaka Ward 

What makes a community “affordable” or not is in part related to its investment in shared 
public facilities


• Sticky Forest 
Sticky Forest should at least get a mention in both plans to be factored in for funding in the 
future. It is open space, it is an incredible resource for the biking community, it is youth 
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“health”, it is a future bike-tourism resource, it is a prominent landscape visible from much 
of the township and and lake. It should be in every planning document we have.


• Performing Arts Centre 
As a minimum we need to see a Performing Arts Centre included in the 30 year Spatial Plan 
and a strategy for funding and land provision included in the TYP. Wanaka has now been 
hosting a highly successful arts festival for some 14 years. Every year it has had to hire the 
major venue for this to happen. The town is rapidly approaching the maturity and population 
which would make exceptional use of a large arts centre. This is a civic building and it 
needs to be central to Wanaka and accessible on foot from the town centre, as all civic 
builds are in the great cities or best destinations of the world.  It will be a benefit to both 
residents and visitors alike.


• Land for future hospital/large scale public medical facilities 
Should this be identified in the SP? The Medical Centre was apparently bursting at the 
seams pre-covid.


• A Vibrant Town Centre 
We need to maintain and foster vibrant town centres. We need to learn from well planned 
cities overseas and not settle for second best in Wanaka and Hawea. Our landscapes and 
setting are not second best so why should our towns be that.


Everywhere in Copenhagen is within walking distance,”connects by foot to the rest of the 
city, includes extraordinary public spaces, the whole waterfront is a place for people, with 
few traffic-heavy roads along the water…. What really sets Stockholm apart are the 
promenades and esplanades that naturally draw people to public destinations on the water, 
such as the outstanding City Hall …then, when you are ready to move away from the water, 
another pedestrian-oriented path will appear, ready to whisk you off to a destination 
elsewhere in the city. Helsinki's compact downtown is almost entirely on the waterfront. 

• The SP talks about high density for housing and compact development, but does not 
follow the same approach for the commercial areas of the Upper Clutha. It is equally 
important to coherent urban design and maintaining a vibrant town centre that the central 
townships and retail areas are kept compact. The concept of South Wanaka concerns 
me, - where did this come from ? Wanaka already has multiple mini-commercial centres  
in addition to the lake front. Northlake, Albert Town, Three Parks, Anderson Road and 
Anderson Heights, Hawea, potentially Luggate and Cardrona. Do we really need more? 
Instead or sprawling retail and sub-retail zones we need planning that focusses on the 
value of a single clear vibrant town centre in Wanaka and in Hawea.


• The council is schizophrenic in its policies - “Review zoning and other levers to enable 
higher densities and more flexible use of land within the existing and new urban areas in 
appropriate locations identified in the Spatial Plan.” Higher density and new areas for 
development in the same sentence. At the same time as it is suggesting settlements be 
denser the council is facilitating growth by identifying more and more growth zones that 
spread further and further out into the valley.  Do we need more residential designations 
right now or should we instead, as was said back in 2000 at the Wanaka 2020 planning 

162



sessions, aim to be more compact and higher density (in selected areas). Once an area 
has been designated it very quickly gets developed.


• Wanaka Town Waterfront? What is happening? While the town discusses the pros and 
cons of pedestrianisation lets at least do something. At the moment the whole stretch 
from the shops to the lake is given up with parking, road, parking, access road and more 
parking with a slim line of old shrubbery in between and some toilets. It needs at the least 
parking and buses removed from the area opposite the town centre, new tree planting 
established, an area for outdoor concerts, covered market place, etc identified and 
developed, Clear sight lines of access for pedestrians between the town shops and the 
lakefront. Can the road be paved so it can be driven on but feels pedestrianised. Plus 
flood mitigation work at the same time.


4. Imbalance in Capex Expenditure between Wanaka Ward and Wakatipu 
Ward 
TYP Capital Expenditure across all main categories 

Depending on what population figures you use Wanaka is down $6,000-$6,500 per head in 
the TYP or between  and $102,221,750 for the whole Wanaka Ward. That is a difference of 
8-10 million a year.

Re need for higher spend in Wanaka….. Yes it might be adjusted percentage wise/per head 
of population over here - but that doesn’t mean it is good planning, sufficient capital 
investment in relation to growth or in line with climate mitigation or the draft plans grand 
aspirations. Also, has there many any adjustment for the large sums of shovel-ready money 
that is being spent on roading projects on the Queenstown side of the hill?


ADJUSTED FOR WASTE MANAGEMENT SHARED WARD INVESTMENT **

Wakatipu Ward is $1,045,121,638 TYP CAPEX  
Wanaka Ward is $421,165,938 TYP CAPEX 
Wakatipu spend is close to 2.5 x Wanaka spend but it is not 2.5 times the Wanaka Ward 
population.


2020 StatsNZ Res Pop adjusted projection for 2020 
(adjusted down by Stats NZ for incorrectly allocated visitors, absent residents etc) 

QLDC 47,390 in total

Wakatipu 31,480 or 66.427% of total pop

Wanaka 15,910 or 33.572% of total pop


Wakatipu = $33,200 p head

Wanaka = $26,472 per head

= $6,728 more per head in Wakatipu ward, a total difference of just over 
$107,042,480 over the ten year period or almost 11 million per year.
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5. Local Democracy 
TYP pages 147-156 

According to StatsNZ the Wakatipu Ward resident population was 2.05 x the Wanaka Ward 
population in the 2018 census and likely 1.97 times the Wanaka population by 2020. Yet the 
Wakatipu Ward has 7 councillors to Wanaka Ward’s 3. This is undemocratic and 
unrepresentational and needs redressing in time for the next QLDC election.


2020 StatsNZ Res Pop adjusted projection for 2020 
(adjusted down by Stats NZ for incorrectly allocated visitors, absent residents etc) 

QLDC 47,390 in total

Wakatipu 31,480 or 66.427% of total pop = 7 councillors or 1 representative per 4,497 
people

Wanaka 15,910 or 33.572% of total pop = 3 councillors or 1 representative per 5,303 
people.


This reveals a sizeable difference in representation, but also results in a significant 
difference in the “balance of power” in Council between Queenstown interests and Wanaka 
interests, even more so when you factor in that all QLDC mayors have been resident in the 
Queenstown Ward. While our representatives might aspire to represent both wards equally 
democracy has to be more real than that and has to be seen to be fair, not just aspire to be 
fair.


** Figures taken from Capex across Community Facilities, Transport & Roads, Water Supply, Waste 
Water & Waste Management. Unadjusted for Waste Management being shared across the two wards 
the figures are as follows:

Wakatipu Ward is $1,058,709,292 TYP CAPEX 

Wanaka Ward is $407,578,284 TYP CAPEX
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JESSUP Brenda
Alpine Fencing Wanaka Ltd
Wanaka/Upper Clutha area

Q. Responding to Climate Change

The council is not serious about this issue as it still supports airport growth in the district. 
Unmitigated tourism growth is unsustainable and does not bring benefits to most 
residents. Tourism is important and valued. We like tourists and want to see quality, 
not quantity, for people and experiences.

Please tell us what you think of Council's response and your thoughts on prioritisation and 
funding:

Water is precious and needs to be metered at the gate to slow demand. People 
need to value their water and use it with more care and consideration.

Please tell us more about your response:

Queenstown has buses that cover much of the Wakatipu basin but Wanaka still has 
no public transport. 
Wanaka has very little in the way of cycle routes for safe and enjoyable active 
transport.

Please tell us more about your response:

What is this spending really for and does the community want this extra rate burden? 
Public transport needs to be funded but big new roads only encourage car use.

Please tell us more about your response:

Neither. 
Council need to reduce the compliance costs at their end. The last resource content 
I applied for was to replace an open fire with a low emission burner, which will 
significantly reduce the generation of smoke. This is a very strait-forward job and 
beneficial to the environment. I was made slow, complicated and costly due to 
council's unnecessary process.
Wanaka recently hosted the Festival of Colour. We were told by the bar staff that 
due the QLDC interpretation of the licensing law they could not serve a drink half 
anhour before end the performance? How much time and costs go into that sort of 
silly ruling?

Please tell us more about your response:

Hearing: Ten Year Plan - Wanaka
Date: 11/05/2021 Time: 11:50
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Q. Please use this space to comment on the big issues or 
any aspect of the draft Ten Year Plan:
My "big Issue" is the lack of transparency this council has starting with the restricted 
consolation process around airport growth and then onto council's procurement 
process and where our rates are being spent.

Q. Please use this space to comment on the draft Policy on 
Development Contributions:

Q. Please use this space to comment on the draft Policy on 
Significance and Engagement:
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SINCLAIR Mark
Wanaka Stakeholders Group Inc.
Wanaka/Upper Clutha area

Q. Responding to Climate Change
Please tell us what you think of Council's response and your thoughts on prioritisation and 
funding:

Please tell us more about your response:

Please tell us more about your response:

Please tell us more about your response:

Please tell us more about your response:

Q. Please use this space to comment on the big issues or 
any aspect of the draft Ten Year Plan:
PDF submissions attached

Q. Please use this space to comment on the draft Policy on 
Development Contributions:

Q. Please use this space to comment on the draft Policy on 
Significance and Engagement:

Hearing: Ten Year Plan - Wanaka
Date: 11/05/2021 Time: 11:55
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Queenstown Lakes District Council

Private Bag 50072

Queenstown 9348

Submission emailed to letstalk@qldc.govt.nz (subject: Ten Year Plan submission)

Thursday 15th April 2021

QLDC Ten Year Plan 2021-2031

Submission from Wanaka Stakeholders Group Inc.
15 April 2021

Submitter’s details

Wanaka Stakeholders Group Inc. (“WSG”)

Email:

Postal: 

“Do you wish to be heard?”: Yes, we do please.

Introduction

WSG is a community based organisation focused on challenging Council’s plans for the redevelopment

of Wanaka Airport as a jet capable airport. The group has grown to a current membership of some 3500

members - equivalent to almost 49% of the adult population of the Upper Clutha. We work closely with

the various Residents Associations in the area as well as other community groups.

In preparing to make this submission on the Draft Ten Year Plan (“TYP”) we read the documents and

spoke with our local elected representatives. We have also listened to our members and our

communities including via surveys we have conducted to be sure that we understand and are

representing their views. We have studied Council’s own surveys e.g. Quality of Life Surveys since 2018 -

which clearly outline what the views of our communities are. These surveys also reflect the results of

third party surveys (including those commissioned by government agencies and independent media

outlets) which have been widely published.

web: protectwanaka.nz //  Submission to QLDC on TYP - 150421 - Page 1 of 10168
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As you know, we are awaiting the release from the High Court of the  judicial review decision focussing

on  the legality of decisions to grant the QAC lease over Wanaka Airport. We are therefore participating

in this submission process on a without-prejudice basis.

Summary

In the limited time available to us, members of WSG have reviewed the many hundreds of pages of

documentation from Council, and make our submissions and recommendations in five key areas. These

are outlined in detail below, but in summary they are:

1. Listen to your communities. QLDC must start genuinely putting its people first: the views and

wishes of the communities you serve are paramount, and should be at the heart of council

strategy.

2. Re-set for sustainable growth. QLDC must urgently address the fundamental disconnect

between Council’s stated aspirations and the actual investments and growth strategies planned.

3. Establish and plan for realistic population growth rates. The community needs to see a clear

set of data: historical figures (and sources), current figures and sources, and projected figures

and sources. Data should separate resident numbers from visitor numbers, peak as well as

average visitor figures and predicted growth rates for each. The same data should also be

available specifically for the Wanaka Ward.

4. Show real commitment to your climate emergency declaration and the urgent need for

climate action. Council’s declaration of a Climate Emergency and the well documented and

unequivocal concerns of the community around climate change should be built into the TYP as a

core underlying principal and key consideration of all planning and budgeting.

5. Airport strategy Plan B. Council must abandon its dual airport strategy to accelerate growth,

especially tourism growth, in the Upper Clutha and request that QAC develop a Plan B to

manage growth sustainably within existing airport constraints.

6. Specific recommendations relating to pages 161-171 of the TYP. We make specific

recommendations in the final section of this document.
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Listen to your communities

One of the most important and overriding statements we need to make is this: It’s time the Council

started to put its people first.

