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1. INTRODUCTION 

 

1.1 My name is Marcus Hayden Langman.  I am an independent planning 

consultant engaged by Queenstown Lakes District Council (QLDC) to 

prepare the planning report under s 42A of the Resource Management 

Act 1991 (RMA or the Act) for proposals for re-zonings as part of Stage 

2 of the Proposed District Plan (PDP), located in the Wakatipu Basin 

(Basin).   

 

1.2 My relevant expertise and experience is set out as Appendix 1 to this 

report. 

 

1.3 I confirm that I have read the Code of Conduct for Expert Witness 

contained in the Environment Court Practice Note and that I agree to 

comply with it.  I confirm that I have considered all the material facts 

that I am aware of that might alter or detract from the opinions that I 

express, and that this evidence is within my area of expertise, except 

where I state that I am relying on the evidence of another person.    

 

1.4 This evidence provides recommendations to the Hearings Panel on 

submissions to the PDP grouped as Wakatipu Basin mapping.  In 

particular, it addresses changes to the zones notified as part of the 

Wakatipu Basin variation, variously notified as Wakatipu Basin Rural 

Amenity Zone (Amenity Zone) or Wakatipu Basin Lifestyle Precinct 

(Precinct) sub-zone.  I also make recommendations on submissions 

seeking changes to the Outstanding Natural Landscape or Outstanding 

Natural Features annotations on the plan maps, for the same area of 

land.  As these annotations were notified in Stage 1, these are Stage 

1 submissions. 

 

1.5 I refer to and rely on the evidence of:  

 

(a) Mr Craig Barr, planning in relation to the WB Chapter text; 

(b) Ms Bridget Gilbert, landscape (generally in relation to 

rezoning matters); 

(c) Ms Helen Mellsop, landscape (generally in relation to ONF/L 

adjustments); 
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(d) Mr David Smith, transportation planning in relation to rezoning 

matters; 

(e) Mr Glenn Davis, ecology in relation to rezoning matters; and 

(f) Ms Andrea Jarvis, infrastructure in relation to rezoning 

submissions; 

(g) Ms Vaughan Crowther, infrastructure in relation to rezoning 

submissions. 

 

1.6 I also refer to the following documents that I have considered in 

preparing my evidence: 

 

(a) the section 32 evaluation report for the WB chapter; 

(b) the decisions version of Chapter 3, 4, 5 and 6 of the PDP; 

(c) the Panelôs Stage 1 Report 17.1 in relation to rezonings 

located in the Queenstown area; 

(d) The Panelôs Stage 1 Report 16 in relation to rezonings located 

in the Upper Clutha area 

(e) he operative Otago Regional Policy Statement (ORPS) 

(f) the proposed Otago Regional Policy Statement (PRPS); and 

(g) the National Policy Statement on Urban Development 

Capacity (NPSUDC). 

 

1.7 Throughout my evidence I refer to the following versions of the PDP 

text, as follows: 

  

(a)          Provision X.2.1: to refer to the notified version of a Stage 2 

provision (i.e. Objective 31.2.1); and 

(b)          S42A Provision X.2.1: to refer to the recommended version of 

a Stage 2 provision as included in Appendix 1 in Mr Craig 

Barrôs s42A report. (i.e. S42A Objective 31.2.1) 

  
1.8 When referring to the Stage 1 PDP provisions, I am referring to the 

Councilôs Decisions Version notified on 5 May 2018, (i.e. Decisions 

Objective 3.2.1). 

 

1.9 In terms of analysis of submissions, these have been ordered so that 

they align with the Landscape Character Units (LCUs) identified in the 

Wakatipu Basin Land Use Study (Land Use Study), which is Appendix 
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1 to the section 32 evaluation.1 I consider the ONL/F submissions at 

the same time as any relevant rezoning submission. 

 

1.10 Attached to my evidence are the following:  

 

(a) Appendix 1: Relevant expertise and experience; 

(b) Appendix 2: PRPS Policy 3.2.4 

(c) Appendix 3: summary of submissions and recommendations 

regarding Stage 2 Wakatipu Basin rezoning; and  

(d) Appendix 4: summary of submissions and recommendations 

regarding Stage 1 submissions transferred to Wakatipu Basin 

Chapter 24. 

 

2. EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

 

2.1 The proposed zoning in the Wakatipu Basin addressed in this report is 

a result of a Variation to the PDP following the hearing of submissions 

on the text of the rural chapters, in Stage 1.  The Variation covers those 

areas in the Basin that are not identified as Rural Zone, which generally 

covers areas that are Outstanding Natural Features or Landscapes 

(ONF/Ls). 

 

2.2 The two key zones provided for in the Wakatipu Basin as part of the 

Variation are the Amenity Zone; and the Precinct which is a subzone 

of the Amenity Zone.  The areas zoned as Precinct provide for rural 

residential lifestyle development.  Both areas have special amenity 

value (i.e. they are amenity landscapes). In developing provisions for 

the Wakatipu Basin, QLDC are required to have particular regard to the 

maintenance and enhancement of those amenity values.  This reflects 

the wording of s 7(c) RMA.  I refer to My Barrôs evidence for a more 

detailed summary of the Zone. 

 

2.3 The submissions made on the zoning in the Wakatipu Basin generally 

fall into the following key categories: 

 

(a) submissions seeking to óupzoneô land that was notified as 

Amenity Zone; 

                                                   
1  Refer to Appendix 1 attached to the evidence of Mr Barr 
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(b) submissions seeking to ódownzoneô land that was notified as 

Precinct; and 

(c) submissions seeking a special zone that recognises the 

characteristics of the activities that currently take place, or the 

submitter wishes to take place, on the site. 

 

2.4 Some of the ódown zoneô submissions request that the ODP framework 

be reverted to, others specifically seek reversion to the PDP Stage 1 

framework.  Some of the óupzoneô submissions are to notified Precinct, 

others are to new óPrecincts that they seek to added to Chapter 24. 

 

2.5 Having considered the submissions, the preferred option has generally 

been to retain the zones as notified, given the background work that 

was undertaken preparing the Land Use Study, which informed the 

Variation.  Where a specific activity-based development is sought, the 

preferred approach is to maintain the integrity of the PDP and direct 

that to take place through a resource consent process through one of 

the notified zones.    

 

2.6 It is my view that this approach will ensure that the integrity of the 

Wakatipu Basin as a whole is maintained for its rural amenity value, in 

accordance with the objectives and policies of the Amenity Zone 

chapter.  It is not an approach that is in opposition to special zonings 

per se, rather it allows the management of the Basin to be undertaken 

in an integrated manner as a whole landscape catchment with common 

outcomes being provided for.  It is my opinion that this is less likely to 

lead to an erosion of the values of the Basin through the use of a range 

of special zones. 

 

2.7 In relation to those submissions that seek an extension of the Urban 

Growth Boundary (UGB), the proposals have been considered 

carefully against the Objectives and Policies of Chapters 3 and 4.2  

Extensions are only supported where they retain the integrity of the 

UGB in a considered manner.  In relation to development surrounding 

existing settlements, the Precinct has generally been avoided where it 

                                                   
2  I accept that these objectives and policies are not beyond appeal and not yet ñsettledò.  I understand legal 

counsel may address this in legal submissions. 
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might compromise future growth in a planned and co-ordinated 

manner. 

 

3. LEGISLATIVE CONTEXT 

 

3.1 S 74 RMA provides that a territorial authority can change its district 

plan in accordance with its functions under s 31 RMA, the provisions 

of Part 2 and any regulations, and in having regard to the evaluation 

under s 32 RMA. It also states that when changing a district plan, a 

territorial authority shall have regard to any proposed regional policy 

statement, or proposed regional plan, and any other management 

plans or strategies prepared under other Acts.  It must also take into 

account any iwi management plan lodged with the territorial authority, 

to the extent that its content has a bearing on resource management 

issues of the District.   

 

3.2 S 31 RMA specifies the functions of territorial authorities. These include 

the establishment, implementation and review of objectives, policies 

and methods (including zoning) to achieve integrated management of 

the effects of the use, development, or protection of land and 

associated natural and physical resources of the District. S 31 RMA 

also requires territorial authorities to control any effects of the use, 

development, or protection of land, including (amongst other things) for 

the purpose of issues associated with: noise; subdivision; natural 

hazards; hazardous substances; indigenous biological diversity; 

contaminated land; and, activities on the surface of rivers and lakes. 

 

3.3 In making recommendations on zoning for the Wakatipu Basin, I have 

had regard to the matters set out in s 32 RMA.  A s 32 evaluation report 

was prepared and notified with the Wakatipu Basin variation in Stage 

2.  S 32 RMA is an iterative process that needs to be considered 

throughout the preparation of planning documents, as it supports the 

reasoning for the provisions of a plan.  S 32 RMA evaluates the extent 

to which objectives are the most appropriate way to achieve the 

purpose of the RMA, and whether the provisions (including zones) are 

the most appropriate way to achieve the objectives, including 

identifying other reasonably practicable options for achieving the 

objectives, assessing their efficiency and effectiveness in achieving the 
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objectives, and summarising the reasons for deciding on the 

provisions.  Costs and benefits need to be considered, including 

opportunities for economic growth and employment that are to be 

provided or reduced.  A decision maker also needs to turn their mind 

to the risk of acting or not acting if there is insufficient information about 

the subject matter of the provisions.   

 

3.4 In effect, when comparing rezoning, a decision maker needs to 

compare the methods available or proposed, and determine which is 

more appropriate, or better, for achieving the objectives of the plan.  In 

this report, I have not undertaken a separate s32AA analysis.  Rather 

I have referred, where relevant, to the particular matter matters raised 

in s32AA in the body of my report. 

 
3.5 Where relevant, I have referred to the objectives and policies attached 

to the evidence of Mr Barr.  However it is noted that other objectives 

and policies are also relevant, including those in Chapter 3 and 4, and 

those with district wide implications such as Chapter 28 - Natural 

Hazards. 

 
3.6 Part 2 of the RMA sets out the Actôs purpose and principles. The RMAôs 

purpose is to promote the sustainable management of natural and 

physical resources. óSustainable managementô means managing the 

use, development, and protection of natural and physical resources in 

a way, or at a rate, which enables people and communities to provide 

for their social, economic, and cultural wellbeing and for their health 

and safety while:  

 

(a) sustaining the potential of natural and physical resources 

(excluding minerals) to meet the reasonably foreseeable 

needs of future generations; 

(b) safeguarding the life-supporting capacity of air, water, soil, 

and ecosystems; and  

(c) avoiding, remedying, or mitigating any adverse effects of 

activities on the environment.  

 

3.7 S 6 RMA states matters of national importance that shall be recognised 

and provided by anyone exercising powers and functions under the 

RMA.  Of particular relevance to this hearing is s 6(b), which provides 
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that anyone exercising functions and powers under the Act shall 

recognise and provide for the protection of outstanding natural features 

and landscapes, from inappropriate subdivision, use and development.  

Proposed Policy 3.2.4 of the PRPS (provided as Appendix 2) of the 

assists with determining what is inappropriate, by providing that those 

values of that make a feature, landscape or seascape outstanding, are 

maintained.  I note that the Panel is required to have regard to the 

PRPS under s 74(2)(i) RMA. 

  
3.8 S 7 RMA stipulates other matters that all persons exercising functions 

and powers under the RMA are to have particular regard to in achieving 

the purpose of this Act.  The key parts of s 7 RMA for this proposal are: 

 

(a) S 7(b) RMA - The efficient use and development of natural 

and physical resources;  

(b) S 7(c) RMA - The maintenance and enhancement of amenity 

values; and 

(c) S 7(f) RMA - Maintenance and enhancement of the quality of 

the environment.  

 
3.9 S 8 RMA requires all persons exercising functions and powers under 

the RMA, to take into account the principles of the Treaty of Waitangi.    

 
3.10 S 75 RMA addresses the content of district plans and specifies that a 

district plan must state the objectives for the district, the policies to 

implement the objectives and the rules (if any) to implement the 

policies. Amongst other things, s 75 RMA states that a district plan may 

state the principal reasons for adopting the policies and methods and 

the environmental results expected from the policies and methods. S 

75 RMA requires that a district plan must give effect to a regional policy 

statement, and have regard to a proposed regional policy statement 

and must not be inconsistent with a regional plan. 

 
3.11 When making a rule (which includes individual rules and packages of 

rules such as zones which have a regulatory effect) in a district plan, s 

76 RMA requires territorial authorities to have regard to the actual or 

potential effects on the environment of activities including any adverse 

effect. A rule may apply throughout a district or a part of a district, make 

different provision for different parts of the district, or different classes 
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of effects arising from an activity.  A rule may apply all the time, or for 

stated periods or seasons. It also may be specific or general in its 

application and require a resource consent to be obtained for an activity 

causing, or likely to cause, adverse effects not covered by the plan.  

 

3.12 When looking at individual submission, the provisions of  

 

4. STAGE 1 SUBMISSIONS 

 

Plan maps ï Wakatipu Basin  

 

4.1 Approximately 355 submissions were made on the Stage 1 plan maps 

that are impacted by the Variation for the Amenity Zone and Precinct 

that were notified as part of Stage 2.  Together, this land was notified 

in Stage 1 as either Rural, Rural Residential, or Rural Lifestyle.  The 

Amenity Zone (and the Precinct) óreplaceô the zones that were notified 

in Stage 1, for this land within the Wakatipu Basin.  These submissions 

transfer over to the variation and the relief sought in them, remains 

óliveô. 

 

4.2 These submissions have not been specifically analysed, although in a 

significant number of instances, the same issues are raised 

submissions lodged in stage 1 or stage 2, as they relate to the same 

area of land), as it is my opinion that the s 32 evaluation, and 

supporting Land Use Study (both attached to Mr Barrôs evidence), 

provide sufficient justification that the Variation is more appropriate 

than what was notified and sought in stage 1.  As the entire Zone has 

been submitted on in Stage 1, my evidence does address all land that 

was subject to a Stage 1 submission.  If submitters pursue this relief in 

evidence, then this will be addressed in the Councilôs rebuttal.  

 

 Plan maps ï ONLs/ONFs 

 

4.3 ONLs and ONFs were notified on the plan maps in Stage 1, and 

submissions on them were allocated to the Wakatipu Basin hearing.  

They have therefore not been heard as part of the Stage 1 hearings, 

they remain óliveô and are to be heard in this hearing.  These 

ONLs/ONFs were not óreplacedô by the Wakatipu Basin variation.   
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Therefore in some instances, it is necessary to consider the location of 

the ONF/Ls on the Stage 1 plan maps, and the Rural Amenity and 

Precinct on the Stage 2 plan maps.   

 

4.4 In addition, submitters and the Panel should be made aware that where 

submissions have sought the movement of an ONF/L in Stage 1 with 

a rezoning request at the same time, the adjacent zoning would usually 

have moved on through the Stage 2 variation to be Amenity Zone. 

 

5. GENERAL MATTERS RELATING TO ALL SUBMISSIONS 

 

The Councilôs evidence  

 

5.1 While a number of submissions received have included supporting 

reports regarding landscape, wastewater and stormwater, traffic 

engineering and ecology, for a large number of the submissions no 

such reports have been received.   

 

5.2 Generally, whether the zoning in the Wakatipu Basin is appropriate or 

not, is largely driven by landscape consideration as to what the most 

appropriate zone should be.  It may be either a higher quality rural zone 

that has less capability to absorb development, or provides a future 

development function; or an area that has greater capability to absorb 

development, often recognising existing development or consented but 

unbuilt development.  It is noted that there are instances in the Amenity 

Zone where built development may appear reasonably intense and at 

rural residential densities, however the approach has been to look at 

the LCUs as a whole for the purpose of management. 

 
5.3 Traffic, infrastructure and ecology are lesser drivers in terms of the 

zoning, however they remain relevant.  To this extent, the focus of the 

Councilôs expert evidence has mostly been on landscape matters.  

Traffic and transport, and ecology evidence has been focussed on the 

Basin at a macro scale, rather than an individual submission scale, 

unless the scale of the development has called for individual comment.  

Although the infrastructure evidence does comment on site specific 

rezonings across the Basin, generally because the policy approach 

enables self-sufficient (on-site) infrastructure that does not generate 
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servicing costs that fall on the wider community, no issues have been 

raised from the three waters perspective. 

 

5.4 The traffic evidence indicates network issues and implications for the 

Shotover River Bridge.  Additional development in the Basin will place 

pressure on the Council and NZTA to advance the upgrade of this 

bridge before its planned replacement in 2035.  In my view this 

however, should not be considered to be determinative of whether a 

particular Amenity Zone or Precinct should or should not be provided 

for, as upgrades of significant infrastructure such as the Shotover River 

Bridge, and their funding, are live issues that need to take place outside 

of this PDP process.  

 

5.5 A number of wide-ranging requests have been made across the plan 

which are recommended to be rejected.  That is because they are not 

supported by the s32 evaluation and Land Use Study.3  

Recommendations on these submissions are made in Appendix 3. 

  
5.6 I note that where the row in the tables in the remainder of my evidence 

refer to the Stage 1 PDP zone and annotations have been replaced (by 

the variation), this replacement does not apply to the Stage 1 

ONLs/ONF annotations.  As mentioned, I make recommendations on 

Stage 1ONL/ONF annotations in my evidence. 

 

Consideration of zone requests  

 

5.7 In reviewing the Stage 1 recommendation reports, I have found the 

Panelôs conclusions on the ózoning principlesô in the Queenstown 

rezoning recommendation report 17.1 to be useful, and adopt this 

approach.  Those matters are:4 

 

(a) whether the change implements the purpose of the PDP 

Strategic Direction, Urban Development and Landscape 

Chapters; 

(b) the overall impact of the rezoning gives effect to the ORPS 

and the PRPS; 

                                                   
3  For example, #2445, #2331. 
4  Report of the Hearing Panel 17.01, page 38, para 132. 
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(c) whether the objectives and policies of the proposed zone can 

be implemented on land; 

(d) economic costs and benefits are considered; 

(e) changes to the zone boundaries are consistent with the maps 

in the PDP that indicate additional overlays or constraints (e.g 

Airport Obstacle Limitation Surfaces, SNAs, Building 

Restriction Areas, ONL/ONF); 

(f) changes should take into account the location and 

environmental features of the site (eg. the existing and 

consented environment, existing buildings, significant 

features and infrastructure);  

(g) zone changes are not consistent with the long term planning 

for provision of infrastructure and its capacity; 

(h) zone changes take into account the effects on the 

environment or providing infrastructure onsite; 

(i) there is adequate separation between incompatible land 

uses; 

(j) rezoning in lieu of resource consent approvals, where a 

portion of a site has capacity to absorb development does not 

necessarily mean another zone is more appropriate (i.e 

rezoning of land when a resource consent is the right way to 

go); and 

(k) zoning is not determined by existing use rights, but these will 

be taken into account. 

 

5.8 I refer also to my earlier references to the relevant parts of the RMA, 

which clearly are also relevant. 

 

Split zoning  

 

5.9 In the Stage 1 decisions,5 the Panel expressed its discomfort with split 

zoning, largely due to the definition of site, which in Stage 1 had a 

deeming provision that stated: 

 

(b) If any site is crossed by a zone boundary under this Plan, the site 

is deemed to be divided into two or more sites by that zone 

boundary. 

                                                   
5  Report of the Hearing Panel 17.01 at 5.2, para 133. 
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5.10 The Panelôs concern was that this would lead to subdivision into sites 

on an arbitrary basis, without consideration of servicing, access and 

suitability in accordance with the PDP.   

 

5.11 This has subsequently been addressed by a Stage 2 Variation to the 

definition.  The definition is proposed to read as follows: 

Site means: 

  

Any area of land which meets one of the descriptions set out below: 
  

(a)     An area of land which is: 

(i)   Comprised of one allotment in one certificate of title, or 

two or more contiguous allotments held together in one 

certificate of title, in such a way that the allotments cannot 

be dealt with separately without the prior consent of the 

council; or 

(ii)  Contained in a single lot on an approved survey plan of 

subdivision for which a separate certificate of title could be 

issued without any further consent of the council; 

  

Being in any case the smaller area of clauses (i) or (ii) above; or 

  

(b)     An area of land which is composed of two or more contiguous 

lots held in two or more certificates of title where such titles are: 

(i)  Subject to a condition imposed under section 37 of the 

Building Act 2004; or 

(ii)  Held together in such a way that they cannot be dealt with 

separately without the prior consent of the council; or 
  

(c)    An area of land which is: 

(i)    Partly made up of land which complies with clauses (a) 

or (b) above; and 

(ii)   Partly made up of an interest in any airspace above or 

subsoil below a road where (a) and (b) are adjoining and 

are held together in such a way that they cannot be dealt 

with separately without the prior approval of the council; 

  

Except in relation to each description that in the case of land 

subdivided under the Unit Titles Act 1972 and 2010, the cross lease 

system or stratum subdivision, 'site' must be deemed to be the whole 
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of the land subject to the unit development, cross lease or stratum 

subdivision. 
 

5.12 The consequence of this variation is that there is no longer the 

ódeemingô provision.  Notwithstanding this, due to the number of 

submissions that seek alignment of the zones with cadastral 

boundaries, I consider that it is appropriate to address why I am not 

concerned with the idea of split zoning in the context of the Wakatipu 

Basin.   

 

5.13 Due to the structure of the zoning and chapter, the Precinct is a sub 

zone of the Amenity Zone, albeit that it provides and recognises the 

capability of the land to absorb a higher density of development.  The 

Amenity Zone /Precinct share a number of common objectives and 

policies, which make their shared location on a site conducive to a 

common outcome for the Basin as a whole. 

 

5.14 Where geomorphological boundaries are available, they have been 

used to define the zones (and LCUs).  In most cases, these will not 

follow cadastral boundaries.  In order to protect the integrity of the 

landscape units, these geomorphological boundaries form an 

important function to prevent the creep of higher density development 

into those areas that are more sensitive to change from a landscape 

perspective. 

 

5.15 Lastly, subdivisions can be designed around the split zoning.  The 

minimum density in the Precinct is an average of 1 ha.  Where a split 

zoning is located on a site, a building located in the Precinct area may 

also include a larger balance area that is made up of the Amenity Zone 

portion of the land.  This situation is not uncommon, where split zones 

occur in other district plans. 

 

5.16 As such, I am not concerned that split zoning occurs.  Rather, I 

consider that it better protects the values and integrity of the Amenity 

Zone/Precinct, and more efficiently represents where a higher density 

of development is able to occur, than would defining the boundary lines 

between the zones via cadastral boundaries.  In addition to this, the 

split zoning is more likely to achieve the objectives of the PDP, than 
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would the cadastral boundary method, by maintaining the values of the 

LCUs, and avoiding development creep into the Amenity Zone. 

 

6. OTAGO REGIONAL POLICY STATEMENT 

 

6.1 As referred to above, under s 74(2) RMA, the district plan is required 

to give effect to the operative Otago Regional Policy Statement 

(ORPS), and regard is to be had to the Proposed Otago Regional 

Policy Statement (PRPS).  The PRPS has been through substantial 

mediation, with two relatively confined elements of it proceeding to 

hearing in the Environment Court.  The balance of the document has 

undergone substantial change through the process of mediation, due 

to the wide-ranging number of appeals, however for the purpose of this 

evaluation, it is the decisions version of the PRPS to which decision 

makers are to have regard.  I have spoken to Otago Regional Council, 

and confirmed that as of the date of filing, the PRPS is not operative, 

and that following mediation it has a number of signed consent orders 

with the Court, and a number of consent orders awaiting signing. 