We, the communities of ratepayers and residents who live, work and play here are the people you are

here to serve. The views and wishes of our communities are paramount and as a  local government

organisation you have a duty to engage in active listening: this includes real and effective consultation

and a willingness to take feedback from the community and act on it in good faith.

So our first message is this: when you do engage - make sure that you listen.

As you know, our communities have a range of concerns - and a key theme underlying each of these

concerns is that they feel that are simply not being listened to. We, along with many other community

organisations representing the Upper Clutha community, are deeply frustrated by this. The Council

appears to be squandering the opportunity for any re-set, ignoring advice from both our Minister of

Tourism and the Parliamentary Commissioner for the Environment, the single minded focus is to return

to pre-Covid levels of tourism activity.

Tomorrow’s tourism cannot be business as usual. This is not what our communities want.

We frequently hear it’s “what’s best for the overall district” or “Wanaka needs to share the load”. The

later statement made by a number of Queenstown Councillors is a staggering admission of failure. We

certainly don't accept that we need to build another airport in Wanaka because Queenstowners don’t

like the current immediate impacts on ZQN. That sort of broad stroke planning is not the way to build

first class communities or first class tourist destinations. We are individual communities with individual

goals and values. Council must listen to and respect that diversity. That is part charm of places like

Wanaka or Glenorchy or Hawea or Makarora or Kingston.

The section on Local Democracy in the TYP pages 147-156 is chiefly limited to describing our existing

council structure. We note that the representation review process is currently underway and assume

that the Upper Clutha is close to or at the threshold for being allocated another councillor. We support

the addition of a fourth Wanaka Ward councillor.

WSG Recommendations:

1. Council should review its consultation methods and how it treats community input and input

from community organisations into planning. This will be absolutely necessary for QLDC to

move from 48% of respondents in 2020 who “are satisfied with the opportunities to have their

say” to their target of 80% in all following years.
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2. The Local Democracy section of the TYP should reflect the representation review process

currently underway. Given population growth in the Upper Clutha, a fourth Wanaka Ward

councillor seat should be confirmed prior to the next election.

Re-set for sustainable growth

TYP year plan financial projections show that in spite of planned rates rises, bed tax levies, and a higher

debt ceiling, the council is underfunded to deliver projects in transport, community facilities, waste

management, sewage etc that are needed to move the region forward to a well planned, carbon neutral

future by 2050.  QLDC has yet to effectively address historic problems caused by pre Covid high growth,

let alone be in a position to deal with significant future growth, especially if growth continues at

anywhere near historic levels. And it is clear that the rate of population growth is likely to be higher than

budgeted for in the TYP. This has concerning and costly implications for our district. Are we planning for

a future we can’t afford?

By 2031 QLDC is predicting a peak ratio of 2-1 visitors to local residents. Can ratepayers afford to pay

for the infrastructural costs of ever increasing numbers of visitors on top of some of the highest levels

of residential growth in the country?

The TYP capex plan is remarkably tight in its proposed funding of Upper Clutha infrastructure projects,

ranging from transport to community facilities to waste management, especially for the rapidly growing

Hawea community. Council says it is reluctant to load rates further. But at the same time it is moving

forward with  a massively expensive dual airport strategy (estimate publicly stated by QAC CEO Colin

Keel in on April 29thl 2019 circa $400 million) for Wanaka airport. This is irresponsible.

There is a fundamental disconnect between Council’s stated aspirations and the actual investments

and growth strategies planned. The funding model is broken.

It is within council’s power to address many of the drivers for unsustainable growth but the draft TYP

and SP do not do so. The QAC/Council strategy to expand Queenstown Airport and develop a jet

capable Wanaka Airport is a clear accelerator of growth for the district. Such a development would

exacerbate our current infrastructure deficit and seriously undermine any attempt to reach our carbon

neutral targets as outlined in the Carbon Emissions Roadmap. A sustainable policy for air services is vital

to the economic and social wellbeing of the communities within the Queenstown Lakes.
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WSG Recommendations:

3. The priorities and budgets in the TYP should be seriously and significantly reworked to ensure

that Council’s stated aspirations and the actual investments and growth strategies are aligned.

4. The proposed funding of Upper Clutha projects should be revisited  to ensure that long overdue

infrastructure needs are met, expenditure is appropriate to the real growth of the area and

climate mitigation investment is fairly allocated.

5. The QAC/Council strategy to expand Queenstown Airport and develop a jet capable airport at

Wanaka Airport should be replaced by a new strategy which reflects the significant pressures

our district faces, and also reflects the very clearly documented concerns of the community.

6. Council should confirm that it is following the clear advice from both our Minister of Tourism

and the Parliamentary Commissioner for the Environment, and then reflect that in its policies,

plans, budgets and decision making.

Establish and plan for realistic population growth rates

There is a need for clarity and historical consistency in the rates of growth underlying both the draft

plans. Both the TYP and the Draft Spatial Plan mention a variety of growth rates as their basis for

planning. The TYP offers 5.4% per annum as the combined growth in both visitor and resident numbers

for the district, predicting an average day population of 85,372 by 2031. By 2031 the TYP predicts a peak

day population of 144,782 visitors and residents, representing a combined growth rate of 3.5% per

annum.

The TYP Consultation Document (page 13) states "Over the past 30 years, the Queenstown Lakes has

grown steadily from 15,000 residents to its current population of approximately 42,000".  In fact it is not

quite 30 years that StatsNZ has the figures for, from 14,800 residents in 1996 to 47,400 in 2020. But this

represents an average growth rate of 5% per annum. Yet again QLDC don’t accept the figure of 47,400 -

choosing DataVentures 43,377 instead, which makes historical bench-marking difficult.

The community needs clearly defined figures and sources, produced separately for resident and visitor

populations, as well as separate and clearly defined population data for the Upper Clutha.

Any comparison we can see between StatsNZ published growth rates since 1996 and the future

population and tourism numbers assumed in the both the draft plans suggests that the figures used for

both the Draft TYP and the Draft Spatial Plan are unrealistically low, -  unless there is a fundamental shift

by council in how it facilitates growth. Serious underestimation and under-provisioning for growth have

been a historic feature of QLDC long term plans for decades and are a key underlying reason for the
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wide range of well documented problems that the region now faces with infrastructure, housing, debt

etc.

WSG Recommendations:

7. Council should publish clearly defined population data and sources, produced separately for

resident and visitor populations across the district, as well as separate and clearly defined

population data for the Wanaka Ward.. These should include sources.

8. Projected future growth rates, both for residents and visitors, should include sources and reflect

published historical figures and growth rates for the district, and should also be broken out to

show Wanaka Ward numbers in all cases.

9. Growth projections for QLDC strategy, planning and budgeting are critical and therefore their

basis should be fully transparent.

Where is the commitment to actioning climate emergency in the Upper Clutha?

Specifically we see inadequate investment to reduce carbon emissions in the Upper Clutha and no

commitment or planned mechanism to measure carbon emissions properly across projects and

activities in the district.  The work of the Climate Reference Group which has been in place since August

2020 should be feeding into the TYP and Spatial Plan process. The TYP refers to an “emissions roadmap

prepared to achieve net zero 2050,” yet there are absolutely no references to any compliances with it

and it remains unpublished.

The community needs to see a copy of the road map referenced, and for this to inform all planned

activities. Similarly, we understand that the Climate Action plan will not be finished until well after the

adoption of either the TYP or Draft Spatial Plan, when it should be driver of strategy for both of these.

Transport accounts for our greatest source of carbon emissions in the district. Yet there is no holistic

plan to develop active transport in the Upper Clutha, and a network operating plan is clearly needed.

Transport is funded to $367,119,894 in the Wakatipu Ward versus $98,828,523 in the Wanaka Ward. We

fully support the submission made by Bike Wanaka on the draft Ten Year Plan.

Clearly the TYP is not informed by any substantive carbon policy work. There is no consideration of food

waste collection, no measures envisioned for building waste and landfill reduction, no

recommendations for developments to include climate mitigation measures or targets. Given the

resolution passed in June 2019 Declaring a Climate Emergency this is disappointing and irresponsible,

and it will cost the community in terms of carbon emissions in the future (in fact Council has budgeted

for future landfill emission costs). Despite broad aspirational statements, the actual policies and
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funding strategies present in both draft plans represent a failure to live up to Council’s stated

commitment to climate emergency and a carbon neutral economy.

In addition to the submissions we have made in this document, we fully support the submission made

by Wao Charitable Trust on the Draft Ten Year Plan.

WSG Recommendations:

10. Council’s declaration of a Climate Emergency and the concerns of the community around

climate change should be built into the TYP as a core underlying principal and key consideration

in all planning and budgeting.

11. There should be far greater investment (both from a budget perspective and a planning

perspective) in steps to dramatically reduce carbon emissions in our district.

12. There should be clear and objective evaluation and reporting on the carbon emissions profile of

all planned infrastructure projects and activities flowing from those projects.

13. Assuming it has been finalised, as suggested, the emissions road map should be published and

should be fully referenced in both the TYP and Draft Spatial Plan.

14. The Climate Action Plan needs to be brought forward and given priority.

Airport strategy plan B

Given all of the above issues - a sustainable funding model, a sustainable climate model, a sustainable

growth model, a sustainable tourism model, resounding community opposition - how can Council

possibly be promoting a dual airport strategy to substantially accelerate growth, especially tourism

growth, in the Upper Clutha.

Over the last two years numerous studies and surveys have clearly demonstrated community desire to

control or limit ongoing expansion of airports and visitor numbers into the district. This includes both

QLDC’s own Quality of Life Surveys and the Impact Assessment report conducted by Martin Jenkins for

QLDC. This has been echoed by our own membership and communicated very clearly by the residents

associations of Hawea, Luggate, Albert Town, Mt Barker and Cardrona. All of this - data commissioned

by Council as well as data delivered to Council by community organisations - has been ignored.

Despite Council’s earlier talk of “reset” there appears to be no attempt to do anything other than

facilitate unrestrained visitor growth. The QLDC itself is predicting that peak season visitor numbers will

outnumber local residents by 2 to 1 by 2031. (page 23 TYP).
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Page 88 of the Spatial Plan states that the QAC has a “conceptual” dual airport vision for “the provision

of capacity for connectivity into the region via both Wānaka and Queenstown Airports.”  This strategy is

not mentioned at all in the QAC section of the Draft TYP. Instead it simply includes the establishment of

“a parallel noise committee for Wānaka Airport, in conjunction with QLDC” and a statement that “QAC

will not plan for the introduction of wide-body jets at either Queenstown or Wānaka airports.”

This appears very like dual jet airport strategy by stealth, rather than making it transparent in the plan

for community input. It has been suggested by QLDC councillors in the past, and we fully agree, that

QAC needs to develop a plan B for its airport strategy: one which allows it to live within its means, both

financially and in terms of community and environmental license.

WSG Recommendations:

15. Council must abandon its current dual airport strategy to substantially accelerate growth,

especially tourism growth, in the Upper Clutha.

16. All decisions relating to both Queenstown and Wanaka Airports should represent the results of

real and genuine consultation with the community. They should also take into account our local

and national climate obligations.

17. Council and QAC should develop a Plan B to achieve sustainable returns within the current

constraints of Queenstown and Wanaka airports. For the Upper Clutha, this would be a strategy

which makes the most of existing resources at Wanaka Airport, focusses on air transport links

which do not involve building jet capability or jet infrastructure at Wanaka Airport, less than 60

kilometers from existing Queenstown Airport, and factors n the impact of carbon emissions.
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Recommendations: pages 161-171 Draft Ten Year Plan

Page Ten Year Plan Recommended Changes

167-17
2

QAC Council Controlled Trading
Organisation

168-9 Purpose and Objectives

QAC’s purpose is to create long- term
value and benefits for its shareholders,
business partners and the communities of
the Queenstown Lakes District, assessed
against the four ‘wellbeing’ measures
under the Local Government Act: social,
environmental, economic and cultural.

The company’s objectives are to:

> Facilitate a safe, efficient and friendly
airport experience.

> Provide valued and innovative
customer-focused services.

> Make sustainable use of our land and
respect our unique environment.

> Deliver sustainable returns and balanced
outcomes for our team, community and
stakeholders.