 

6.2 As with the Upper Clutha hearing, the relevant provisions that are 

relevant to zoning in the Wakatipu Basin are set out below in relation 

to the ORPS and PRPS. 

 

Operative ORPS 

Objective 5.4.3  To protect Otago's outstanding natural features and 

landscapes from inappropriate subdivision, use and 

development (Policy 5.5.6)  
 

Objective 9.4.1  To promote the sustainable management of Otago's 

built environment in order to:  

  (a)  Meet the present and reasonably foreseeable 

needs of Otago's people and communities; and  

  (b)   Provide for amenity values, and  

  (c) Conserve and enhance environmental and 

landscape quality; and  

  (d)   Recognise and protect heritage values  

 

Objective 9.4.2  To promote the sustainable management of Otago's 

infrastructure to meet the present and reasonably 
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foreseeable needs of Otago's communities (Policies 

9.5.2 and 9.5.3)  
 

Objective 9.4.3  To avoid, remedy or mitigate the adverse effects of 

Otago's built environment on Otago's natural and 

physical resources. (Policies 9.5.1 and 9.5.3 to 

9.5.6)  
 

Objective 11.4.1  Recognise and understand the significant Natural 

Hazards that threaten Otago's communities and 

features (Policies 11.5.1, 11.5.6 and 11.5.7)  
 

Proposed ORPS 

Objective 3.1  The values of Otago's natural resources are 

recognised, maintained and enhanced.  
 

Related Policies:   

Policy 3.1.9  associated with maintaining or enhancing 

indigenous biological diversity.  
 

Policy 3.1.10  associated with recognising the values of natural 

features and landscapes. 
 

Objective 3.2  Otago's significant and highly-valued natural 

resources are identified, and protected or enhanced.  
 

Related Policies:  
 

 Policies 3.2.1 ï 3.2.2 and Schedule 5 associated with identifying and 

managing significant vegetation.  
 

Policies 3.2.3 ï 3.2.6 and Schedule 4 associated with identifying and 

managing outstanding or highly valued natural features and 

landscapes.  
 

Objective 4.3  Infrastructure is managed and developed in a 

sustainable way.  

 

Related Policies:  

Policies 4.3.1 ï 4.3.4 associated with managing infrastructure.  
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Objective 4.5  Urban growth and development is well designed, 

reflects local character and integrates effectively 

with adjoining urban and rural environments.  
 

Related policies: 

 

Policy 4.5.1  Managing for urban growth and development 

 Manage urban growth and development in a strategic and co- 

ordinated way, by all of the following:  

 (a)   Ensuring there is sufficient residential, commercial 

and industrial  land capacity, to cater for the 

demand for such land, over at least the next 20 

years;  

 (b)   Coordinating urban growth and development and 

the extension  of urban areas with relevant 

infrastructure development programmes, to provide 

infrastructure in an efficient and effective way;  

 (c)  Identifying future growth areas and managing the 

subdivision, use and development of rural land 

outside these areas to achieve all of the following:  

 (i) Minimise adverse effects on rural activities 

and significant soils;  

 (ii) Minimise competing demands for natural 

resources;  

 (iii) Maintain or enhance significant biological 

diversity, landscape or natural character 

values;  

 (iv) Maintain important cultural or historic 

heritage values;  

 (v)  Avoid land with significant risk from 

natural hazards;  
   

 (d)   Considering the need for urban growth boundaries 

to control urban expansion;  

 (e)   Ensuring efficient use of land;  

 (f)   Encouraging the use of low or no emission heating 

systems;  

 (g)   Giving effect to the principles of good urban design 

in Schedule  5;  

 (h)   Restricting the location of activities that may result 

in reverse sensitivity effects on existing activities.  
 

Policy 4.5.2 Planned and coordinated urban growth and development  
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 Where urban growth boundaries or future urban development 

areas, are identified in a district plan, control the release of 

land within those boundaries or areas, by:  

 (a)   Staging development using identified triggers to 

release new stages for development; or  

  (b)   Releasing land in a way that ensures both:  

 (i) a logical spatial development; and  

 (ii) efficient use of existing land and 

infrastructure before new land is released; 

and  

 (c)   Avoiding urban development beyond the urban 

growth boundary  or future urban development area.  
 

6.3 In relation to the ORPS, Objectives 5.4.3 and Policy 5.5.6 seek to 

protect Otago's outstanding natural features and landscapes from 

inappropriate subdivision, use and development. Objective 5.4.5 and 

Policies 5.5.3 to 5.5.5 promote sustainable land use and minimising the 

effects of development on water and land.  

 

6.4 The promotion of sustainable management of the built environment 

and infrastructure, as well as avoiding or mitigating against adverse 

effects on natural and physical resources is also incorporated into 

Objectives 9.4.1, 9.4.2 and 9.4.3; as well as Policies 9.5.1 to 9.5.5. 

Objectives 11.4.1 and 11.4.2 seek to manage risks from natural 

hazards by identifying and then avoiding or mitigating the risks.   

 

7. QUEENSTOWN GROWTH MANAGEMENT STRATEGY 2007 

 

7.1 Under s 74(2)(b)(i) RMA, when preparing or changing a district plan, a 

territorial authority is required to have regard to management plans and 

strategies under other Acts.  The Queenstown Growth Management 

Strategy (GMS) was prepared under the Local Government Act 2002 

to help guide the Council and community with growth and 

development.  It is intended to inform planning processes over a 20 

year timeframe.  It sets out the growth pressures and issues, the core 

growth management strategies, and actions and monitoring. 

 

7.2 It is my opinion that the content of the GMS has largely been subsumed 

in the PDP.  In particular, it is reinforced by Chapter 3 ï Strategic 

Direction and Chapter 4 Urban Development, that set out the strategic 
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direction for subdivision, use and development throughout the district.  

I also acknowledge that the Council is entering into a new growth 

strategy, being the Future Development Strategy that the Council is 

required to have finished by the end of 2018. 

 

LCU 1 MALAGHANS VALLEY 

 

8. MCKEAGUE (#2207) 

 

Overall Recommendation 

Recommendation Reject 

Summary 

The notified boundary follows the geomorphological 

boundary of the top of the escarpment on 

Malaghans Road.  Moving the boundary below the 

escarpment is not supported from a landscape 

perspective. 

 

Property and submission information  

Further Submitters None                                                                                                                                                                                            

Land area/request referred to 

as 
55 Dalefield Road 

Stage 1: PDP Zone and 

mapping annotation (replaced) 
Rural Zone 

Stage 1: Zone and mapping 

annotations requested 
None 

Stage 2: PDP Zone and 

mapping annotations 
Amenity Zone  

Stage 2: Zone and mapping 

annotations requested  

Amend boundary of Precinct on Map 29 and 

Landscape Character Unit 1 and 6 in Schedule 24.8 

Supporting technical 

Information or reports 

Attachments A ï zoning 

Attachment B ï requested boundary amendment 

Attachment C ï site plan showing new home site 

Legal Description 
PT LOT 6 DP 12362 BLK IV SHOTOVER SD 
 

Area 3.4ha 

QLDC Property ID  
2342, 16800 

 

QLDC Hazard Register None 



 

30692638_1.docx      19 

 

Summary of Council assessments and recommendations 

Landscape Opposed 

Ecology Not opposed 

Infrastructure   Not opposed 

Traffic  Opposed 

 

Aerial photograph of the site 

 

Figure. 1  55 Dalefield Road (LCU1 and LCU6)(note, Ms Gilberts evidence contains a 
key that explains the aerial mapping) 
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Area of requested re-zoning (from submission) 

 

Figure. 2  55 Dalefield Road (LCU1 and LCU6) 

 

8.1 No site-specific infrastructure, traffic or ecology issues have been 

raised by Council witnesses in relation to this submission. 

 

8.2 In relation to landscape, Ms Gilbertôs evidence can be summarised as 

follows: 

 

(a) the LCU line does not follow a specific geomorphological 

feature.  This is inconsistent with the delineation methods 

specified in the Land Use Study; 

(b) the area has a very low capability to absorb additional 

development; and 

(c) assuming that effects are minor, and/or the proposal achieves 

the objectives and policies, non-complying consent could be 

applied for. 

 

8.3 On that basis, Ms Gilbert opposes the relief sought in the submission 

to move the Precinct boundary.  
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Planning analysis 

 

8.4 The submitter has requested amending the boundary of the Precinct at 

55 Dalefield Road to enable the construction of a dwelling proposed for 

the site.6  That request is set out in Figure above, which is attached to 

the submission. 

 

8.5 As set out in Ms Gilbertôs evidence, the LCUs have been developed 

with a clear methodology that enables the units to be characterised by 

physical land formations, with the use of cadastral boundaries only in 

limited circumstances, as described in the evidence of Ms Gilbert.  Ms 

Gilbert sets out in her evidence the reasons why the LCU boundary 

should not be amended, and this impacts on the subsequent zoning of 

the land as Amenity Zone rather than Precinct. 

 

8.6 In relation to this particular site, visibility is relatively confined by 

existing vegetation.  Vegetation can be a mitigating factor in relation to 

a particular proposal, however in relation to defining landscape 

boundaries for the purpose of zoning, its use is not preferred due to the 

fact that vegetation can be removed.   

 

8.7 Consent under the Amenity Zone can still be granted for a particular 

proposal even where it is a non-complying activity, where is passes the 

gateway tests provided by s 104D, and following assessment of that 

activity against the other relevant matters for non-complying consents.  

As part of that assessment, consideration can be given as to how 

mitigating factors will be maintained in the long term, such as use of 

protective covenants on vegetation and landscaping.  

 

8.8 The resource consent process option for consideration of development 

within the portion of the site zoned Amenity Zone is preferred rather 

than amendment of the zoning boundary. 

 

8.9 In relation to the objectives and policies of the PDP, the key provisions 

in relation to this submission sit in Chapter 24.7   Objective 24.2.1 seeks 

that the landscape and visual amenity values (within the Basin) are 

                                                   
6  Submission point #2207.2 
7  As amended in the s42A report of Mr Craig Barr. 
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protected, maintained and enhanced.  The key policy that implements 

the objective is Policy 24.2.1.3, which seeks to ensure that subdivision 

and development maintains and enhances the landscape character 

and visual amenity values identified for the LCUs as described in 

Schedule 24.8 of the PDP.  Objective 24.2.5 is also relevant, as it 

recognises the enabling of rural residential use in the precinct, which 

seeking to maintain or enhance landscape character and visual 

amenity values.  Similarly, Policy 24.2.5.1 provides for rural residential 

activity only where it protects, maintains or enhances the landscape 

character and visual amenity values of the LCUs as defined in 

Schedule 24.8.  No objectives or policies have been identified that 

support the submitterôs request. 

 

8.10 Considering the proposed rezoning against these objectives and 

policies and the provisions of s 32 RMA, it is considered that the zoning 

as notified is more appropriate. It is recommended that the submission 

is rejected and that the zone boundaries are retained as notified, and 

that there is no change to the LCU boundary in Schedule 24.8. 