The company recognises the importance
for the community on balancing
aeronautical growth with both the
capacity of regional infrastructure and an
overarching desire to preserve what
makes the region a special place to live,
work and visit. Consulting with QLDC and
the community on these points will be the
cornerstone of QAC’s future planning
philosophy, as we consider the role that air
travel plays in supporting the region, and
the scale and nature of any future airport
investments…

Aviation Capacity – QAC’s long- term
forecasts (pre-COVID), and the results of
the recent independent socio-economic
impact assessment of airport
infrastructure in the district, indicate that
there is neither demand nor community
appetite for the Southern Lakes region to
cater for long-haul capable, wide-body jet
services. As a result, QAC will not plan for
the introduction of wide- body jets at

Purpose and Objectives

QAC’s purpose is to create long- term value and
benefits for its shareholders, business partners and the
communities of the Queenstown Lakes District,
assessed against the four ‘wellbeing’ measures under
the Local Government Act: social, environmental,
economic and cultural. In addition, QAC has new
national and local Government carbon reduction and
climate obligations.

The company’s objectives are to:

> Demonstrate accountability to its major stakeholder,
the Queenstown Lakes community and its Council
representatives.

> Facilitate a safe, efficient and friendly airport
experience.

> Provide valued and innovative customer-focused
services.

> Make sustainable use of our land and respect our
unique environment.

> Deliver sustainable returns and balanced outcomes
for our team, community and stakeholders.

> Develop and deliver on an emissions reduction
strategy and assess all projects in relation to local and
national government obligations to climate change
emergency.

Aviation Capacity – QAC’s long-term forecasts
(pre-COVID), and the results of the recent independent
socio-economic impact assessment of airport
infrastructure in the district, indicate that there is
neither demand nor community appetite for the
Southern Lakes region to cater for long-haul capable,
wide-body jet services. As a result, QAC will not plan
for the introduction of wide-body jets at either
Queenstown or Wānaka airports. The same recent
independent socio-economic impact assessment of
airport infrastructure in the district, indicates that
there is no community appetite for jet services at
Wanaka Airport. As a result of these studies, our
climate obligations and the demand for carbon
neutrality, QAC will not plan for the introduction of jet
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either Queenstown or Wānaka airports.

Air Noise Boundaries – QAC will not seek
any expansion of the air noise boundaries
at Queenstown Airport over this SOI
period. Note: Any expansion of the
Queenstown Airport air noise boundaries
would require an application process and
formal stakeholder consultation under the
Resource Management Act.

services  at Wānaka Airport.

In place of the dual jet airport expansion strategy QAC
will develop a Plan B program to achieve sustainable
returns within the current constraints of Queenstown
and Wanaka airports.

Air Noise Boundaries – QAC will not seek any
expansion of the air noise boundaries at Queenstown
or Wanaka Airports.

170 Performance Targets for QAC Climate Emission Targets - There are no actions
included towards the goal of carbon neutrality by 2050,
no reference to the supposedly completed carbon
emission road map or climate action plan. We can only
infer that these may be included in the master plan.
The carbon emissions road map should be informing
the performance targets for the QAC and these should
be specified in the Ten Year Plan.

Community Accountability Targets - Given the history
of the last 3 years we think these should be included in
the QACs performance targets. Take steps to improve
transparency in QAC strategy and decision-making and
ensure accountability and local community
involvement in the management of strategic local
assets.

171 Passenger & Aircraft Movements Previously QAC has consistently reported passenger
activity in terms of passenger movements (PAX
movements). In the TYP the activity refers simply to
passengers thus halving the numbers. In the interests
of consistency and to reflect the actual level of activity
we suggest that this report, like others previously,
should talk in terms of PAX movements.

Updated 15/04/21

* WSG membership as at 22:00 Thursday 15th April 2021 stands at 3,488 people.
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HARRIS Neville
Private
Wanaka/Upper Clutha area

Q. Responding to Climate Change
Please tell us what you think of Council's response and your thoughts on prioritisation and 
funding:

Please tell us more about your response:

Please tell us more about your response:

Please tell us more about your response:

Please tell us more about your response:

Q. Please use this space to comment on the big issues or 
any aspect of the draft Ten Year Plan:

Q. Please use this space to comment on the draft Policy on 
Development Contributions:

Q. Please use this space to comment on the draft Policy on 
Significance and Engagement:

Hearing: Ten Year Plan - Wanaka
Date: 11/05/2021 Time: 12:30
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DAVIES Megan
Hidden Hills Residents Association Inc
Wanaka/Upper Clutha area

Q. Responding to Climate Change
Please tell us what you think of Council's response and your thoughts on prioritisation and 
funding:

Please tell us more about your response:

Please tell us more about your response:

Please tell us more about your response:

Please tell us more about your response:

Q. Please use this space to comment on the big issues or 
any aspect of the draft Ten Year Plan:

Q. Please use this space to comment on the draft Policy on 
Development Contributions:

Q. Please use this space to comment on the draft Policy on 
Significance and Engagement:

Q. If you have a pre-prepared submission, you can upload it 
below. 

Hearing: Ten Year Plan - Wanaka
Date: 11/05/2021 Time: 12:35
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Hidden Hills Residents Assn Mt Iron entrance beautification.docx

Please note that we can only accept .docx files.
Additional documents or PDF files can be emailed to letstalk@qldc.govt.nz
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DEVLIN Alison
Willowridge Developments Limited
Wanaka/Upper Clutha area

Q. Responding to Climate Change
Please tell us what you think of Council's response and your thoughts on prioritisation and 
funding:

Please tell us more about your response:

Please tell us more about your response:

Please tell us more about your response:

Please tell us more about your response:

Q. Please use this space to comment on the big issues or
any aspect of the draft Ten Year Plan:

Q. Please use this space to comment on the draft Policy on
Development Contributions:

Q. Please use this space to comment on the draft Policy on
Significance and Engagement:

Q. If you have a pre-prepared submission, you can upload it
below. 

Hearing: Ten Year Plan - Wanaka
Date: 11/05/2021 Time: 12:40
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Submissions on QLDC 10 Year Plan 2021 - 31.docx

Please note that we can only accept .docx files.
Additional documents or PDF files can be emailed to letstalk@qldc.govt.nz
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WILLIAMS Tim
on behalf of: Universal Developments Ltd
Hawea

Q. Responding to Climate Change
Please tell us what you think of Council's response and your thoughts on prioritisation and 
funding:

Please tell us more about your response:

Please tell us more about your response:

Please tell us more about your response:

Please tell us more about your response:

Q. Please use this space to comment on the big issues or
any aspect of the draft Ten Year Plan:
PDF submissions attached

Q. Please use this space to comment on the draft Policy on
Development Contributions:
PDF submissions attached

Q. Please use this space to comment on the draft Policy on
Significance and Engagement:

Hearing: Ten Year Plan - Wanaka
Date: 11/05/2021 Time: 12:45
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Queenstown Lakes District Council 
 
 
 
19 April 2021 
 
 
 
UNIVERSAL DEVELOPMENTS SUBMISSIONS ON –  

2021-2031 TEN YEAR PLAN  
DRAFT POLICY ON DEVELOPMENT CONTRIBUTIONS  

 
 
Please find set out below submissions on behalf of Universal Developments Ltd (Universal 
Developments) 
 
Universal Developments is an active land development company with significant land holdings 
in Queenstown, Wanaka and Hawea.  
 
Universal Developments wishes to speak at a hearing in relation to its submissions. 
 
2021-2031 TEN YEAR PLAN 
 
Universal Developments requests that the indicated timing for expenditure on wastewater 
and water upgrades at Hawea should be brought forward and in addition that appropriate 
expenditure allocated to roading. 
 
Hawea Wastewater 
 
In terms of wastewater upgrades the constraints to the Hawea system have been well known 
and documented by QLDC even prior to 2018.  
 
Confirmation of funding for upgrades were confirmed by QLDC in 2018 as part of approval of 
the Special Housing Area established by Universal Developments and the associated 
recommendation to the Minister.  
 
Further and specifically, this funding was confirmed by QLDC as part of the Hawea Special 
Housing Area Deed (Infrastructure & Affordability) - with a new pump station and 12km 
pipeline confirmed to be completed by 2020/2021 with necessary funding allocated within 
the relevant plans. Attached as Appendix [A] are the original confirmations from QLDC 
provided as part of the Hawea SHA expression of interest in 2018. 
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Figure 1: Sum of Capital Works Wastewater – Draft LTP 

 
It now appears the necessary upgrades and funding are allocated over 2021/2024 (see Figure 
1 above) with a majority of the funds allocated toward the end of this period.  
 
This indicates another 3 years before upgrades may be complete. This will have significant 
implications for the timely delivery of housing and represents a significant delay when 
necessary design and funding was understood to have been in place since 2018. Accordingly, 
it is submitted this funding allocation needs to be bought forward to ensure the necessary 
upgrades (which are now overdue) are completed next year 2021/2022. 
 
Hawea Water 
 
Similar to those points noted above constraints on water supply and potential upgrades have 
been known for a number of years. Funding appears to be pushed out with funding in 
particular for a reservoir upgrade not programmed till 2027 onwards 
 

 
 Figure 2: Sum of Capital Works Water – Draft LTP 

 
Hawea Roading 
 
It does not appear any specific expenditure is allocated to the planned upgrade of Capell 
Avenue and Domain Road where a roundabout is proposed. A draft plan provided by QLDC 
for this intersection is attached Appendix [B].  
 
In addition to this planned improvement works, funding should also be allocated to the 
upgrade of the Domain Road and Cemetery Road intersection where a similar roundabout is 
necessary. This will assist with the continued growth of Hawea in a timely manner and 
recognise the ongoing need to improving roading as part of this growth. 
 
Summary 
 
Given the strategic importance of growth in Hawea to the overall housing supply and 
affordability of the District, greater emphasis needs to be placed on the allocation of 
expenditure in Hawea for wastewater, water and roading to avoid a continuation of the delays 
that are being experienced with wastewater upgrades and implications this has for the timely 
delivering of housing. This is particularly important in consideration of Council’s on-going 
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workstreams for strategic growth, in particular the Spatial Plan which identifies Hawea as a 
growth location.  
 
DRAFT POLICY ON DEVELOPMENT CONTRIBUTIONS 
 
Amendment 8 – Change to the reserve land calculation methodology 
 
The draft policy identifies potential issues with the existing definition of Brownfields and 
Greenfields land and the current assessment available for Greenfields developments within 
600m of existing reserves. In this respect the draft policy promotes an alternative approach 
where areas are mapped either Area A where no reserve land contribution is required or Area 
B where a contribution would be levied. 
 
Although mapping areas my provide greater certainty, it is not clear what happens for areas 
not identified as either Area A or B, particularly given the rather coarse nature of the current 
mapping which does not appear to accurately follow cadastral boundaries. Furthermore, a 
number of areas identified as Area B are well located within proximity to existing reserve 
areas. It is an inefficient outcome to require future development to provide reserve land or 
money when adequate reserves exist. Accordingly, discretion should still remain to enable an 
assessment as to whether adequate reserve areas exist even if an area is shown within Area 
B. 
 
It is submitted therefore that discretion should remain within the policy for site specific 
assessments of land identified within Area B and in addition that clarification is provided for 
areas not identified as either Area A or B. 
 
Amendment 9 – Change to reserve land values 
 
This amendment proposes to change the Land Value for Hawea which was previously 
identified as Township and therefore attributed a value of $255/m2 to a new value of $631/m2 
(which is the same value as that attributed to Wanaka/Albert Town).  Notably Luggate has not 
be included in this increased land value category and instead retains the lower value which is 
identified as 242/m2 

 
The justification for this change appears to be based on a land valuation for average price of 
land undertaken by APL. Universal Developments has requested the land valuations and 
rationale to justify the increase attributed to Hawea but this information has not been made 
available from QLDC prior to this submission being completed. 
 
The proposed increase in value attributed to Hawea is significant representing a 40% increase. 
The development contributions per dwelling equivalent are also proposed to increase 
significantly in Hawea from an average of $17,000 per lot to $30,000 per lot. This will 
significantly impact the affordability of lots with the increased reserve land value 
compounding this increase.  
 
Attached as Appendix [C] are the REINZ sales data for the last four years along with a 
breakdown of sections sales $/m2 over this period Appendix [D]. It highlights two points: 

1. The dollar value per m2 of land in Hawea is significantly lower than Wanaka/Albert 
Town 

2. The dollar value per m2 of land in Hawea is similar to Luggate 
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Accordingly, it is not considered justified to place Hawea in the same value category as 
Wanaka/Albert Town and instead it should remain in the same category as Luggate which has 
a similar average land value. 
 
Should you have any queries regarding this submission please do not hesitate to contact me. 
 
Regards 
 
 

 

Tim Williams 
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DICKSON Graham
Wanaka/Upper Clutha area

Q. Responding to Climate Change
Please tell us what you think of Council's response and your thoughts on prioritisation and 
funding:

Q. Big Issue 1: Delivering safe and reliable 3 water services 
for our community
I support OPTION ONE: Complete the Water Treatment Programme as outlined in the 
plan (by 2024)

See attached submission

Please tell us more about your response:

Q. Big Issue 2: Meeting the transport needs of our community 
and ensuring capacity and choice
Neither / Neutral

See attached submission

Please tell us more about your response:

Q. Big Issue 3: New Targeted Rate on Queenstown Town 
Centre properties
Neither / Neutral

Please tell us more about your response:

Q. Big Issue 4: Increasing User Fees and Charges
Neither / Neutral

Hearing: Ten Year Plan - Wanaka
Date: 11/05/2021 Time: 12:50
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Please tell us more about your response:

Q. Please use this space to comment on the big issues or 
any aspect of the draft Ten Year Plan:

Q. Please use this space to comment on the draft Policy on 
Development Contributions:

Q. Please use this space to comment on the draft Policy on 
Significance and Engagement:

Q. If you have a pre-prepared submission, you can upload it 
below. 

2104 ten year plan.docx

Please note that we can only accept .docx files.
Additional documents or PDF files can be emailed to letstalk@qldc.govt.nz
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DRAYTON Terry
Wanaka/Upper Clutha area

Q. Responding to Climate Change

A more proactive approach to user pays. A uniform water and waste charge only 
encourages unnecessary usage.

Please tell us what you think of Council's response and your thoughts on prioritisation and 
funding:

Q. Big Issue 1: Delivering safe and reliable 3 water services 
for our community
I support OPTION TWO: Spread the Water Treatment Programme over the ten years

Post Covid-19 increasing revenue at this time is not supporting a district facing 
challenging financial times.

Please tell us more about your response:

Q. Big Issue 2: Meeting the transport needs of our community 
and ensuring capacity and choice
Neither / Neutral

Not in Queenstown district

Please tell us more about your response:

Q. Big Issue 3: New Targeted Rate on Queenstown Town 
Centre properties
Neither / Neutral

Please tell us more about your response:

Q. Big Issue 4: Increasing User Fees and Charges
I support OPTION ONE: Fees and Charges Increased as per Revenue & Financing 
Policy

Hearing: Ten Year Plan - Wanaka
Date: 11/05/2021 Time: 13:00
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User pays

Please tell us more about your response:

Q. Please use this space to comment on the big issues or 
any aspect of the draft Ten Year Plan:
In regards to rates - when a house gets built, the rates set at that time are relevant to 
meet correct needs of the community. They should be static from that point on. That 
way each year a house is built they are funding at the current rate to meet needs at 
that time. That way new development meets current costs and established 
development is not being burdened with costs and services already provided. 
Resale/change of ownership can be set against current rates.

Q. Please use this space to comment on the draft Policy on 
Development Contributions:
We need to decide how much we wish to develop, not to plan on endless 
development. Encourage sustainable development, solar power, composting toilets. 
Meter water usage. Waste collection to be user pays.  Blanket rating penalises those 
making an effort to minimise wastage and encourages those who think they have 
had to pay so will just use services regardless.

Q. Please use this space to comment on the draft Policy on 
Significance and Engagement:
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KIESOW Mario
Wanaka/Upper Clutha area

Q. Responding to Climate Change

The focus of this submission is to oppose the Council's unnecessary investment in the 
Cardrona Water Scheme

Please tell us what you think of Council's response and your thoughts on prioritisation and 
funding:

Q. Big Issue 1: Delivering safe and reliable 3 water services
for our community
Neither / Neutral

The focus of this submission is to oppose the Council's unnecessary investment in the 
Cardrona Water Scheme

Please tell us more about your response:

Q. Big Issue 2: Meeting the transport needs of our community 
and ensuring capacity and choice
Neither / Neutral

The focus of this submission is to oppose the Council's unnecessary investment in the 
Cardrona Water Scheme

Please tell us more about your response:

Q. Big Issue 3: New Targeted Rate on Queenstown Town
Centre properties
Neither / Neutral

The focus of this submission is to oppose the Council's unnecessary investment in the 
Cardrona Water Scheme

Please tell us more about your response:

Q. Big Issue 4: Increasing User Fees and Charges
Neither / Neutral

Hearing: Ten Year Plan - Wanaka
Date: 11/05/2021 Time: 13:05
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The focus of this submission is to oppose the Council's unnecessary investment in the 
Cardrona Water Scheme

Please tell us more about your response:

Q. Please use this space to comment on the big issues or 
any aspect of the draft Ten Year Plan:
The Council has presented its investment in a new water treatment plant at 
Cardrona as a decision that it has already made. This is misleading, as the Council 
has specifically deferred that decision to await the outcome of the LTP process. The 
cost is stated in most places at $8.1M, but a further cost 10 years from now is also 
given of $11.5M; ie amounting to $19.6M. Funding remains unclear as it is stated at 
one point as being from rates, and at another point from development contributions. 
In neither case does the LTP disclose what the targeted rates, connection charges, or 
development contributions will be.

See attached.

Q. Please use this space to comment on the draft Policy on 
Development Contributions:
The DC policy identifies costs beyond $8.1M, with nearly $14M costs identified for 
Water Supply headworks, and $2.5M for pipeline works. It also fails to identify what 
development contribution is to be levied in new development at Cardrona (nor are 
targeted rates or connection charges identified).
This makes it impossible for developers/ ratepayers to understand the costs of the 
scheme to them. If those affected cannot understand this, then they cannot provide 
meaningful feedback and the LTP process is fundamentally flawed.

Q. Please use this space to comment on the draft Policy on 
Significance and Engagement:
N/A
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MERTLIK Pavla
Wanaka/Upper Clutha area

Q. Responding to Climate Change

I think it is unfair that one town gets more money than another, even though they are 
part of the asme council. What happened to things being fair
Road transport accounts for 37% of our district’s greenhouse gas emissions - by far 
and away the
largest emitting sector. QLDC’s own Climate Action Plan states a key outcome is for 
the district to
have a “low carbon transport system”. It goes on to state that this will be delivered 
through “bold,
progressive leaders” and “agents of change” with “public transport, walking and 
cycling [being]
everyone’s first travel choice.”
This Ten Year Plan makes no significant progress in mitigating climate change. Much 
of the $450m to
be spent on transport is focused on motor vehicles which will continue to increase 
emissions over
the next ten years. Relatively little is to be invested in active transport across the 
district. There is
minimal funding for public transport in Wanaka over the next ten years.
Replacing shorter car journeys with walking and cycling is the quickest and easiest 
way for
households to reduce personal greenhouse gas emissions across the district. I believe 
QLDC has a
responsibility to enable and encourage this mode shift by providing safe and 
protected walking and
cycling infrastructure to the community.
I would like to see QLDC truly mitigate (rather than just adapt to) climate change by 
prioritising the
$16m investment in Wanaka’s Primary Cycle Network to 2021 to 2023 and the 
investment of $73m
in the Wakatipu Active Travel Network sooner than the current timeframe of 2032 to 
2041.

Please tell us what you think of Council's response and your thoughts on prioritisation and 
funding:

Q. Big Issue 1: Delivering safe and reliable 3 water services 
for our community
I support OPTION TWO: Spread the Water Treatment Programme over the ten years

Please tell us more about your response:

Hearing: Ten Year Plan - Wanaka
Date: 11/05/2021 Time: 13:10
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Q. Big Issue 2: Meeting the transport needs of our community 
and ensuring capacity and choice
Neither / Neutral

I support the vision for a network of protected cycleways in Wanaka that will allow 
me and my
family to safely bike between home, school, work, shop and play.
During 2018’s long term planning process Wanaka was promised “your turn will be 
next” to receive
meaningful investment to achieve this vision. However, this Ten Year Plan will delay 
the completion
of Stage One of our safe and separated cycleway network until 2027. This is not 
acceptable to me.
I am asking for the $16.4m of investment in active transport in Wanaka from 2025 to 
2027 to be
brought forward to 2021 to 2023. I understand this may require a reprioritisation of 
other investme
nt.
Specifically, I am requesting the following changes to the Ten Year Plan:
- Substantive active transport investment in Wanaka to be brought forward to 2021 - 
2024
- The Schools to Pool protected cycleway to be designed and built as a priority
- The lakefront shared pathway from the Marina to McDougall St to be fully 
completed by
2022, not 2026
- The promised business case for active transport in Wanaka to be delivered by 
August 2021
- The programme of funding to complete a comprehensive cycle network in 
Wanaka to
continue through to 2030
In addition I acknowledge and support the low cost, low risk programme of work that 
is funded at
c$500k for each of the next ten years to address ad hoc active transport projects in 
Wanaka.
Finally I request that QLDC measures its transport performance by including ‘% 
increase in km of
urban cycleways and shared paths built’ as a key metric.

I would like to see developers of new residential sub divisions and commercial 
precincts be required
to link their sub divisions in to the Wanaka urban cycle network, not just provide 
pathways within
the development that stop outside the front gate.

Please tell us more about your response:

Q. Big Issue 3: New Targeted Rate on Queenstown Town 
Centre properties
I support OPTION ONE: Rates recovery focused on wider CBD ratepayers
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Please tell us more about your response:

Q. Big Issue 4: Increasing User Fees and Charges
I support OPTION ONE: Fees and Charges Increased as per Revenue & Financing 
Policy

Please tell us more about your response:

Q. Please use this space to comment on the big issues or 
any aspect of the draft Ten Year Plan:
I would like to see developers of new residential sub divisions and commercial 
precincts be required
to link their sub divisions in to the Wanaka urban cycle network, not just provide 
pathways within
the development that stop outside the front gate.

Q. Please use this space to comment on the draft Policy on 
Development Contributions:
I would like to see developers of new residential sub divisions and commercial 
precincts be required
to link their sub divisions in to the Wanaka urban cycle network, not just provide 
pathways within
the development that stop outside the front gate.

Q. Please use this space to comment on the draft Policy on 
Significance and Engagement:
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PRENTER Sarah
Wanaka/Upper Clutha area

Q. Responding to Climate Change

The focus of this submission is to oppose the Council's unnecessary investment in the 
Cardrona Water Scheme

Please tell us what you think of Council's response and your thoughts on prioritisation and 
funding:

Q. Big Issue 1: Delivering safe and reliable 3 water services
for our community
Neither / Neutral

The focus of this submission is to oppose the Council's unnecessary investment in the 
Cardrona Water Scheme

Please tell us more about your response:

Q. Big Issue 2: Meeting the transport needs of our community 
and ensuring capacity and choice
Neither / Neutral

The focus of this submission is to oppose the Council's unnecessary investment in the 
Cardrona Water Scheme

Please tell us more about your response:

Q. Big Issue 3: New Targeted Rate on Queenstown Town
Centre properties
Neither / Neutral

The focus of this submission is to oppose the Council's unnecessary investment in the 
Cardrona Water Scheme

Please tell us more about your response:

Q. Big Issue 4: Increasing User Fees and Charges
Neither / Neutral

Hearing: Ten Year Plan - Wanaka
Date: 11/05/2021 Time: 13:15
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The focus of this submission is to oppose the Council's unnecessary investment in the 
Cardrona Water Scheme

Please tell us more about your response:

Q. Please use this space to comment on the big issues or 
any aspect of the draft Ten Year Plan:
The Council has presented its investment in a new water treatment plant at 
Cardrona as a decision that it has already made. This is misleading, as the Council 
has specifically deferred that decision to await the outcome of the LTP process. The 
cost is stated in most places at $8.1M, but a further cost 10 years from now is also 
given of $11.5M; ie amounting to $19.6M. Funding remains unclear as it is stated at 
one point as being from rates, and at another point from development contributions. 
In neither case does the LTP disclose what the targeted rates, connection charges, or 
development contributions will be.