 

9. MCGUINNESS (#2292) 

 

Overall Recommendation 

Recommendation Reject 

Summary 

The relief is not supported by Ms Gilbert who 

recognises that incorporating the subject land into 

the Precinct would undermine the LCU delineation 

methodology, and that the notified Precinct 

boundary location will better protect the landscape 

character and visual amenity of the LCU than that 

proposed by the submitter.  The notified Landscape 

Feature identified in the planning maps recognises 

the geomorphological features in the vicinity, which 

form part of the landscape character and visual 

amenity of the Basin. 
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Property and submission information  

Further Submitters None 

Land area/request referred to 

as 
66 Dalefield Road 

Stage 1: PDP Zone and 

Mapping annotations (replaced) 
Rural Lifestyle 

Stage 1: Zone and mapping 

annotations requested 
None 

Stage 2: PDP Zone and 

Mapping annotations 
Amenity Zone, Precinct, Landscape Feature 

Stage 2: Zone and mapping 

annotations requested  
Precinct, delete Landscape Feature or modify rules 

Supporting technical 

Information or reports 
None 

Legal Description Lots 1 and 2 DP 27088  

Area 4.9077ha 

QLDC Property ID  2341, 16800 

QLDC Hazard Register None 

 

Summary of Council assessments and recommendations 

Landscape Opposed 

Ecology Not opposed 

Infrastructure   Not opposed 

Traffic  Opposed 
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Aerial photograph of the site 

 

Figure. 3  Area of submission shaded in orange 

 

9.1 No site-specific infrastructure, traffic or ecology issues have been 

raised by Council witnesses in relation to this submission. 

 

9.2 The submitter seeks to move the Precinct Boundary and delete the 

Landscape Feature identified on its land.  In relation to landscape, Ms 

Gilbertôs evidence can be summarised as follows: 

 

(a) while the immediate area identified in the submission contains 

a reasonably high level of development, it sits in a LCU that 

has a relatively low level of rural development; 

(b) further expansion of Precinct land would undermine the LCU 

delineation methodology; 

(c) the escarpment of and hillslope form on the south side of 

Malaghans Road is the obvious geomorphological feature to 

form the boundary of the LCU; and 

(d) the landscape feature is considered necessary to ensure 

development is properly located and the values of LCU1 

maintained. 
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9.3 On that basis, Ms Gilbert opposes the relief sought in the submission 

to move the Precinct boundary, and delete the landscape feature. 

 

Planning analysis 

 

9.4 The area at Dalefield, including the submitters land at 66 Dalefield 

Road was zoned Rural Lifestyle Zone in Stage 1.  The submitter seeks 

that the area notified as Amenity Zone in Stage 2 is rezoned to 

Precinct, given the consented and built lifestyle development in the 

area, and that the ñLandscape Featureò is deleted.8   

 

9.5 The planning analysis and recommendations in relation to moving the 

zone boundary of the Precinct provided at 8.7-8.8 of this report in 

response to submitter McKeague (2207) above, apply equally to this 

site. 

 

9.6 In relation to deletion of the Landscape Feature as requested by the 

submitter, this is not supported by Ms Gilbert.  Even though the area is 

a s 7 RMA amenity landscape, there are certain elements in the 

landscape that are important for maintaining amenity in the Basin, of 

which this is one.  Context in relation to individual situations can be 

taken into account through consent applications.  In relation to this 

particular area, views to the escarpment from Malaghans Road and 

higher along Skippers Road remain important to visual amenity in the 

valley.  

 

9.7 The same objectives and policies are relevant to this submission that 

are assessed in relation to McKeague (#2207) above.  In addition, it is 

relevant to note that for this submission, the Landscape Feature is an 

important contributor to the visual amenity and landscape character of 

the Basin, which is why it has been identified with specific rules.  

Removing the Landscape Feature or controls in relation to it would not 

better achieve the objectives and policies referred to in 8.9. 

 

9.8 Considering the proposed rezoning against the objectives and policies 

of the PDP, and the provisions of s 32 RMA, it is considered that the 

zoning as notified is more appropriate. It is recommended that the 

                                                   
8  Submission point #2292.1 
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submission is rejected and that the zone boundaries are retained as 

notified 

 

10. HAMILTON AND HAYDEN (#2422) 

 

Overall Recommendation 

Recommendation Reject 

Summary 

The notified boundary between LCU 1 and 6 follows 

the escarpment that delineates the south side of 

Malaghans Valley, and aligns with the Precinct 

boundary.  Amending this boundary is not supported 

by Ms Gilbert  who recognises that incorporating the 

subject land into the Precinct would undermine the 

LCU delineation methodology, and that the notified 

Precinct boundary location will better protect the 

landscape character and visual amenity of the LCU 

than that proposed by the submitter.   

 

Property and submission information  

Further submitters None 

Land area/request referred to 

as 
76 Hunter Road 

Stage 1: PDP Zone and 

Mapping annotations (replaced) 
Rural Zone 

Stage 1: Zone and mapping 

annotations requested 
None 

Stage 2: PDP Zone and 

Mapping annotations 
Amenity Zone / Precinct 

Stage 2: Zone and mapping 

annotations requested  
Precinct 

Supporting technical 

Information or reports 
None 

Legal Description Lot 2 DP 27832 

Area 21.4260ha 

QLDC Property ID  2534 

QLDC Hazard Register None 
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Summary of Council assessments and recommendations 

Ecology Not opposed 

Infrastructure   Not opposed 

Traffic  Opposed 

Landscape Opposed 

 

Aerial Photograph of the site 

 

Figure 4.  Identification of existing WBLP and Amenity Zone (from submission) 

 

10.1 No site-specific infrastructure, traffic or ecology issues have been 

raised by Council witnesses in relation to this submission. 

 

10.2 In relation to landscape, Ms Gilbertôs evidence can be summarised as 

follows: 

 

(a) the scale of the óinterruptionô to the ridgeline patterning on the 

south side of the valley is insufficient to warrant the 

reconfiguration of the LCU boundary; 

(b) the area generally reads as part of that ómore rural corridorô 

due to the very strong landform patterning evident on the 

south side of the balance of the unit; and 
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(c) the lower lying area does not read as part of the undulating 

Wharehuanui Hills unit and does not read as an LCU in its 

own right.  

 

10.3 Ms Gilbert also gave consideration to whether the LCU / Precinct line 

should be reconfigured along the crest of the small landform spur that 

extends northwards from the submitterôs land. It is her opinion that this 

landform comprises a relatively small-scale and localised anomaly in 

the distinctive steep hillslope / escarpment patterning that delineates 

the southern side of Malaghans Valley, and it would be artificial to 

exclude it from that unit. 

 

10.4 On that basis, Ms Gilbert opposes the relief sought in the submission 

to move the Precinct boundary.  

 

Planning analysis 

 

10.5 The submitter is seeking that the boundary of the Precinct on its site at 

76 Hunter Road be amended to follow the cadastral boundary.9  No 

reports have been provided in support of the submission at this stage. 

 

10.6 The planning analysis and recommendations in relation to moving the 

zone boundary of the Precinct provided at paragraph 8.7-8.8 this report 

apply equally to this site. 

 

10.7 Given Ms Gilbertôs opposition to the zoning, I similarly consider that the 

proposal to move the boundary of the Precinct in this location will 

undermine the methodology used to demarcate the LCU boundaries.  

The same objectives and policies are relevant to this submission that 

are assessed in relation to McKeague (#2207) above at 8.9.   

 

10.8 Considering the proposed rezoning against these objectives and 

policies, and the provisions of s 32 RMA, it is considered that the 

zoning as notified is more appropriate. It is recommended that the 

submission is rejected and that the zone boundaries are retained as 

notified. 

 

                                                   
9  Submission #2422.1 



 

30692638_1.docx      29 

LCU 2 FITZPATRICK BASIN 

 

11. THE CROWN INVESTMENT TRUST (óCITô) (#2307); ROBERT FFISKE AND 

WEBB FARRY TRUSTEES 2012 LTD (#2338); AEM PROPERTY (2017) 

LIMITED (#2496); A MORCOM, J DAVIES & VERITAS (2013) LIMITED 

(#2334); AND D BROOMFIELD & WOODLOT PROPERTIES LIMITED 

(#2276); HAMILTON AND HAYDEN (#2422) 

 

Overall Recommendation 

Recommendation Accept in part 

Summary 

The notified zoning as Precinct, and as requested 

by the submitters, is supported in the evidence of 

Ms Gilbert.   

 

In relation to the submission of Hamilton and 

Hayden, the zoning of that part of the property that 

was notified as Precinct is accepted, but that part of 

the submission that seeks to extend Precinct zoning 

to include all of their property is rejected and 

addressed elsewhere in this report.10   

 

Property and submission information  

Further Submitters Refer to Appendix 3 

Land area/request referred to 

as 

64 Fiitzpatrick Road (#2307) 

Lot 2 DP 307454 (un-numbered) Fitzpatrick Road 

(#2338) 

109 Fitzpatrick Road (#2496) 

59 Fitzpatrick Road (#2334) 

Littles Road (various) (#2276) 

76 Hunter Road (part zoned WBLP) (#2422) 

Stage 1: PDP Zone and 

Mapping annotations (replaced) 

ONL 

Rural 

RRZ 

Stage 1: Zone and mapping 

annotations requested 
Refer to Appendix 4 

                                                   
10  The extension of the zoning is addressed at section 10 of this report, refer Fig 4. 
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Stage 2 PDP Zone and 

Mapping annotations 

Precinct  

(and Amenity Zone in relation to Hamilton and 

Hayden) 

Stage 2: Zone and mapping 

annotations requested  
Precinct 

Supporting technical 

Information or reports 
None 

Legal Description 

¶ Lot 1 DP 476877 (#2307) 

¶ Lot 2 DP 307454 (#2338) 

¶ Lot 1 DP 22872 (#2496) 

¶ Lot 1 DP 307454 (#2334) 

¶ Lot 24 DP 493649 - 28.584000 Ha CT- 

720320 Lot 26 DP 493649 - 71.436000 Ha 

CT- 720320 Lot 9 DP 483357 - 3.355700 Ha 

CT- 720320 Lot 2 DP 475338 - 11.458000 

Ha CT- 720320 (#2276) 

¶ Lot 2 DP 27832 (#2422) 

 

Area 

¶ 19.9574ha (#2307) 

¶ 7.4101ha (#2338) 

¶ 4.013ha (#2496) 

¶ 13.511ha (#2334) 

¶ Lot 24 DP 493649 - 28.584000 Ha, Lot 26 

DP 493649 - 71.436000 Ha, Lot 9 DP 

483357 - 3.355700 Ha, Lot 2 DP 475338 - 

11.458000 Ha, (#2276) 

¶ 21.4260ha (#2422) 

 

QLDC Property ID  
44050 (#2276), 4122 (#2496), 10517 (#2334), 

17215 (#2338), 2534 (#2422), 34570 (#2307) 

QLDC Hazard Register None 

 

Summary of Council assessments and recommendations 

Ecology Not opposed 

Infrastructure   Not opposed 

Traffic  Not opposed 
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Landscape 
Accept in part (opposed in relation to extension of 

Precinct to Hamilton and Hayden) 

 

Aerial photograph of the sites (not currently showing 109 Fitzpatrick) 

 

Figure 5.  Submission areas shaded in orange 

 

11.1 No site-specific infrastructure, traffic or ecology issues have been 

raised by Council witnesses in relation to this submission. 

 

11.2 Given the support for the notified zoning, Ms Gilbert recommends that 

the submitterôs relief is accepted (noting that the extension sought by 

Hamilton and Hayden is addressed at section 10 of this report). 

 

Planning analysis 

 

11.3 Given the support of the proposed zoning by the submitters for the 

notified zoning, no further analysis is required (as far as it relates to 

land in the notified variation). 
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12. HARDLEY (#2440) 

 

Overall Recommendation 

Recommendation Reject 

Summary 

The change to Amenity Zone (essentially a ódown 

zoneô from the notified position) is not supported by 

Ms Gilbert as the area identified can be developed 

in a manner which will appropriately manage 

adverse landscape character and visual amenity 

effects through the Precinct zoning, and has the 

ability to absorb additional development.   

 

Property and submission information  

Further Submitters None 

Land area/request referred to 

as 
n/a ï refer to map 

Stage 1: PDP Zone and 

Mapping annotations (replaced) 

Rural 

RLF 

ONL 

Stage 1: Zone and mapping 

annotations requested 
 

Stage 2 PDP Zone and 

Mapping annotations 
Precinct / Amenity Zone 

Stage 2: Zone and mapping 

annotations requested 
Amenity Zone 

Supporting technical 

Information or reports 
None 

Legal Description Various 

Area Approximately 81ha 

QLDC Property ID  Various 

QLDC Hazard Register 
Liquefaction risk (part) 

Flood due to Rainfall 

 

Summary of Council assessments and recommendations 

Ecology Not opposed 

Infrastructure   Not opposed 

Traffic  Not opposed 
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Landscape Opposed 

 

Aerial photograph of affected sites 

 

Figure 6 Area addressed by submission shaded on orange 

 

12.1 No site-specific infrastructure, traffic or ecology issues have been 

raised by Council witnesses in relation to this submission. 

 

12.2 The submitter opposes identification of the land as Precinct, and seeks 

that the land is rezoned Amenity Zone.   

 

12.3 In relation to landscape, Ms Gilbert considers that there are a number 

of features that lead to the Fitzpatrick Basin being able to absorb 

additional development, as summarised below: 

 

(a) the area is located in a landscape that exhibits a reasonable 

degree of landscape complexity, visual containment and 

enclosure as a consequence of the hummock landform 

pattern and established vegetation patterns; 

(b) the subject land forms a visually unobtrusive, discrete 

enclave, apart from the balance of the Wakatipu Basin; and   
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(c) this gives confidence that some change in character is 

unlikely to influence the character of the wider Basin 

landscape. 

 

12.4 Ms Gilbert acknowledges that some localised effects will occur, but that 

adverse effects can be managed through the proposed restricted 

discretionary subdivision consent process.  On that basis, she opposes 

the relief sought by the submitter and considers that the area should 

remain Precinct as notified. 

 

Planning analysis 

 

12.5 The submitter is concerned about the potential impact of Precinct 

zoning in the Fitzpatrick Basin area as set out in the Figure above, 

noting the potential for significant adverse effects on landscape 

character and amenity for neighbouring property owners, and seeks 

that the land be rezoned to Amenity Zone.11 The identification of the 

Fitzpatrick Basin generally as Precinct aligns with the Land Use Study, 

in particular the ability for certain areas within the Basin to absorb 

additional development.  No landscape reports have been included 

with the submission. It is noted that a number of other submitters have 

submitted in support of the Precinct zoning for the Fitzpatrick Basin. 

 

12.6 The notified zone is considered to better implement the LCUs 

described in Schedule 24.8.  To this extent, the zoning is the most 

appropriate for implementing the objectives and policies, in particular 

Policy 24.2.1.3 which ensures that subdivision and development 

maintains or enhances the values identified for the LCU. 

 

12.7 Given the capability of the land to be able to absorb change, and 

considering the proposed rezoning against the objectives and policies 

of the PDP and the provisions of s 32 RMA, I consider that the zoning 

as notified is more appropriate than the submitterôs requested Amenity 

Zone. It is recommended that the submission is rejected and that the 

Precinct is retained as notified. 

 

                                                   
11  Submission point #2440.1 
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LCU 4 TUCKER BEACH 

 

13. MIDDLETON FAMILY TRUST (#2332) 

 

Overall Recommendation 

Recommendation Reject 

Summary 

The submission is not supported from a landscape, 

infrastructure or strategic growth planning 

perspective.  The notified Precinct and Amenity 

Zones will better protect the landscape character 

and visual amenity of the LCU than that proposed 

by the submitter.   

 

Property and submission information  

Further Submitters Refer to Appendix 3 

Land area/request referred to 

as 
Tucker Beach Residential Precinct 

Stage 1: PDP Zone and 

Mapping annotations (replaced) 

Rural Zone 

ONL 

RRZ 

Stage 1: Zone and Mapping 

annotations requested 
Refer to Appendix 3 

Stage 2: PDP Zone and 

Mapping annotations 
Amenity Zone / Precinct 

Stage 2: Zone and mapping 

annotations requested  

Tucker Beach Residential Precinct 

Precinct 

Urban Growth Boundary extension 

Supporting technical 

Information or reports 
None 

Legal Description Various 

Area Approximately 56.2ha 

QLDC Property ID  Various 

QLDC Hazard Register 

Active floodwater-dominated alluvial fan 

Flood due to Rainfall 

Fault Line 

Liquefaction risk 
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Summary of Council assessments and recommendations 

Ecology Not opposed 

Infrastructure   Opposed 

Traffic  Not opposed 

Landscape Opposed 

 

Aerial photograph of affected sites 

 

Figure 7 Tucker Beach Residential Precinct 
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Figure 8 Area of submission shown in orange 

 

13.1 Ecology and traffic assessments by Council witnesses have not 

specifically addressed this proposal, and it is noted that there was no 

supporting information provided with the submission. 

 

13.2 Infrastructure is addressed in the evidence of Ms Jarvis.  Her evidence 

can be summarised as follows: 

 

(a) the area is not connected to wastewater or water supply 

scheme, and currently lies outside the scheme boundaries; 

(b) no evidence has been supplied in support of the scheme 

extensions.  The size is such that it would require community 

on site systems or extension of the QLDC network; 

(c) the existing pressure network at the western end of Tucker 

Beach Road is insufficient for what is proposed; and 

(d) the existing water supply system would struggle to support 

new development without upgrades. 

 

13.3 Turning to landscape matters, Ms Gilbert has provided evidence that 

describes the LCU in detail.  Her key concerns can be summarised as 

follows: 
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(a) the relative undeveloped green character of the river flat, 

escarpment and terrace areas and strong connections to the 

s 6(b) RMA landscape make it highly sensitive to change; 

(b) the proposal appears to include urban development hard up 

to the ONL Boundary; 

(c) the proposed residential precinct would result in patterning 

that would see an óislandô of rural residential development 

between Quail Rise and Tucker Beach, resulting in a 

fragmented urban pattern; and 

(d) with respect to the extent of Precinct in the eastern portion of 

the site, the 400m contour has been chosen to avoid the 

perception of ñcreepò up the slope of Ferry Hill. 

 

13.4 Both Ms Jarvis and Ms Gilbertôs oppose the submission. 

 

Planning analysis 

 

13.5 The strategic objectives and policies in relation to this proposal are 

contained within the Hearing Panelôs decisions on Stage 1, Chapters 3 

and 4.12  The submission makes no reference to these objectives and 

policies in either their notified or recommended reply form 

(acknowledging that the decision version hadnôt been released at the 

time the submission was lodged), in a manner which would 

demonstrate that the proposal being promulgated would be the most 

appropriate in terms of s 32 RMA. Chapters 3 and 4 implement the 

ORPS and PRPS, and Part 2 of the RMA.   

 

13.6 Chapter 3 ï Strategic Direction includes a number of strategic 

objectives and policies that guide development in the district.   

 

13.7 Strategic Objective 3.2.2 provides that urban growth is managed in a 

strategic and integrated manner, including that it is occurs in a manner 

that promotes a compact, well designed and integrated urban form.13   

 

                                                   
12  Report 3 - Report and Recommendations of Independent Commissioners Regarding Chapter 3, Chapter 4 

and Chapter 6, dated 16 March 2018 
13  Strategic objective 3.2.2 and 3.2.2.1 
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13.8 Strategic Objective 3.2.514 seeks retention of the districtôs landscapes 

and that rural character and amenity in Rural Character Landscapes is 

maintained or enhanced by directing that new subdivision, use and 

development is guided to areas that have the potential to absorb 

change without materially detracting from the values of the landscape.   

 

13.9 Policies 3.3.13-3.3.15 are also relevant to the consideration of the 

submission.  These seek to apply UGBs in the Wakatipu Basin, and to 

avoid urban development outside of them.  The submitter disputes the 

position of the UGB, seeking that it is located around the submitterôs 

proposed Tucker Basin Residential Precinct.  Policies 3.3.29 to 3.3.32 

provide guidance on the impact of activities on landscapes, seeking to 

avoid effects that are more than minor on ONF/Ls.  Check in relation 

to Rural Character Landscapes. 

 

13.10 Objective 4.2.1 recognises that UGBs are used as a tool to manage 

the growth of larger urban areas within distinct and defendable urban 

edges.  Policy 4.2.1.3 provides particularly strong direction, seeking to 

ensure that urban development is contained within the defined UGBs, 

and that aside from urban development within existing rural 

settlements, urban development is avoided outside of those 

boundaries.  Policy 4.2.1.5 notes that when locating the Urban Growth 

Boundary, or extending urban areas through plan changes, that 

development should avoid impinging on ONF/Ls so that degradation of 

the values derived from open rural landscape is minimised. 

 

13.11 It is my opinion that the proposed location does not sit comfortably with 

the objective and policy framework of the PDP.  As Ms Gilbert notes in 

her assessment, the proposal has the potential to impact on the 

adjacent ONL, and that generally, the proposed location does not 

provide for a compact, well designed and integrated urban form.  That 

is primarily because of the separation of the proposed development 

from Quail Rise, interspersed with Precinct land.  For this reason, I also 

do not support the movement of the UGB to include the submitterôs 

land. 

 

                                                   
14  Strategic objective 3.2.5 and 3.2.5.2 



 

30692638_1.docx      40 

13.12 The objectives and policies that are relevant to this submission are the 

same as those assessed above at 8.9.   

 

13.13 Considering the proposed rezoning against those objectives and 

policies and the provisions of s 32 RMA, I consider that the zoning as 

notified is more appropriate than the submitterôs requested Tucker 

Beach Residential Precinct. It is recommended that the submission is 

rejected and that the zone is retained as notified (i.e. Part Amenity 

Zone and part Precinct). 

 

14. D BROOMFIELD AND WOODLOT PROPERTIES LIMITED (#2276 AND #500) 

 

Overall Recommendation 

Recommendation Reject 

Summary 

Extension of the Precinct above the 400m contour is 

not supported from a landscape perspective, and 

maintaining the notified boundary will better protect 

the landscape character and visual amenity of the 

LCU and adjacent ONL. 

 

Property and submission information  

Further Submitters None 

Land area/request referred to 

as 
 

Stage 1: PDP Zone and 

Mapping annotations (replaced) 

Rural 

RRZ 

ONL 

Stage 1: Zone and mapping 

annotations requested 
Refer to Appendix 3 

Stage 2: PDP Zone and 

Mapping annotations 
Amenity Zone 

Stage 2: Zone and mapping 

annotations requested in Stage 

2 

Precinct 

Supporting technical 

Information or reports 
None 

Legal Description Lot 1 DP 473899 
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Lot 1 DP 323310 

Lot 2 DP 473899 

Area Approximately 38.9ha 

QLDC Property ID  15033, 31170, 31180 

QLDC Hazard Register Areas Susceptible to Shallow Debris Flows 

 

Summary of Council assessments and recommendations 

Ecology Not opposed 

Infrastructure   Not opposed 

Traffic  Opposed 

Landscape Opposed 

 

Aerial photograph of affected sites 

 

Figure 9 

 

14.1 No site-specific infrastructure, traffic or ecology issues have been 

raised in relation to this submission. 
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14.2 The submitter seeks to move the Precinct Boundary and delete the 

Landscape Feature identified on its land.  In relation to landscape, Ms 

Gilbertôs evidence can be summarised as follows: 

 

(a) While the immediate area identified in the submission 

contains a reasonably high level of development, it sites in a 

landscape character unit that has a relatively lo low level of 

rural development. 

(b) Further expansion of precinct land would undermine   the LCU 

delineation methodology. 

(c) The escarpment of and hillslope form on the south side of 

Malaghans Road is the obvious geomorphological feature to 

form the boundary of the LCU. 

(d) The landscape feature is considered necessary to ensure 

development is properly located and the values of LCU1 

maintained. 

 

14.3 On that basis, Ms Gilbert opposes the relief sought in the submission 

to move the Precinct boundary, and delete the landscape feature. 