See attached

Q. Please use this space to comment on the draft Policy on 
Development Contributions:
The DC policy identifies costs beyond $8.1M, with nearly $14M costs identified for 
Water Supply headworks, and $2.5M for pipeline works. It also fails to identify what 
development contribution is to be levied in new development at Cardrona (nor are 
targeted rates or connection charges identified).
This makes it impossible for developers/ ratepayers to understand the costs of the 
scheme to them. If those affected cannot understand this, then they cannot provide 
meaningful feedback and the LTP process is fundamentally flawed.

Q. Please use this space to comment on the draft Policy on 
Significance and Engagement:
N/A
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NORTHLAKE INVESTMENTS LIMITED 
Northlake Investments Limited
Northlake Investments Limited
Wanaka/Upper Clutha area

Q. Responding to Climate Change
Please tell us what you think of Council's response and your thoughts on prioritisation and 
funding:

Please tell us more about your response:

Please tell us more about your response:

Please tell us more about your response:

Please tell us more about your response:

Q. Please use this space to comment on the big issues or
any aspect of the draft Ten Year Plan:

Q. Please use this space to comment on the draft Policy on
Development Contributions:

Q. Please use this space to comment on the draft Policy on
Significance and Engagement:

Hearing: Ten Year Plan - Wanaka
Date: 11/05/2021 Time: 13:20
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Q. If you have a pre-prepared submission, you can upload it 
below. 

2021 Northlake Investments Ltd submission - on QLDC LTP 2021.docx

Please note that we can only accept .docx files.
Additional documents or PDF files can be emailed to letstalk@qldc.govt.nz
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GEREMIA Katherine
Wanaka/Upper Clutha area

Q. Responding to Climate Change

The focus of the submission is to oppose the Council's unnecessary investment in the 
Cardrona Water Scheme

Please tell us what you think of Council's response and your thoughts on prioritisation and 
funding:

Q. Big Issue 1: Delivering safe and reliable 3 water services
for our community
Neither / Neutral

The focus of the submission is to oppose the Council's unnecessary investment in the 
Cardrona Water Scheme

Please tell us more about your response:

Q. Big Issue 2: Meeting the transport needs of our community 
and ensuring capacity and choice
Neither / Neutral

The focus of the submission is to oppose the Council's unnecessary investment in the 
Cardrona Water Scheme

Please tell us more about your response:

Q. Big Issue 3: New Targeted Rate on Queenstown Town
Centre properties
Neither / Neutral

The focus of the submission is to oppose the Council's unnecessary investment in the 
Cardrona Water Scheme

Please tell us more about your response:

Q. Big Issue 4: Increasing User Fees and Charges
Neither / Neutral

Hearing: Ten Year Plan - Wanaka
Date: 11/05/2021 Time: 13:30
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The focus of the submission is to oppose the Council's unnecessary investment in the 
Cardrona Water Scheme

Please tell us more about your response:

Q. Please use this space to comment on the big issues or 
any aspect of the draft Ten Year Plan:
The Council has presented its investment in a new water treatment plant at 
Cardrona as a decision that it has already made. This is misleading, as the Council 
has specifically deferred that decision to await the outcome of the LTP process. The 
cost is stated in most places at $8.1M, but a further cost 10 years from now is also 
given of $11.5M; ie amounting to $19.6M. Funding remains unclear as it is stated at 
one point as being from rates, and at another point from development contributions. 
In neither case does the LTP disclose what the targeted rates, connection charges, or 
development contributions will be.

Q. Please use this space to comment on the draft Policy on 
Development Contributions:
The DC policy identifies costs beyond $8.1M, with nearly $14M costs identified for 
Water Supply headworks, and $2.5M for pipeline works. It also fails to identify what 
development contribution is to be levied in new development at Cardrona (nor are 
targeted rates or connection charges identified).
This makes it impossible for developers/ ratepayers to understand the costs of the 
scheme to them. If those affected cannot understand this, then they cannot provide 
meaningful feedback and the LTP process is fundamentally flawed.

Q. Please use this space to comment on the draft Policy on 
Significance and Engagement:
N/A
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MARSHALL Peter
Wanaka/Upper Clutha area

Q. Responding to Climate Change
Please tell us what you think of Council's response and your thoughts on prioritisation and 
funding:

Q. Big Issue 1: Delivering safe and reliable 3 water services 
for our community
Neither / Neutral

Response per submission uploaded.

Please tell us more about your response:

Q. Big Issue 2: Meeting the transport needs of our community 
and ensuring capacity and choice
I support OPTION TWO: Council reconsiders prioritisation and funding or non-funding 
of one or more transport projects

Response per submission uploaded.

Please tell us more about your response:

Q. Big Issue 3: New Targeted Rate on Queenstown Town 
Centre properties
Neither / Neutral

Response per submission uploaded.

Please tell us more about your response:

Q. Big Issue 4: Increasing User Fees and Charges
I support OPTION TWO: Fees and Charges not increased

Hearing: Ten Year Plan - Wanaka
Date: 11/05/2021 Time: 13:35
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Response per submission uploaded.

Please tell us more about your response:

Q. Please use this space to comment on the big issues or 
any aspect of the draft Ten Year Plan:
Response per submission uploaded.

Q. Please use this space to comment on the draft Policy on 
Development Contributions:

Q. Please use this space to comment on the draft Policy on 
Significance and Engagement:

Q. If you have a pre-prepared submission, you can upload it 
below. 

Submission For The 2021 LTP and Spatial Plan.docx

Please note that we can only accept .docx files.
Additional documents or PDF files can be emailed to letstalk@qldc.govt.nz
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VAN REENEN Gilbert
Wanaka/Upper Clutha area

Q. Responding to Climate Change

The Council's response is duplicitous and attempts to have it both ways.  The core 
base cause of the climate crisis is economic growth and expansion due to use of 
fossil fuels and other finite resources. The Limits to growth were identified more than 
50 years ago. QLDC has blatantly ignored the science and knowledge and has 
encouraged the growth that is going to be disastrous for future generations. Your 
statement tries to have it both ways. The mayor's introductory comments are mostly 
sanctimonious waffle.

Please tell us what you think of Council's response and your thoughts on prioritisation and 
funding:

Q. Big Issue 1: Delivering safe and reliable 3 water services 
for our community
I support OPTION ONE: Complete the Water Treatment Programme as outlined in the 
plan (by 2024)

The way the material is presented in the pamphlet is deplorable.  No wonder the 
public dont engage with you on critical issues like this one. Kicking the can down the 
road (option 2)   because you havent done thebasic work that you were supposed 
to is an indicment of your approach.  That shouldnt even be a consideration.

Please tell us more about your response:

Q. Big Issue 2: Meeting the transport needs of our community 
and ensuring capacity and choice
Neither / Neutral

The issues and options are so poorly presented and articulated that it is impossible to 
offer a clear opinion on this one.  HOWEVER accessible public transport should 
always be high priority

Please tell us more about your response:

Q. Big Issue 3: New Targeted Rate on Queenstown Town 
Centre properties
I support OPTION ONE: Rates recovery focused on wider CBD ratepayers

Hearing: Ten Year Plan - Wanaka
Date: 11/05/2021 Time: 13:40
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This is a no brainer  Why should the wider community have to pay for CBD 
ibnfrastructure?

Please tell us more about your response:

Q. Big Issue 4: Increasing User Fees and Charges
I support OPTION ONE: Fees and Charges Increased as per Revenue & Financing 
Policy

Its basically living within our / your means. Why is kicking the can again even 
considered as an option.  Re election of mayor and councillors should not come into 
this sort of decision making processs.

Please tell us more about your response:

Q. Please use this space to comment on the big issues or 
any aspect of the draft Ten Year Plan:
separate document will be submitted

Q. Please use this space to comment on the draft Policy on 
Development Contributions:
separate document will be submitted

Q. Please use this space to comment on the draft Policy on 
Significance and Engagement:
separate document will be submitted
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LEGNAVSKY Bridget
Climate Reference Group (CRG)
Wanaka/Upper Clutha area

Q. Responding to Climate Change
Please tell us what you think of Council's response and your thoughts on prioritisation and 
funding:

Please tell us more about your response:

Please tell us more about your response:

Please tell us more about your response:

Please tell us more about your response:

Q. Please use this space to comment on the big issues or 
any aspect of the draft Ten Year Plan:

Q. Please use this space to comment on the draft Policy on 
Development Contributions:

Q. Please use this space to comment on the draft Policy on 
Significance and Engagement:

Q. If you have a pre-prepared submission, you can upload it 
below. 

Hearing: Ten Year Plan - Wanaka
Date: 11/05/2021 Time: 13:45
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Climate Reference Group (CRG).docx

Please note that we can only accept .docx files.
Additional documents or PDF files can be emailed to letstalk@qldc.govt.nz
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TURNER Peter
Cardrona Limited
Wanaka/Upper Clutha area

Q. Responding to Climate Change

The focus of the submission is to oppose the Council's unnecessary investment in the 
Cardrona Water Scheme

Please tell us what you think of Council's response and your thoughts on prioritisation and 
funding:

Q. Big Issue 1: Delivering safe and reliable 3 water services 
for our community
Neither / Neutral

The focus of the submission is to oppose the Council's unnecessary investment in the 
Cardrona Water Scheme

Please tell us more about your response:

Q. Big Issue 2: Meeting the transport needs of our community 
and ensuring capacity and choice
Neither / Neutral

The focus of the submission is to oppose the Council's unnecessary investment in the 
Cardrona Water Scheme

Please tell us more about your response:

Q. Big Issue 3: New Targeted Rate on Queenstown Town 
Centre properties
Neither / Neutral

The focus of the submission is to oppose the Council's unnecessary investment in the 
Cardrona Water Scheme

Please tell us more about your response:

Hearing: Ten Year Plan - Wanaka
Date: 11/05/2021 Time: 13:50
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Q. Big Issue 4: Increasing User Fees and Charges
Neither / Neutral

The focus of the submission is to oppose the Council's unnecessary investment in the 
Cardrona Water Scheme

Please tell us more about your response:

Q. Please use this space to comment on the big issues or 
any aspect of the draft Ten Year Plan:
The Council has presented its investment in a new water treatment plant at 
Cardrona as a decision that it has already made. This is misleading, as the Council 
has specifically deferred that decision to await the outcome of the LTP process. The 
cost is stated in most places at $8. lM, but a further cost 10 years from now is also 
given of $11.SM; ie amounting to $19.6M. Funding remains unclear as it is stated at 
one point as being from rates, and at another point from development contributions. 
In neither case does the LTP disclose what the targeted rates,
connection charges, or development contributions will be .

Q. Please use this space to comment on the draft Policy on 
Development Contributions:
The DC policy identifies costs beyond $8.lM, with nearly $14M costs identified for 
Water Supply headworks, and $2.SM for pipeline works. It also fails to identify what 
development contribution is to be levied in new development at Cardrona (nor are 
targeted rates or connection charges identified).
This makes it impossible for developers/ ratepayers to understand the costs of the 
scheme to them. If those affected cannot understand this, then they cannot provide 
meaningful feedback and the LTP process is fundamentally flawed.

Q. Please use this space to comment on the draft Policy on 
Significance and Engagement:
N/A

Q. If you have a pre-prepared submission, you can upload it 
below. 

Peter Turner.docx

Please note that we can only accept .docx files.
Additional documents or PDF files can be emailed to letstalk@qldc.govt.nz
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WHITE Sharon
Cardrona Camp Ltd
Wanaka/Upper Clutha area

Q. Responding to Climate Change
Please tell us what you think of Council's response and your thoughts on prioritisation and 
funding:

Q. Big Issue 1: Delivering safe and reliable 3 water services
for our community
Neither / Neutral

There should not be a new scheme for Cardrona. We have good water supply which 
is clean and tastes good. It is a waste of council money to invest 8 million into 
something that is already there particularly putting in infrastructure when the pipes 
are already there. We do not support a new support a new council water scheme in 
Cardrona it is a waste of money that only benefits the developer of Mount Cardrona 
station when Cardrona residents will be charged for something we already have.

Please tell us more about your response:

Q. Big Issue 2: Meeting the transport needs of our community 
and ensuring capacity and choice
Neither / Neutral

Please tell us more about your response:

Q. Big Issue 3: New Targeted Rate on Queenstown Town
Centre properties
Neither / Neutral

Please tell us more about your response:

Hearing: Ten Year Plan - Wanaka
Date: 11/05/2021 Time: 13:55
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Q. Big Issue 4: Increasing User Fees and Charges
Neither / Neutral

Please tell us more about your response:

Q. Please use this space to comment on the big issues or 
any aspect of the draft Ten Year Plan:
Do not put in a water scheme in Cardrona Valley we don’t need it.