 

Planning analysis 

 

14.4 The submitter seeks an extension of the Precinct as originally sought 

albeit with XX zone type, in its submission on Stage 1 (refer map in 

submission #500).15  As notified, the boundary extends up above the 

400m contour as identified in the Land Use Study, and was identified 

as an appropriate demarcation of the Precinct, capturing the majority 

of built development on Ferry Hill.  Ms Gilbert does not support the 

extension of the Precinct. 

 

14.5 The planning analysis and recommendations in relation to moving the 

zone boundary of the Precinct provided above at 8.7-8.8  apply equally 

to this site. 

 

14.6 Ms Gilbert has provided evidence that describes the LCU in detail.  Her 

key concerns can be summarised as follows: 

 

                                                   
15  Submission point 2276.33 
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(a) the extent of the Precinct in this location need to be cognisant 

of the ONL of Ferry Hill and high visibility of the elevated 

slopes; 

(b) the boundary delineation using the 400m contour 

encompasses the majority of existing and consented 

development on Ferry Hill; and 

(c) the proposed boundaries of the Precinct land effectively build 

a óbufferô between rural residential land uses and the ONL 

 

14.7 On the basis of Ms Gilbertôs assessment, it is my opinion that the 

extension of the boundary of the Precinct has the potential to lead to 

degradation of the values of the Ferry Hill ONL.  While some rural 

residential activity may already be located out of the proposed Precinct, 

further development (including roading, establishment of vegetation, 

retaining and housing curtilage) above that proposed will impact on the 

integrity and appreciation of Ferry Hill as an open rural feature of the 

landscape.  

 

14.8 Decisions Objective 3.2.5.1 and Policies 3.3.29 and 3.3.30 seek to 

protect adverse effects of activities on ONF/Ls that are more than 

minor.  In addition to this, movement of the boundary would be contrary 

to s 42A Objectives 24.2.1 and 24.2.5; and associated s42A policies 

24.2.1.3, 24.2.1.5, 24.2.1.8, 24.2.1.9, 24.2.5.1.  These objectives and 

policies seek to protect, maintain and enhance landscape and visual 

amenity values, including providing for activities where they protect, 

maintain or enhance landscape values of the character units in 

Schedule 24.8.    

 

14.9 Considering the proposed rezoning against the objectives and policies, 

and the provisions of s 32 RMA, it is considered that the Amenity zone 

as notified is more appropriate.  It is recommended that the submission 

is rejected and that the zone boundaries are retained as notified. 
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15. WATERSON (#2308) 

 

Overall Recommendation 

Recommendation Reject 

Summary 

The extension of the Precinct in this location is not 

supported as it would result in further building 

platforms above the 400m contour, and potentially 

impact on the ONF/L at Ferry Hill.  The values of the 

ONF/L are better protected by retaining the zones 

as notified. 

 

Property and submission information  

Further Submitters  Refer to Appendix 3 

Land area/request referred to as 
Lot 20 DP 491888 and eastern portions of Lot 9 and 

10  DP 491888 

Stage 1: PDP Zone and 

Mapping annotations (replaced) 

Rural 

Ferry Hill RRZ 

Stage 1: Zone and mapping 

annotations requested 
None 

Stage 2: PDP Zone and 

Mapping annotations 
Precinct / Amenity Zone 

Stage 2:Zone and mapping 

annotations requested in Stage 

2 

 Precinct 

Supporting technical Information 

or reports 
 None 

Legal Description 
Lot 20 DP 491888 and eastern portions of Lot 9 and 

10  DP 491888 

Area Approximately 5.3ha 

QLDC Property ID  44310, 44320, 44350 

QLDC Hazard Register None 

 

Summary of Council assessments and recommendations 

Ecology Not opposed 

Infrastructure   Not opposed 

Traffic  Opposed 

Landscape Opposed 
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Aerial photograph of affected sites 

 

Figure 10.  Submission area shaded in orange 

 

15.1 No site-specific infrastructure, traffic or ecology issues have been 

raised by Council witnesses in relation to this submission. 

 

15.2 Ms Gilbertôs evidence can be summarised as follows: 

 

(a) whilst the Environment Court found it acceptable in this 

specific location to allow for two platforms above the 400m 

contour, this should not dictate the alignment of the Precinct 

boundary on the submitterôs land (or the balance of this part 

of LCU 4); and 

(b) there are a number of óperipheralô dwellings that sit above the 

400m contour on the lower slopes of Ferry Hill; however, the 

dominant patterning sees buildings configured below that 

contour. 
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15.3 On the basis of the above comments, Ms Gilbert opposes an extension 

of the Precinct to encompass land above the 400m contour as 

proposed by the submission. 

Planning analysis 

 

15.4 The submitter seeks to extend the proposed Precinct boundary above 

the 400m contour on land it owns on Ferry Hill, in the Tucker Beach 

Road area.16  The land is located next to the (Stage 1) Ferry Hill Rural 

Residential sub-zone.  The proposed amendment would provide two 

additional building platforms.  The submission is not supported by 

landscape evidence.   

 

15.5 The planning analysis and recommendations in relation to moving the 

zone boundary of the Precinct provided at 8.7-8.8 of this report apply 

equally to this site, as do those specific to the elevated slopes of Ferry 

Hill at 14.8. 

 

15.6 On the basis of Ms Gilbertôs assessment, it is my opinion that the 

extension of the boundary of the Precinct has the potential to lead to 

degradation of the values of the Ferry Hill ONL.  While some rural 

residential activity may already be located out of the notified Precinct, 

further development (including roading, establishment of vegetation, 

retaining and housing curtilage) above that proposed will impact on the 

integrity and appreciation of Ferry Hill as an open rural feature of the 

landscape.   

 

15.7 Considering the proposed rezoning against the objectives and policies, 

and the provisions of s 32 RMA, it is considered that the Amenity Zone 

as notified is more appropriate.  In particular, the notified zone is better 

supported by Objective 3.2.5.1 and Policies 3.3.29 and 3.3.30.  In 

addition to this, movement of the boundary would be contrary to notified 

Objectives 24.2.1 and 24.2.5; and associated policies 24.2.1.3, 

24.2.1.5, 24.2.1.8, 24.2.1.9, 24.2.5.1.  These objectives and policies 

seek to protect, maintain and enhance landscape and visual amenity 

values, including providing for activities where they protect, maintain or 

enhance landscape values of the character units in Schedule 24.8.    

 

                                                   
16  Submission point #2308.1 
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15.8 It is recommended that the submission is rejected and that the zone 

boundaries are retained as notified. 

 

16. MUSPRATT (#2418) 

 

Overall Recommendation 

Recommendation Reject 

Summary 

The extension of the Precinct in this location is not 

supported as it would result in further building 

platforms above the 400m contour, potentially 

impacting on the ONF/L at Ferry Hill.  The values of 

the ONF/L are better protected by retaining the 

zones as notified. 

 

Property and submission information  

Further Submitters None 

Land area/request referred to as Lots 1 & 2 DP 486552 

Stage 1: PDP Zone and 

Mapping annotations (replaced) 

Rural 

Ferry Hill RRZ 

Stage 1: Zone and mapping 

annotations requested 
Rural Residential 

Stage 2: PDP Zone and 

Mapping annotations 
Amenity Zone / Precinct 

Stage 2: Zone and mapping 

annotations requested in Stage 

2 

 Precinct 

Supporting technical Information 

or reports 
 None 

Legal Description Lots 1 & 2 DP 486552 

Area Approximately 1.5ha 

QLDC Property ID  39850, 39860 

QLDC Hazard Register None 

 

Summary of Council assessments and recommendations 

Ecology Not opposed 

Infrastructure   Not opposed 

Traffic  Opposed 
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Landscape Opposed 

 

Aerial photograph of affected sites 

 

Figure 11 Muspratt submission area shown in orange 

 

16.1 No site-specific infrastructure, traffic or ecology issues have been 

raised by Council witnesses in relation to this submission. 

 

16.2 The submitter seeks to move the Precinct boundary to align with the 

cadastral boundaries of their site.  Ms Gilbertôs evidence applies the 

same reasoning as summarised in 15.2 and 15.3 above. 

 

16.3 On that basis, Ms Gilbert opposes the relief sought in the submission 

to move the Precinct boundary, and delete the landscape feature. 

 

Planning analysis 

 

16.4 The submitter seeks to extend the proposed Precinct boundary above 

the 400m contour on land it owns on Ferry Hlil, in the Tucker Beach 

Road area.17  The land is located next to the (Stage 1) Ferry Hill Rural 

                                                   
17  Submission point #2308.1 
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Residential sub-zone.  The submission is not supported by landscape 

evidence.   

 

16.5 The planning analysis and recommendations in relation to moving the 

zone boundary of the Precinct provided at 8.7-8.8 of this report apply 

equally to this site, as do those specific to the elevated slopes of Ferry 

Hill at 14.8. 

 

16.6 On the basis of Ms Gilbertôs assessment, it is my opinion that the 

extension of the boundary of the Precinct has the potential to lead to 

degradation of the values of the Ferry Hill ONL.  While some rural 

residential activity may already be located out of the notified Precinct, 

further development (including roading, establishment of vegetation, 

retaining and housing curtilage) above that proposed will impact on the 

integrity and appreciation of Ferry Hill as an open rural feature of the 

landscape.   

 

16.7 Considering the proposed rezoning against the objectives and policies, 

and the provisions of s 32 RMA, it is considered that the Amenity zone 

as notified is more appropriate.  In particular, the notified zone is better 

supported by Objective 3.2.5.1 and Policies 3.3.29 and 3.3.30.  In 

addition to this, movement of the boundary would be contrary to notified 

Objectives 24.2.1 and 24.2.5; and associated Policies 24.2.1.3, 

24.2.1.5, 24.2.1.8, 24.2.1.9, 24.2.5.1.  These objectives and policies 

seek to protect, maintain and enhance landscape and visual amenity 

values, including providing for activities where they protect, maintain or 

enhance landscape values of the character units in Schedule 24.8.    

 

16.8 It is recommended that the submission is rejected and that the zone 

boundaries are retained as notified. 

 

LCU 6 WHAREHAUNUI HILLS 

 

17. SIDDELL (#2196), DONALDSON (#2229), BRUSTAD (#2577) 

 

Overall Recommendation 

Recommendation 
Accept in part (to the extent the Precinct is retained 

as notified) 
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Summary 
The notified zoning as Precinct is supported in the 

evidence of Ms Gilbert, Councilôs landscape expert.   

 

Property and submission information  

Further Submitters None 

Land area/request referred to as 

111 Dalefield Road (#2196) 

Lot 3 DP 20693 (#2229) 

53 Mooney Road (#2577) 

Stage 1: PDP Zone and 

Mapping annotations (replaced) 

Rural 

RLZ 

Stage 1: Zone and mapping 

annotations requested 

n/a (#2196) 

Rural Lifestyle/Millbrook Resort Zone (#2229) 

Rural Lifestyle (#2577) 

PDP Zone and Mapping 

annotations 
 Precinct 

Zone and mapping annotations 

requested in Stage 2 
 Precinct 

Supporting technical Information 

or reports 
 None 

Legal Description 

Lot 3 DP 20693 (#2229)  

LOT 1 DP 21393 BLK V SHOTOVER SD (#2577) 

Part Lot 1 DP 12314, Lot 2 DP 12314, Section 65 

Block IV Shotover SD, Lot 1 DP 24801 (#2196) 

Area Approximately 30ha 

QLDC Property ID  

2445 (#2229) 

2519 (#2577) 

2343, 2344, 63040, 12955 (#2196) 

QLDC Hazard Register None 

 

Summary of Council assessments and recommendations 

Ecology Not opposed 

Infrastructure   Not opposed 

Traffic  Not opposed 

Landscape Not opposed 
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Aerial photograph of affected sites 

 

Figure 12 Location of submittersô land in LCU 6 that are supportive of WBLP (in 
orange) 

Planning analysis 

 

17.1 No site-specific infrastructure, traffic, ecology or landscape issues have 

been raised by Council witnesses in relation to this submission. 