Q. Please use this space to comment on the draft Policy on 
Development Contributions:

Q. Please use this space to comment on the draft Policy on 
Significance and Engagement:
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THORNTON Cade J.
Cardrona Hotel
Wanaka/Upper Clutha area

Q. Responding to Climate Change
Please tell us what you think of Council's response and your thoughts on prioritisation and 
funding:

Q. Big Issue 1: Delivering safe and reliable 3 water services
for our community
Neither / Neutral

The focus of this submission is to oppose the Council's unnecessary investment in the 
Cardrona Water Scheme

Please tell us more about your response:

Q. Big Issue 2: Meeting the transport needs of our community 
and ensuring capacity and choice
Neither / Neutral

The focus of this submission is to oppose the Council's unnecessary investment in the 
Cardrona Water Scheme

Please tell us more about your response:

Q. Big Issue 3: New Targeted Rate on Queenstown Town
Centre properties
Neither / Neutral

The focus of this submission is to oppose the Council's unnecessary investment in the 
Cardrona Water Scheme

Please tell us more about your response:

Hearing: Ten Year Plan - Wanaka
Date: 11/05/2021 Time: 14:00
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Q. Big Issue 4: Increasing User Fees and Charges
Neither / Neutral

The focus of this submission is to oppose the Council's unnecessary investment in the 
Cardrona Water Scheme

Please tell us more about your response:

Q. Please use this space to comment on the big issues or 
any aspect of the draft Ten Year Plan:
The Council has presented its investment in a new water treatment plant at 
Cardrona as a decision that it has already made. This is misleading, as the Council 
has specifically deferred that decision to await the outcome of the LTP process. The 
cost is stated in most places at $8.1M, but a further cost 10 years from now is also 
given of $11.5M; ie amounting to $19.6M. Funding remains unclear as it is stated at 
one point as being from rates, and at another point from development contributions. 
In neither case does the LTP disclose what the targeted rates, connection charges, or 
development contributions will be.

See attached

Q. Please use this space to comment on the draft Policy on 
Development Contributions:
The DC policy identifies costs beyond $8.1M, with nearly $14M costs identified for 
Water Supply headworks, and $2.5M for pipeline works. It also fails to identify what 
development contribution is to be levied in new development at Cardrona (nor are 
targeted rates or connection charges identified).
This makes it impossible for developers/ ratepayers to understand the costs of the 
scheme to them. If those affected cannot understand this, then they cannot provide 
meaningful feedback and the LTP process is fundamentally flawed.

Q. Please use this space to comment on the draft Policy on 
Significance and Engagement:
N/A
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GARDNER-HOPKINS James
Counsel for Cardrona Village Limited
Wanaka/Upper Clutha area

Q. Responding to Climate Change

The focus of this submission is to oppose the Council's unnecessary investment in the 
Cardrona Water Scheme

Please tell us what you think of Council's response and your thoughts on prioritisation and 
funding:

Q. Big Issue 1: Delivering safe and reliable 3 water services 
for our community
Neither / Neutral

The focus of this submission is to oppose the Council's unnecessary investment in the 
Cardrona Water Scheme

Please tell us more about your response:

Q. Big Issue 2: Meeting the transport needs of our community 
and ensuring capacity and choice
Neither / Neutral

The focus of this submission is to oppose the Council's unnecessary investment in the 
Cardrona Water Scheme

Please tell us more about your response:

Q. Big Issue 3: New Targeted Rate on Queenstown Town 
Centre properties
Neither / Neutral

The focus of this submission is to oppose the Council's unnecessary investment in the 
Cardrona Water Scheme

Please tell us more about your response:

Hearing: Ten Year Plan - Wanaka
Date: 11/05/2021 Time: 14:10
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Q. Big Issue 4: Increasing User Fees and Charges
Neither / Neutral

The focus of this submission is to oppose the Council's unnecessary investment in the 
Cardrona Water Scheme

Please tell us more about your response:

Q. Please use this space to comment on the big issues or 
any aspect of the draft Ten Year Plan:
The Council has presented its investment in a new water treatment plant at 
Cardrona as a decision that it has already made. This is misleading, as the Council 
has specifically deferred that decision to await the outcome of the LTP process. The 
cost is stated in most places at $8.1M, but a further cost 10 years from now is also 
given of $11.5M; ie amounting to $19.6M. Funding remains unclear as it is stated at 
one point as being from rates, and at another point from development contributions. 
In neither case does the LTP disclose what the targeted rates, connection charges, or 
development contributions will be.

See attached

Q. Please use this space to comment on the draft Policy on 
Development Contributions:
The DC policy identifies costs beyond $8.1M, with nearly $14M costs identified for 
Water Supply headworks, and $2.5M for pipeline works. It also fails to identify what 
development contribution is to be levied in new development at Cardrona (nor are 
targeted rates or connection charges identified).
This makes it impossible for developers/ ratepayers to understand the costs of the 
scheme to them. If those affected cannot understand this, then they cannot provide 
meaningful feedback and the LTP process is fundamentally flawed.

Q. Please use this space to comment on the draft Policy on 
Significance and Engagement:
N/A
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I support OPTION ONE: Complete the Water Treatment Programme as outlined in the plan (by 2024)  

I support OPTION ONE: Council confirms the prioritisation and funding or non-funding of transport 
projects as outlined  

I support OPTION TWO: Spread the Water Treatment Programme over the ten years   

I support OPTION TWO: Council reconsiders prioritisation and funding or non-funding of one or more 
transport projects   

Neither / Neutral  

Neither / Neutral  
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Submission form 
| Puka tāpaetaka
All submissions will be made public.

Please have your say on the big issues identified within the draft Ten Year Plan.

Responding to Climate Change

Big Issue 1: Delivering safe and reliable 3 water services for our communities

Big Issue 2: Meeting the transport needs of our communities and ensuring capacity and choice

Name:

Location:

Organisation (if any):

Contact email address or postal address:

Do you wish to speak at a hearing for the 2021-2031 Ten Year Plan (including the 
Significance and Engagement Policy): 

Do you wish to speak at a hearing for the draft Policy on Development Contributions: 

If yes, please provide a contact number:

Please tell us what you think of Council’s response and your thoughts on prioritisation and funding.

Please tell us more about your response:

Please tell us more about your response:

PLEASE THINK

ABOUT MAKING YOUR

SUBMISSION ONLINE AT

LETSTALK.QLDC.GOVT.NZ

Arrowtown

Yes

Yes

No

No

Kingston

Glenorchy

Luggate

Hāwea

Makarora

Queenstown/Wakatipu

Wānaka/Upper Clutha area

Basis of opinion

We carried out our work in accordance with the International Standard on Assurance Engagements (New
Zealand) 3000 (Revised): Assurance Engagements Other Than Audits or Reviews of Historical Financial
Information. In meeting the requirements of this standard, we took into account particular elements of the
Auditor-General’s Auditing Standards and the International Standard on Assurance Engagements 3400: The
Examination of Prospective Financial Information that were consistent with those requirements.

We assessed the evidence the Council has to support the information and disclosures in the consultation 
document. To select appropriate procedures, we assessed the risk of material misstatement and the Council’s
systems and processes applying to the preparation of the consultation document.

We did not evaluate the security and controls over the publication of the consultation document.

Responsibilities of the Council and auditor

The Council is responsible for:

• meeting all legal requirements relating to its procedures, decisions, consultation, disclosures, and
other actions associated with preparing and publishing the consultation document and long-term
plan, whether in printed or electronic form;

• having systems and processes in place to provide the supporting information and analysis the
Council needs to be able to prepare a consultation document and long-term plan that meet the
purposes set out in the Act; and

• ensuring that any forecast financial information being presented has been prepared in accordance
with generally accepted accounting practice in New Zealand.

We are responsible for reporting on the consultation document, as required by section 93C of the Act. I do not 
express an opinion on the merits of any policy content of the consultation document.

Independence and quality control

We have complied with the Auditor-General’s:

• independence and other ethical requirements, which incorporate the independence and ethical
requirements of Professional and Ethical Standard 1 issued by the New Zealand Auditing and 
Assurance Standards Board; and

• quality control requirements, which incorporate the quality control requirements of Professional
and Ethical Standard 3 (Amended) issued by the New Zealand Auditing and Assurance Standards
Board.

In addition to carrying out all legally required external audits, we carry out engagements in the areas of
assurance services relating to reporting under trust deed, registry audits and a regulatory disclosure audit that 
are consistent with our role as auditor. Other than these engagements, we have no relationship with or 
interests in the Council or any of its subsidiaries.

Mike Hawken
Deloitte
On behalf of the Auditor-General, Dunedin, New Zealand

39

X

X

The focus of the submission is to oppose the Council's unnecessary investment in the Cardrona Water Scheme

X

The focus of the submission is to oppose the Council's unnecessary investment in the Cardrona Water Scheme

X

The focus of the submission is to oppose the Council's unnecessary investment in the Cardrona Water Scheme

James Gardner-Hopkins

Counsel for Cardrona Village Limited
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I support OPTION ONE: Rates recovery focused on wider CBD ratepayers   

I support OPTION ONE: Fees and Charges Increases as per Revenue & Financing Policy  

I support OPTION TWO: Apply costs to the existing Wakatipu Roading Rates  

I support OPTION TWO: Fees and Charges not increased  

Neither / Neutral  

Neither / Neutral  

Please use this space to comment on the big issues or any aspect of the draft Ten Year Plan:

Please use this space to comment on the draft Policy on Development Contributions:

Please use this space to comment on the draft Policy on Significance and Engagement:

SUBMISSIONS  CLOSE AT 5.00PMON MONDAY 19 APRIL 2021

Big Issue 3: New Targeted Rate on Queenstown Town Centre properties

Big Issue 4: Increasing User Fees and Charges

Freepost your completed form to: 
Queenstown Lakes District Council,  
Freepost 191078, Private Bag 50072, 
Queenstown 9348   (no stamp required)

Please attach additional sheets if you run out of space

Please tell us more about your response:

Please tell us more about your response:

QLDC TEN YEAR PLAN 2021–2031   CONSULTATION DOCUMENT40

X

The focus of the submission is to oppose the Council's unnecessary investment in the Cardrona Water Scheme

X

The focus of the submission is to oppose the Council's unnecessary investment in the Cardrona Water Scheme

The Council has presented its investment in a new water treatment plant at Cardrona as a decision that it has 
already made.  This is misleading, as the Council has specifically deferred that decision to await the outcome of 
the LTP process.  The cost is stated in most places at $8.1M, but a further cost 10 years from now is also given of 
$11.5M; ie amounting to $19.6M.  Funding remains unclear as it is stated at one point as being from rates, and 
at another point from development contributions.  In neither case does the LTP disclose what the targeted rates, 
connection charges, or development contributions will be.  

The DC policy identifies costs beyond $8.1M, with nearly $14M costs identified for Water Supply headworks, 
and $2.5M for pipeline works.  It also fails to identify what development contribution is to be levied in new 
development at Cardrona (nor are targeted rates or connection charges identified).  
This makes it impossible for developers/ ratepayers to understand the costs of the scheme to them.  If those 
affected cannot understand this, then they cannot provide meaningful feedback and the LTP process is 
fundamentally flawed.  

N/A

See attached
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Submission on the LTP – Cardrona Water Supply 
 

1. The Council’s spend, of at least $8.1M (if not up to $19.6M), on the Cardrona 
Water Supply scheme is strongly opposed.    

2. This is because:  

(a) The Council has demonstrated no need to invest in the scheme.   

(b) In particular:  

(i) the Council has demonstrated no need in terms of water quantity.  
Sufficient quantity of water supply already exists for Cardrona Village 
through the existing private schemes (and their consents); and  

(ii) to the extent that the Council considered there to be a need to 
intervene to ensure water quality standards are achieved, because 
of existing failures, it acted on incorrect and incomplete information, 
which it did not give the existing suppliers the opportunity to respond 
to.  The current systems and operations will achieve the appropriate 
standards.   

(c) The Council therefore has no need to invest in a competing system.   

(d) This is particularly the case where:   

(i) the new system is a joint venture with a private developer, where the 
Council has refused to disclose the financial terms of that agreement;  

(ii) the Council has not, in its LTP, identified transparently the costs to 
ratepayers and/ or developers through rates, connection charges, 
and/or development contributions;  

(iii) any connection costs, for those with existing connections or contracts 
with the current operators will be an additional cost to them;  

(iv) the Cardrona Village Community has overwhelmingly told the 
Council that it does not want the Council to invest in a new system 
(but there has been no evidence that this direct feedback has ever 
been given to the Councillors); and 

(v) the Council has refused to, or has at least failed to take any positive 
steps towards, the solution tabled by the Cardrona Valley Residents 
and Ratepayers Society and the two existing water supply operators, 
that each party:   

... engage an independent consultant to examine the existing scheme to 
determine whether or not the replacement system was necessary given 
the current systems water quality, availability infrastructure and associated 
cost benefits  

3. Councillors are requested, at the very least, to pause and defer making a decision 
to fund the new Cardrona Water Supply scheme until the process identified above 
has been undertaken; or it otherwise has better, independent, information before 
it on these matters.     
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GARDNER-HOPKINS James
Counsel for Cardrona Water Supply Limited
Wanaka/Upper Clutha area

Q. Responding to Climate Change

The focus of this submission is to oppose the Council's unnecessary investment in the 
Cardrona Water Scheme

Please tell us what you think of Council's response and your thoughts on prioritisation and 
funding:

Q. Big Issue 1: Delivering safe and reliable 3 water services 
for our community
Neither / Neutral

The focus of this submission is to oppose the Council's unnecessary investment in the 
Cardrona Water Scheme

Please tell us more about your response:

Q. Big Issue 2: Meeting the transport needs of our community 
and ensuring capacity and choice
Neither / Neutral

The focus of this submission is to oppose the Council's unnecessary investment in the 
Cardrona Water Scheme

Please tell us more about your response:

Q. Big Issue 3: New Targeted Rate on Queenstown Town 
Centre properties
Neither / Neutral

The focus of this submission is to oppose the Council's unnecessary investment in the 
Cardrona Water Scheme

Please tell us more about your response:

Hearing: Ten Year Plan - Wanaka
Date: 11/05/2021 Time: 14:15
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Q. Big Issue 4: Increasing User Fees and Charges
Neither / Neutral

The focus of this submission is to oppose the Council's unnecessary investment in the 
Cardrona Water Scheme

Please tell us more about your response:

Q. Please use this space to comment on the big issues or 
any aspect of the draft Ten Year Plan:
The Council has presented its investment in a new water treatment plant at 
Cardrona as a decision that it has already made. This is misleading, as the Council 
has specifically deferred that decision to await the outcome of the LTP process. The 
cost is stated in most places at $8.1M, but a further cost 10 years from now is also 
given of $11.5M; ie amounting to $19.6M. Funding remains unclear as it is stated at 
one point as being from rates, and at another point from development contributions. 
In neither case does the LTP disclose what the targeted rates, connection charges, or 
development contributions will be.

See attached

Q. Please use this space to comment on the draft Policy on 
Development Contributions:
The DC policy identifies costs beyond $8.1M, with nearly $14M costs identified for 
Water Supply headworks, and $2.5M for pipeline works. It also fails to identify what 
development contribution is to be levied in new development at Cardrona (nor are 
targeted rates or connection charges identified).
This makes it impossible for developers/ ratepayers to understand the costs of the 
scheme to them. If those affected cannot understand this, then they cannot provide 
meaningful feedback and the LTP process is fundamentally flawed.

Q. Please use this space to comment on the draft Policy on 
Significance and Engagement:
N/A

248



I support OPTION ONE: Complete the Water Treatment Programme as outlined in the plan (by 2024)  

I support OPTION ONE: Council confirms the prioritisation and funding or non-funding of transport 
projects as outlined  

I support OPTION TWO: Spread the Water Treatment Programme over the ten years   

I support OPTION TWO: Council reconsiders prioritisation and funding or non-funding of one or more 
transport projects   

Neither / Neutral  

Neither / Neutral  
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Submission form 
| Puka tāpaetaka
All submissions will be made public.

Please have your say on the big issues identified within the draft Ten Year Plan.

Responding to Climate Change

Big Issue 1: Delivering safe and reliable 3 water services for our communities

Big Issue 2: Meeting the transport needs of our communities and ensuring capacity and choice

Name:

Location:

Organisation (if any):

Contact email address or postal address:

Do you wish to speak at a hearing for the 2021-2031 Ten Year Plan (including the 
Significance and Engagement Policy): 

Do you wish to speak at a hearing for the draft Policy on Development Contributions: 

If yes, please provide a contact number:

Please tell us what you think of Council’s response and your thoughts on prioritisation and funding.

Please tell us more about your response:

Please tell us more about your response:

PLEASE THINK

ABOUT MAKING YOUR

SUBMISSION ONLINE AT

LETSTALK.QLDC.GOVT.NZ

Arrowtown

Yes

Yes

No

No

Kingston

Glenorchy

Luggate

Hāwea

Makarora

Queenstown/Wakatipu

Wānaka/Upper Clutha area

Basis of opinion

We carried out our work in accordance with the International Standard on Assurance Engagements (New
Zealand) 3000 (Revised): Assurance Engagements Other Than Audits or Reviews of Historical Financial
Information. In meeting the requirements of this standard, we took into account particular elements of the
Auditor-General’s Auditing Standards and the International Standard on Assurance Engagements 3400: The
Examination of Prospective Financial Information that were consistent with those requirements.

We assessed the evidence the Council has to support the information and disclosures in the consultation 
document. To select appropriate procedures, we assessed the risk of material misstatement and the Council’s
systems and processes applying to the preparation of the consultation document.

We did not evaluate the security and controls over the publication of the consultation document.

Responsibilities of the Council and auditor

The Council is responsible for:

• meeting all legal requirements relating to its procedures, decisions, consultation, disclosures, and
other actions associated with preparing and publishing the consultation document and long-term
plan, whether in printed or electronic form;

• having systems and processes in place to provide the supporting information and analysis the
Council needs to be able to prepare a consultation document and long-term plan that meet the
purposes set out in the Act; and

• ensuring that any forecast financial information being presented has been prepared in accordance
with generally accepted accounting practice in New Zealand.

We are responsible for reporting on the consultation document, as required by section 93C of the Act. I do not 
express an opinion on the merits of any policy content of the consultation document.

Independence and quality control

We have complied with the Auditor-General’s:

• independence and other ethical requirements, which incorporate the independence and ethical
requirements of Professional and Ethical Standard 1 issued by the New Zealand Auditing and 
Assurance Standards Board; and

• quality control requirements, which incorporate the quality control requirements of Professional
and Ethical Standard 3 (Amended) issued by the New Zealand Auditing and Assurance Standards
Board.

In addition to carrying out all legally required external audits, we carry out engagements in the areas of
assurance services relating to reporting under trust deed, registry audits and a regulatory disclosure audit that 
are consistent with our role as auditor. Other than these engagements, we have no relationship with or 
interests in the Council or any of its subsidiaries.

Mike Hawken
Deloitte
On behalf of the Auditor-General, Dunedin, New Zealand
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X

X

The focus of the submission is to oppose the Council's unnecessary investment in the Cardrona Water Scheme

X

The focus of the submission is to oppose the Council's unnecessary investment in the Cardrona Water Scheme

X

The focus of the submission is to oppose the Council's unnecessary investment in the Cardrona Water Scheme

James Gardner-Hopkins

Counsel for Cardrona Water Supply Limited
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I support OPTION ONE: Rates recovery focused on wider CBD ratepayers   

I support OPTION ONE: Fees and Charges Increases as per Revenue & Financing Policy  

I support OPTION TWO: Apply costs to the existing Wakatipu Roading Rates  

I support OPTION TWO: Fees and Charges not increased  

Neither / Neutral  

Neither / Neutral  

Please use this space to comment on the big issues or any aspect of the draft Ten Year Plan:

Please use this space to comment on the draft Policy on Development Contributions:

Please use this space to comment on the draft Policy on Significance and Engagement:

SUBMISSIONS  CLOSE AT 5.00PMON MONDAY 19 APRIL 2021

Big Issue 3: New Targeted Rate on Queenstown Town Centre properties

Big Issue 4: Increasing User Fees and Charges

Freepost your completed form to: 
Queenstown Lakes District Council,  
Freepost 191078, Private Bag 50072, 
Queenstown 9348   (no stamp required)

Please attach additional sheets if you run out of space

Please tell us more about your response:

Please tell us more about your response:

QLDC TEN YEAR PLAN 2021–2031   CONSULTATION DOCUMENT40

X

The focus of the submission is to oppose the Council's unnecessary investment in the Cardrona Water Scheme

X

The focus of the submission is to oppose the Council's unnecessary investment in the Cardrona Water Scheme

The Council has presented its investment in a new water treatment plant at Cardrona as a decision that it has 
already made.  This is misleading, as the Council has specifically deferred that decision to await the outcome of 
the LTP process.  The cost is stated in most places at $8.1M, but a further cost 10 years from now is also given of 
$11.5M; ie amounting to $19.6M.  Funding remains unclear as it is stated at one point as being from rates, and 
at another point from development contributions.  In neither case does the LTP disclose what the targeted rates, 
connection charges, or development contributions will be.  

The DC policy identifies costs beyond $8.1M, with nearly $14M costs identified for Water Supply headworks, 
and $2.5M for pipeline works.  It also fails to identify what development contribution is to be levied in new 
development at Cardrona (nor are targeted rates or connection charges identified).  
This makes it impossible for developers/ ratepayers to understand the costs of the scheme to them.  If those 
affected cannot understand this, then they cannot provide meaningful feedback and the LTP process is 
fundamentally flawed.  

N/A

See attached
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Submission on the LTP – Cardrona Water Supply 
 

1. The Council’s spend, of at least $8.1M (if not up to $19.6M), on the Cardrona 
Water Supply scheme is strongly opposed.    

2. This is because:  

(a) The Council has demonstrated no need to invest in the scheme.   

(b) In particular:  

(i) the Council has demonstrated no need in terms of water quantity.  
Sufficient quantity of water supply already exists for Cardrona Village 
through the existing private schemes (and their consents); and  

(ii) to the extent that the Council considered there to be a need to 
intervene to ensure water quality standards are achieved, because 
of existing failures, it acted on incorrect and incomplete information, 
which it did not give the existing suppliers the opportunity to respond 
to.  The current systems and operations will achieve the appropriate 
standards.   

(c) The Council therefore has no need to invest in a competing system.   

(d) This is particularly the case where:   

(i) the new system is a joint venture with a private developer, where the 
Council has refused to disclose the financial terms of that agreement;  

(ii) the Council has not, in its LTP, identified transparently the costs to 
ratepayers and/ or developers through rates, connection charges, 
and/or development contributions;  

(iii) any connection costs, for those with existing connections or contracts 
with the current operators will be an additional cost to them;  

(iv) the Cardrona Village Community has overwhelmingly told the 
Council that it does not want the Council to invest in a new system 
(but there has been no evidence that this direct feedback has ever 
been given to the Councillors); and 

(v) the Council has refused to, or has at least failed to take any positive 
steps towards, the solution tabled by the Cardrona Valley Residents 
and Ratepayers Society and the two existing water supply operators, 
that each party:   

... engage an independent consultant to examine the existing scheme to 
determine whether or not the replacement system was necessary given 
the current systems water quality, availability infrastructure and associated 
cost benefits  

3. Councillors are requested, at the very least, to pause and defer making a decision 
to fund the new Cardrona Water Supply scheme until the process identified above 
has been undertaken; or it otherwise has better, independent, information before 
it on these matters.     
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ADAMS Blyth
Cardrona Valley Residents and Ratepayers Society
Wanaka/Upper Clutha area

Q. Responding to Climate Change

The focus of this submission is to oppose the Council's unnecessary investment in the 
Cardrona Water Scheme

Please tell us what you think of Council's response and your thoughts on prioritisation and 
funding:

Q. Big Issue 1: Delivering safe and reliable 3 water services
for our community
Neither / Neutral

The focus of this submission is to oppose the Council's unnecessary investment in the 
Cardrona Water Scheme

Please tell us more about your response:

Q. Big Issue 2: Meeting the transport needs of our community 
and ensuring capacity and choice
Neither / Neutral

The focus of this submission is to oppose the Council's unnecessary investment in the 
Cardrona Water Scheme

Please tell us more about your response:

Q. Big Issue 3: New Targeted Rate on Queenstown Town
Centre properties
Neither / Neutral

The focus of this submission is to oppose the Council's unnecessary investment in the 
Cardrona Water Scheme

Please tell us more about your response:

Hearing: Ten Year Plan - Wanaka
Date: 11/05/2021 Time: 14:30
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Q. Big Issue 4: Increasing User Fees and Charges
Neither / Neutral

The focus of this submission is to oppose the Council's unnecessary investment in the 
Cardrona Water Scheme

Please tell us more about your response:

Q. Please use this space to comment on the big issues or 
any aspect of the draft Ten Year Plan:
The Council has presented its investment in a new water treatment plant at 
Cardrona as a decision that it has already made. This is misleading, as the Council 
has specifically deferred that decision to await the outcome of the LTP process. The 
cost is stated in most places at $8.1M, but a further cost 10 years from now is also 
given of $11.5M; ie amounting to $19.6M. Funding remains unclear as it is stated at 
one point as being from rates, and at another point from development contributions. 
In neither case does the LTP disclose what the targeted rates, connection charges, or 
development contributions will be.