 

17.2 The submitters generally support the zoning of their properties as 

Precinct as notified in Stage 2, on Planning Map 31,18 although 

submissions are made on the minimum lot size which is addressed in 

the evidence of Mr Craig Barr.  Given the support of the proposed 

zoning by the submitters for the notified zoning, no further analysis is 

required, and I accept in part their submissions. 

 

18. WILLIAMSON (#2272, #499) 

 

Overall Recommendation 

Recommendation 
Accept in part (to the extent that the Precinct is 

retained as notified) 

Summary 

The submission has been considered by Councilôs 

landscape expert and the Precinct zoning is 

supported as notified, but with no changes to the 

boundaries of the Precinct. 

                                                   
18  Submission points #2196.1, #2229.1, #2577.54 
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Property and submission information  

Further Submitters 
 FS2762.33, FS 2762.34 ï Leslie and Judith Nelson 

- Oppose 

Stage 1: PDP Zone and 

Mapping annotations (replaced) 
Rural 

Stage 1: Zone and mapping 

annotations requested 
Rural Residential 

Stage 2:  PDP Zone and 

Mapping annotations 

Amenity Zone / Precinct 

Landscape feature 

Stage 2:  Zone and mapping 

annotations requested  
 Precinct 

Supporting technical Information 

or reports 

 Landscape report by Vivian + Espie as part of 

submission #499 

Legal Description Various  

Area Approximately 167ha  

QLDC Property ID  
Various 

 

QLDC Hazard Register 

Liquefaction ï possibly susceptible 

Alluvial fan - less recently active 

Alluvial fan - active debris-dominated 

 

Summary of Council assessments and recommendations 

Ecology Not opposed 

Infrastructure   Not opposed 

Traffic  Opposed 

Landscape Opposed 
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Aerial photograph of affected sites 

 

Figure 13  Williamson submission property boundaries from Stage 1 submission, 
identified with orange outline 

 

18.1 No site-specific infrastructure, traffic or ecology issues have been 

raised by Council witnesses in relation to this submission. 

 

18.2 The submitter seeks to move the Precinct boundary in accordance with 

its submission lodged in Stage 1.  Ms Gilbert has assessed the 

submission and her evidence can be summarised as follows: 

 

(a) The extent of Precinct identified for LCU 6 is very similar to 

the submitterôs request in Stage 1, but not identical.  The LCU 

boundary is consistent with that applied throughout the 

remainder of the unit and follows the crest of the ridgeline 

landform. 

(b) The zoning requested appears to deviate from the ridgeline 

crest landform.  To adopt a different method in this location 

raises issues of consistency, and could potentially lead to 

adverse landscape character and visual amenity effects in 

relation to LCU 8 Speargrass Flat. 

 



 

30692638_1.docx      54 

18.3 On that basis, Ms Gilbert opposes the relief sought in the submission 

to move the Precinct boundary (subsequently rezoning additional land 

as Precinct), and delete the landscape feature. 

 

Planning analysis 

 

18.4 The submitter is seeking that the boundary of the Precinct on its site at 

76 Hunter Road be amended to follow the cadastral boundary.19  No 

reports have been provided in support of the submission at this stage.  

This zoning is opposed by the Nelsons (FS#2762.33 & .34). 

 

18.5 The general planning analysis and recommendations in relation to 

moving the zone boundary of the Precinct provided above in this report 

apply equally to this submission. 

 

18.6 Given Ms Gilbertôs opposition to the boundary move//rezoning, I 

similarly consider that the proposal to move the boundary of the 

Precinct in this location will undermine the methodology used to 

demarcate the LCU boundaries.  The same objectives and policies are 

relevant to this submission that are assessed at paragraph 8.9.   

 

18.7 Considering the proposed rezoning against the objectives and policies, 

and the provisions of s 32 RMA, it is considered that the zoning as 

notified is more appropriate. It is recommended that the submission is 

rejected and that the zone boundaries are retained as notified. 

 

19.  BOTHERWAY (#2610) 

 

Overall Recommendation 

Recommendation Reject 

Summary 

This rezoning is not supported by the Councilôs 

expert landscape witness, who notes that very 

strong geomorphological boundary is available to 

form the boundary of the zone.  In addition, the 

notified Precinct boundary location will better protect 

the landscape character and visual amenity of the 

LCU than that proposed by the submitter.   

                                                   
19  Submission #2422.1 
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Property and submission information  

Further Submitters None 

Land area/request referred to as 27 Mooney Road 

Stage 1: PDP Zone and 

mapping annotation (replaced) 
RLZ 

Stage 1: Zone and mapping 

annotations requested 

N/A 

 

 

Stage 2: PDP Zone and 

mapping annotations 
Precinct /Amenity Zone 

Stage 2: Zone and mapping 

annotations requested  
Precinct 

Supporting technical Information 

or reports 
 None 

Legal Description Lot 2 DP 25298  

Area 3.5ha 

QLDC Property ID  2527 

QLDC Hazard Register None 

 

Summary of Council assessments and recommendations 

Ecology Not opposed. 

Infrastructure   Not opposed. 

Traffic  Opposed. 

Landscape Opposed. 
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Figure 14 Location of Botherway site shown in orange over elevation base plan. 

 

19.1 No site-specific infrastructure, traffic or ecology issues have been 

raised by Council witnesses in relation to this submission. 

 

19.2 Ms Gilbertôs landscape assessment can be summarised as follows: 

 

(a) a very strong geomorphological boundary is available in the 

form of the hillslope and escarpment features which should 

be preferred over cadastral patterns; 

(b) the interruption to the ridgeline patterning is insufficient to 

warrant reconfiguration of the LCU boundary; and 

(c) amending the cadastral boundary of the Precinct in this 

location to align with cadastral boundaries raises issues of 

methodological consistency. 

 

19.3 For the above reasons, Ms Gilbert opposes the relief sought in the 

submission to move the Precinct boundary. 
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Planning analysis 

 

19.4 The submitter is seeking an extension of the Precinct across its 

property at 27 Mooney Road.20  The site is currently part Precinct, part 

Amenity Zone.  The notified boundary follows the geomorphological 

boundary of the top of the escarpment on Malaghans Road, and joins 

the crest of this feature in the vicinity of Mooney Road.   

 

19.5 The planning analysis and recommendations in relation to moving the 

Precinct boundary provided at 8.7-8.8 of this report apply equally to this 

site. 

 

19.6 The submission is not supported by any expert reports.  I accept Ms 

Gilbertôs opinion that in this location, there is a clear geomorphological 

boundary which defines the LCU.  The alignment of the boundary is 

continuous with the top of the ridge in this location. 

 

19.7 The objectives and policies that are relevant to this submission are the 

same as those assessed at 8.9.   

 

19.8 Considering the proposed rezoning against the objectives and policies 

of the PDP, and the provisions of s 32 RMA, it is considered that the 

zoning as notified is more appropriate, aligning with the LCU boundary. 

It is recommended that the submission is rejected and that the zone 

boundaries are retained as notified. 

 

20. MALONEY (#2129), NANCEKIVELL (#2171), EDMONDS (#2604) 

 

Overall Recommendation 

Recommendation Reject 

Summary 

The PDP, in particular the rules provided in 

Chapters 24 ï Wakatipu Basin and Chapter 27 ï 

Subdivision, provide the protection from adverse 

effects that the submitters are concerned about. 

 

                                                   
20  Submission point #2610.1 
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Property and submission information  

Further Submitters 

#2129 

¶ FS2762.36 ï Nelson ï Oppose 

#2171 

¶ FS2762.37 ï Nelson ï Oppose 

Land area/request referred to as Mooney Road Area 

Stage 1: PDP Zone and 

mapping annotation (replaced) 

Rural 

RLZ 

Stage 1: Zone and mapping 

annotations requested 

 

N/A 

Stage 2: PDP Zone and 

mapping annotations 

Precinct  

Landscape Feature 

Stage 2: Zone and mapping 

annotations requested  

Amenity Zone, remove Landscape Feature 

(Edmonds) 

Supporting technical Information 

or reports 
None 

Legal Description Various 

Area Over 300ha 

QLDC Property ID  Various 

QLDC Hazard Register None 

 

Summary of Council assessments and recommendations 

Ecology Not opposed 

Infrastructure   Not opposed 

Traffic  Not opposed 

Landscape Opposed 
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Aerial photograph of affected sites 

 

Figure 15  Area of concern outlined in orange (Maloney and Nancekivell) 

 
Figure 16  Edmondsô site shaded in orange, with area of clear relief showing area of 
concern. 

 

20.1 No site-specific infrastructure, traffic or ecology issues have been 

raised by Council witnesses in relation to this submission. 

 

20.2 Ms Gilbertôs landscape evidence describes relevant findings of the WB 

Study for the landscape unit (LCU 6) and responds to points raised in 

the submissions. Ms Gilbertôs evidence can be summarised as follows: 
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(a) LCU 6 generally reads as a rural residential landscape and 

while there may be some productive properties present, they 

do not dominate the character of the area; 

(b) Ms Gilbert disagrees that additional rural residential 

development is analogous to Lake Hayes Estates or Shotover 

Country, identifying that landscape driven assessment based 

on site specific circumstances will drive future subdivision 

applications; and 

(c) Cumulative adverse landscape effects on the Wakatipu Basin 

as a whole will be better addressed by the Amenity Zone and 

Precinct provisions than the ODP provisions and 

discretionary subdivision approach.  

(d) In relation to submitter Edmonds concerns regarding the 

Landscape Feature, she notes that there will, on occasion, be 

localised interruption but that the feature remains as a whole 

in the landscape.  

 

20.3 For the reasons set out in her evidence, Ms Gilbert opposes the 

rezoning of the land from Precinct to Amenity Zone, and does not 

consider that the Landscape Feature should be removed. 

 

Planning analysis 

 

20.4 The submitters oppose the identification of Precinct over land in the 

Mooney Road area.21  In particular, the submitters are concerned about 

traffic, water availability, wastewater disposal, as well as impacts on 

landscape character.  Mr Maloney has submitted information pertaining 

to the Wakatipu Basin aquifers in support of his submission.  The 

submitters have raised a number of specific issues in relation to the 

proposed zoning of the Mooney Road Area as Precinct.  The 

submitters consider that there are a number of matters that warrant 

Amenity Zone in this area.   

 

20.5 Through the notified text in the Variation, subdivision within the 

Precinct (and Amenity Zone) is a restricted discretionary activity.  

Chapter 27 sets out the matters over which discretion is restricted (refer 

                                                   
21  Submission points #2129.1,  #2171.1, #2604.1 
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to Rule 27.7.6.1).  These include the following specific matters that are 

raised as a concern in in the submissions, among others:  

 

(a) Property access and roading; 

(b) Firefighting water supply and access; 

(c) Water supply; and 

(d) Wastewater and stormwater management. 

 

20.6 The assessment matters further elaborate on how the matters of 

discretion are to be assessed (refer to Rule 27.7.6.2).  As part of the 

subdivision consent process, the Council needs to be satisfied that the 

proposed subdivision will promote the sustainable management of 

resources, as articulated through the assessment criteria (rather than 

sustainable management being an endpoint in itself).  If the Council is 

not satisfied that a proposal will achieve the assessment criteria, it has 

discretion to turn the application down, or impose conditions within the 

scope of the listed matters of discretion.   

 

20.7 In terms of provisions for the treatment of domestic wastewater, this is 

a matter that is addressed by the Otago Regional Council in terms of 

discharge.  As set out in the evidence of Ms Jarvis, a developer would 

still need to satisfy QLDC, through a subdivision consent, that effects 

of wastewater discharge are addressed through a particular proposal; 

that can be done by way of connections to existing infrastructure (which 

is not available in this location), new community wastewater systems, 

or individual on-site systems.   