See attached

Q. Please use this space to comment on the draft Policy on 
Development Contributions:
The DC policy identifies costs beyond $8.1M, with nearly $14M costs identified for 
Water Supply headworks, and $2.5M for pipeline works. It also fails to identify what 
development contribution is to be levied in new development at Cardrona (nor are 
targeted rates or connection charges identified).
This makes it impossible for developers/ ratepayers to understand the costs of the 
scheme to them. If those affected cannot understand this, then they cannot provide 
meaningful feedback and the LTP process is fundamentally flawed.

Q. Please use this space to comment on the draft Policy on 
Significance and Engagement:
N/A
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I support OPTION ONE: Complete the Water Treatment Programme as outlined in the plan (by 2024)  

I support OPTION ONE: Council confirms the prioritisation and funding or non-funding of transport 
projects as outlined  

I support OPTION TWO: Spread the Water Treatment Programme over the ten years   

I support OPTION TWO: Council reconsiders prioritisation and funding or non-funding of one or more 
transport projects   

Neither / Neutral  

Neither / Neutral  
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Submission form 
| Puka tāpaetaka
All submissions will be made public.

Please have your say on the big issues identified within the draft Ten Year Plan.

Responding to Climate Change

Big Issue 1: Delivering safe and reliable 3 water services for our communities

Big Issue 2: Meeting the transport needs of our communities and ensuring capacity and choice

Name:

Location:

Organisation (if any):

Contact email address or postal address:

Do you wish to speak at a hearing for the 2021-2031 Ten Year Plan (including the 
Significance and Engagement Policy): 

Do you wish to speak at a hearing for the draft Policy on Development Contributions: 

If yes, please provide a contact number:

Please tell us what you think of Council’s response and your thoughts on prioritisation and funding.

Please tell us more about your response:

Please tell us more about your response:

PLEASE THINK

ABOUT MAKING YOUR

SUBMISSION ONLINE AT

LETSTALK.QLDC.GOVT.NZ

Arrowtown

Yes

Yes

No

No

Kingston

Glenorchy

Luggate

Hāwea

Makarora

Queenstown/Wakatipu

Wānaka/Upper Clutha area

Basis of opinion

We carried out our work in accordance with the International Standard on Assurance Engagements (New
Zealand) 3000 (Revised): Assurance Engagements Other Than Audits or Reviews of Historical Financial
Information. In meeting the requirements of this standard, we took into account particular elements of the
Auditor-General’s Auditing Standards and the International Standard on Assurance Engagements 3400: The
Examination of Prospective Financial Information that were consistent with those requirements.

We assessed the evidence the Council has to support the information and disclosures in the consultation 
document. To select appropriate procedures, we assessed the risk of material misstatement and the Council’s
systems and processes applying to the preparation of the consultation document.

We did not evaluate the security and controls over the publication of the consultation document.

Responsibilities of the Council and auditor

The Council is responsible for:

• meeting all legal requirements relating to its procedures, decisions, consultation, disclosures, and
other actions associated with preparing and publishing the consultation document and long-term
plan, whether in printed or electronic form;

• having systems and processes in place to provide the supporting information and analysis the
Council needs to be able to prepare a consultation document and long-term plan that meet the
purposes set out in the Act; and

• ensuring that any forecast financial information being presented has been prepared in accordance
with generally accepted accounting practice in New Zealand.

We are responsible for reporting on the consultation document, as required by section 93C of the Act. I do not 
express an opinion on the merits of any policy content of the consultation document.

Independence and quality control

We have complied with the Auditor-General’s:

• independence and other ethical requirements, which incorporate the independence and ethical
requirements of Professional and Ethical Standard 1 issued by the New Zealand Auditing and 
Assurance Standards Board; and

• quality control requirements, which incorporate the quality control requirements of Professional
and Ethical Standard 3 (Amended) issued by the New Zealand Auditing and Assurance Standards
Board.

In addition to carrying out all legally required external audits, we carry out engagements in the areas of
assurance services relating to reporting under trust deed, registry audits and a regulatory disclosure audit that 
are consistent with our role as auditor. Other than these engagements, we have no relationship with or 
interests in the Council or any of its subsidiaries.

Mike Hawken
Deloitte
On behalf of the Auditor-General, Dunedin, New Zealand
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X

X

The focus of the submission is to oppose the Council's unnecessary investment in the Cardrona Water Scheme

X

The focus of the submission is to oppose the Council's unnecessary investment in the Cardrona Water Scheme

X

The focus of the submission is to oppose the Council's unnecessary investment in the Cardrona Water Scheme

Blyth Adams

Cardrona Valley Residents and Ratepayers Society
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I support OPTION ONE: Rates recovery focused on wider CBD ratepayers   

I support OPTION ONE: Fees and Charges Increases as per Revenue & Financing Policy  

I support OPTION TWO: Apply costs to the existing Wakatipu Roading Rates  

I support OPTION TWO: Fees and Charges not increased  

Neither / Neutral  

Neither / Neutral  

Please use this space to comment on the big issues or any aspect of the draft Ten Year Plan:

Please use this space to comment on the draft Policy on Development Contributions:

Please use this space to comment on the draft Policy on Significance and Engagement:

SUBMISSIONS  CLOSE AT 5.00PMON MONDAY 19 APRIL 2021

Big Issue 3: New Targeted Rate on Queenstown Town Centre properties

Big Issue 4: Increasing User Fees and Charges

Freepost your completed form to: 
Queenstown Lakes District Council,  
Freepost 191078, Private Bag 50072, 
Queenstown 9348   (no stamp required)

Please attach additional sheets if you run out of space

Please tell us more about your response:

Please tell us more about your response:

QLDC TEN YEAR PLAN 2021–2031   CONSULTATION DOCUMENT40

X

The focus of the submission is to oppose the Council's unnecessary investment in the Cardrona Water Scheme

X

The focus of the submission is to oppose the Council's unnecessary investment in the Cardrona Water Scheme

The Council has presented its investment in a new water treatment plant at Cardrona as a decision that it has 
already made.  This is misleading, as the Council has specifically deferred that decision to await the outcome of 
the LTP process.  The cost is stated in most places at $8.1M, but a further cost 10 years from now is also given of 
$11.5M; ie amounting to $19.6M.  Funding remains unclear as it is stated at one point as being from rates, and 
at another point from development contributions.  In neither case does the LTP disclose what the targeted rates, 
connection charges, or development contributions will be.  

The DC policy identifies costs beyond $8.1M, with nearly $14M costs identified for Water Supply headworks, 
and $2.5M for pipeline works.  It also fails to identify what development contribution is to be levied in new 
development at Cardrona (nor are targeted rates or connection charges identified).  
This makes it impossible for developers/ ratepayers to understand the costs of the scheme to them.  If those 
affected cannot understand this, then they cannot provide meaningful feedback and the LTP process is 
fundamentally flawed.  

N/A

See attached
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Submission on the LTP – Cardrona Water Supply 
 

1. The Council’s spend, of at least $8.1M (if not up to $19.6M), on the Cardrona 
Water Supply scheme is strongly opposed.    

2. This is because:  

(a) The Council has demonstrated no need to invest in the scheme.   

(b) In particular:  

(i) the Council has demonstrated no need in terms of water quantity.  
Sufficient quantity of water supply already exists for Cardrona Village 
through the existing private schemes (and their consents); and  

(ii) to the extent that the Council considered there to be a need to 
intervene to ensure water quality standards are achieved, because 
of existing failures, it acted on incorrect and incomplete information, 
which it did not give the existing suppliers the opportunity to respond 
to.  The current systems and operations will achieve the appropriate 
standards.   

(c) The Council therefore has no need to invest in a competing system.   

(d) This is particularly the case where:   

(i) the new system is a joint venture with a private developer, where the 
Council has refused to disclose the financial terms of that agreement;  

(ii) the Council has not, in its LTP, identified transparently the costs to 
ratepayers and/ or developers through rates, connection charges, 
and/or development contributions;  

(iii) any connection costs, for those with existing connections or contracts 
with the current operators will be an additional cost to them;  

(iv) the Cardrona Village Community has overwhelmingly told the 
Council that it does not want the Council to invest in a new system 
(but there has been no evidence that this direct feedback has ever 
been given to the Councillors); and 

(v) the Council has refused to, or has at least failed to take any positive 
steps towards, the solution tabled by the Cardrona Valley Residents 
and Ratepayers Society and the two existing water supply operators, 
that each party:   

... engage an independent consultant to examine the existing scheme to 
determine whether or not the replacement system was necessary given 
the current systems water quality, availability infrastructure and associated 
cost benefits  

3. Councillors are requested, at the very least, to pause and defer making a decision 
to fund the new Cardrona Water Supply scheme until the process identified above 
has been undertaken; or it otherwise has better, independent, information before 
it on these matters.     
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ADAMS Blyth
Wanaka/Upper Clutha area

Q. Responding to Climate Change

The focus of this submission is to oppose the Council's unnecessary investment in the 
Cardrona Water Scheme

Please tell us what you think of Council's response and your thoughts on prioritisation and 
funding:

Q. Big Issue 1: Delivering safe and reliable 3 water services
for our community
Neither / Neutral

The focus of this submission is to oppose the Council's unnecessary investment in the 
Cardrona Water Scheme

Please tell us more about your response:

Q. Big Issue 2: Meeting the transport needs of our community 
and ensuring capacity and choice
Neither / Neutral

The focus of this submission is to oppose the Council's unnecessary investment in the 
Cardrona Water Scheme

Please tell us more about your response:

Q. Big Issue 3: New Targeted Rate on Queenstown Town
Centre properties
Neither / Neutral

The focus of this submission is to oppose the Council's unnecessary investment in the 
Cardrona Water Scheme

Please tell us more about your response:

Q. Big Issue 4: Increasing User Fees and Charges
Neither / Neutral

Hearing: Ten Year Plan - Wanaka
Date: 11/05/2021 Time: 14:35

257



The focus of this submission is to oppose the Council's unnecessary investment in the 
Cardrona Water Scheme

Please tell us more about your response:

Q. Please use this space to comment on the big issues or 
any aspect of the draft Ten Year Plan:
The Council has presented its investment in a new water treatment plant at 
Cardrona as a decision that it has already made. This is misleading, as the Council 
has specifically deferred that decision to await the outcome of the LTP process. The 
cost is stated in most places at $8.1M, but a further cost 10 years from now is also 
given of $11.5M; ie amounting to $19.6M. Funding remains unclear as it is stated at 
one point as being from rates, and at another point from development contributions. 
In neither case does the LTP disclose what the targeted rates, connection charges, or 
development contributions will be.

See attached

Q. Please use this space to comment on the draft Policy on 
Development Contributions:
The DC policy identifies costs beyond $8.1M, with nearly $14M costs identified for 
Water Supply headworks, and $2.5M for pipeline works. It also fails to identify what 
development contribution is to be levied in new development at Cardrona (nor are 
targeted rates or connection charges identified).
This makes it impossible for developers/ ratepayers to understand the costs of the 
scheme to them. If those affected cannot understand this, then they cannot provide 
meaningful feedback and the LTP process is fundamentally flawed.

Q. Please use this space to comment on the draft Policy on 
Significance and Engagement:
N/A
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