 

20.8 No evidence or reports on these matters have been filed with the 

submission.  This should not, however, be read in a way that would 

infer that all matters should be deferred to subdivision stage.  There 

may be cases in the Basin where upzoning of an area is considered to 

be not appropriate for other reasons.  If it can be demonstrated that the 

objectives and policies of the plan are better achieved by the Amenity 

Zone, density, then it needs to be considered.  Based on the evidence 

at this stage, it remains my view that Precinct zoning better achieves 

the objectives and policies for this land unit. 
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20.9 Mr Maloney has raised issues with the potential impacts of dogs on 

their existing farming activities.  Partly, this might be an issue that is 

better addressed through the Dog Control Bylaw, however I urge the 

submitter to consider how this might be addressed through rules in the 

plan, by providing specific land use rules or policies that might apply 

and evidence to justify those provisions. 

  

20.10 The submitters note that there is already a significant number of 

consented and unbuilt development in the Basin, as well as, in their 

view, ample provision for existing lifestyle-sized blocks.  It is my opinion 

that the supply of Precinct land in the Basin is part of the picture, and 

a relevant consideration.  However my view, supported by the evidence 

of Ms Gilbert, is that the key issue in terms of defining appropriate 

boundaries between the Amenity Zone and Precinct is the ability of the 

landscape to absorb additional development. 

 

20.11 For the reasons set out in her evidence and summarised at 20.2-20.3 

above, Ms Gilbert opposes the rezoning of the land from Precinct to 

Amenity Zone. 

 

20.12 Having considered the submission, it is my view that in this area of 

Mooney Road, notwithstanding that there might be some limitations on 

the potential use of land (which, based on the evidence to date, can be 

addressed at subdivision stage), the more appropriate zoning given the 

ability to absorb development in a landscape context, is Precinct.  It is 

consistent with the objectives and policies of Chapter 24 as they relate 

to the subzone.  In addition to this, retention of the Landscape Feature 

will maintain the landscape character and visual amenity of the area. 

 

20.13 Considering the proposed rezoning against the objectives and policies 

of the PDP, and the provisions of s 32 RMA, it is considered that the 

zoning as notified is more appropriate, as is rentention of the 

Landscape Feature.  It is recommended that the submission is rejected 

and that the Precinct zoning for LCU6 is retained as notified. 
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21. X-RAY TRUST AND AVENUE TRUST (#2619) 

 

Overall Recommendation 

Recommendation Reject 

Summary 

The submitter opposes the identification of Precinct 

on the part of their property that coincides with LCU 

6 Wharehaunui Hills at 413-433 and 471 

Speargrass Flat Road.22  This submission is dealt 

with in detail in the assessment under LCU 8 ï 

Speargrass Flat. 

 

22. MILLBROOK COUNTRY CLUB (#2295 AND #2605) 

 

Overall Recommendation 

Recommendation Reject 

Summary 

The submitter seeks to restrict the extent of Precinct 

in parts of LCU7 Wharehaunui Hills that are 

adjacent to Millbrook Resort.23  This submission is 

dealt with in greater detail under LCU 23 ï 

Millbrook. 

 

LCU 8 SPEARGRASS FLAT 

 

23. LAKE HAYES EQUESTRIAN (#2380), HART (#2101), BEADLE (#2430), 

ANDERSSON (#2167) 

 

Overall Recommendation 

Recommendation Reject 

Summary 

The existing land is relatively intensively developed 

with a large number of consented but unbuilt 

building platforms.  Insufficient evidence is provided 

that matters of concern cannot be addressed 

through the subdivision process.   

 

                                                   
22  Submission point #2629.12 
23  Submission point #2295.1 
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Property and submission information  

Further Submitters None 

Land area/request referred to as Various 

Stage 1: PDP Zone and 

mapping annotation (replaced) 

Rural 

RRZ 

RLZ 

Stage 1: Zone and mapping 

annotations requested 
N/A 

Stage 2: PDP Zone and 

mapping annotations 
Precinct / Amenity Zone 

Stage 2: Zone and mapping 

annotations requested  
Amenity Zone 

Supporting technical Information 

or reports 
None  

Legal Description Various 

Area n/a 

QLDC Property ID  Various 

QLDC Hazard Register None 

 

Summary of Council assessments and recommendations 

Ecology Not opposed 

Infrastructure   Not opposed 

Traffic  Not opposed 

Landscape Opposed 
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Aerial photograph of affected sites 

 

Figure 17.  Area impacted by submissions shown in orange 

 

23.1 No site-specific infrastructure, traffic or ecology issues have been 

raised by Council witnesses in relation to this submission. 

 

23.2 Ms Gilbert has considered the landscape matters raised in the 

submissions.  Her evidence can be summarised as follows: 

 

(a) the existing open and spacious nature of the area needs to 

be considered in the context of the approved and unbuilt 

development throughout the generally flat land on the south 

eastern corner of the Hogans Gully/Arrowtown Lake Hayes 

Road Intersection; 

(b) the 75m road setback will maintain a degree of openness from 

Speargrass Flat Road; 

(c) LCU8 is one of the few LCUs where a mixture of Amenity 

Zone and Precinct is considered appropriate.  This is largely 

because of the established higher density of development at 

the northern end of Lake Hayes; and 

(d) the restricted discretionary approach to subdivision includes 

a number of landscape matters which will ensure that future 

subdivision and development in the Precinct will respond to 

the landscape characteristics of a specific location. 

 

23.3 For the reasons set out in her evidence, Ms Gilbert opposes the 

rezoning of the land from Precinct to Amenity Zone. 
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Planning analysis 

 

23.4 The submitters oppose the Precinct zoning of that part of the 

Speargrass Flat LCU as shown above.24 The key concerns raised by 

the submitters on this area being proposed as Precinct can be 

summarised as: 

 

(a) the high landscape values of the area; 

(b) the historic values of the area; 

(c) the importance of the area as an open space and its high 

amenity derived from the lesser level of modification in 

comparison to the surrounding area of lifestyle precinct; 

(d) the irrational extent of the precinct in this location, given that 

it does not correspond to the full extent of the LCU; 

(e) the Precinct in this location will give rise to significant 

cumulative adverse landscape and amenity effects in relation 

to 547 Speargrass Flat Road (the Beadle property); and 

(f) Lake Hayes water quality and Mill Creek flooding issues 

(which are beyond the scope of this evidence). 

 

23.5 Lakes Hayes Equestrian identified that the area contained historic 

values that should be considered.  Further information on this, on a 

catchment scale basis, may assist the Panel with understanding the 

area of concern (noting that the LCU already acknowledges two 

heritage buildings/features being located in the unit). I note that the 

subdivision provisions as notified provide, as a restricted discretionary 

activity, consideration of historic heritage features (refer to Rule 

27.7.6.1.l and 27.7.6.2aa, bb and cc). 

 

23.6 Submitter Hart identifies water supply as a significant issue in terms of 

the zoning of Ayrburn Farm.  No information is supplied regarding 

capacity for infrastructure in this area, or whether alternative water 

sources might be available.  Ms Jarvis notes in her evidence that the 

area is not connected to a Council water or wastewater supply.  It is 

noted that water supply is a matter that is required to be addressed 

through subdivision.  Potential impacts of development on water quality 

                                                   
24  Submission point #2380.1, #2101.1,# 2167.1 
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are acknowledged, however matters relating to on-site wastewater 

discharge are generally a matter for the Otago Regional Council.   

 

23.7 Submitter Andersson raises concerns regarding the rezoning of 

Ayrburn Farm as Precinct, noting that the proposal will result in 

residential/urban creep occurring.  Further to Ms Gilbertôs evidence, 

while I acknowledge that this area is currently subject to a relatively low 

density of development, is should be noted that the Precinct remains a 

subzone of the Amenity Zone, which is a rural zone, requiring sites to 

be of an average density of 1ha.  

  

23.8 Decisions on Stage 1 define Urban Development as: 

 

Means development which is not of a rural character and is 

differentiated from rural development by its scale, intensity, visual 

character and the dominance of built structures.  Urban development 

may also be characterised by a reliance on reticulated services such 

as water supply, wastewater and stormwater and my its cumulative 

generation of traffic.  For the avoidance of doubt, a resort development 

in an otherwise rural area does not constitute urban development. 

 

23.9 As such, identification of the area as Precinct does not constitute óurban 

developmentô. 

 

23.10 In relation to specific effects on 547 Speargrass Flat Road raised in the 

Beadle submission, I note that the subdivision provisions seek to 

address visual amenity from a landscape perspective, and also in 

terms of impact on neighbouring property (refer to Rule 27.7.6.2.e).  

This submission also raises concerns in relation to potential flooding 

and liquefaction.  Both of these matters can be addressed through the 

use of floor levels and specific foundation design for buildings.   The 

submitter is also referred to Decisions Rule 27.7.6.2.ff and ii, and also 

the provisions of s 106(1)(a) RMA which provides that a local authority 

can decline a subdivision if it considers there is a significant risk from 

natural hazards. 

 

23.11 The notified zone is considered to better implement the LCUs 

described in Schedule 24.8.  To this extent, the zoning is the most 
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appropriate for implementing the objectives and policies of the PDP, in 

particular Policy 24.2.1.3 which ensures that subdivision and 

development maintains or enhances the values identified for the LCU. 

 

23.12 Considering the proposed rezoning against the objectives and policies 

of the PDP, and the provisions of s 32 RMA, I consider that the Precinct 

zoning as notified is more appropriate than Amenity Zone.  It is 

recommended that the submission is rejected and that area is retained 

as Precinct, as notified. 

 

24. DOYLE (#2030) 

 

Overall Recommendation 

Recommendation Reject 

Summary 

The zoning requested does not adequately reflect 

the consented but unbuilt development at the north 

end of Lake Hayes, and the requested Precinct 

zoning for the Hills would leave isolated Amenity 

zoned land. 

 

Property and submission information  

Further Submitters None 

Land area/request referred to as North Lake Hayes 

Stage 1: PDP Zone and 

mapping annotation (replaced) 

Rural 

RRZ 

RLZ 

Stage 1: Zone and mapping 

annotations requested 
N/A 

Stage 2: PDP Zone and 

mapping annotations 
Amenity Zone / Precinct  

Stage 2: Zone and mapping 

annotations requested  
Amenity Zone / Precinct 

Supporting technical Information 

or reports 
 None 

Legal Description Various 

Area n/a 

QLDC Property ID  Various 
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QLDC Hazard Register 
Alluvial fan ï active, debris-dominated 

Flood due to Rainfall 

 

Summary of Council assessments and recommendations 

Ecology Not opposed 

Infrastructure   Not opposed 

Traffic  Not opposed 

Landscape Opposed 

 

Aerial photograph of affected sites 

 

Figure 18.  Area in orange impacted by the submission 

 

24.1 No site-specific infrastructure, traffic or ecology issues have been 

raised by Council witnesses in relation to this submission. 

 

24.2 Ms Gilbertôs evidence can be summarised as follows: 

 

(a) the influence of rural residential enclave at the northern end 

of Lake Hayes and the consented and unbuilt development 

on land on the opposite side of Hogans Gully serve to 
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separate the notified Precinct land, and confirms the 

impression of a landscape character that is dominated by 

rural residential development; 

(b) this is also supported by the distinctive landform containment 

along the northern and western edges that serves to separate 

it from LCU 22; and 

(c) identification of the Hills as Precinct as requested by the 

submitter would leave a fragmented óleft overô piece of rural 

land between The Hills and north Lake Hayes.  

 

24.3 For these reasons, Ms Gilbert opposes the rezoning sought. 

 

Planning analysis 

 

24.4 The submitter seeks that further development potential is provided as 

part of the Hills golf course development through a Precinct zoning, 

and that the land boarding Speargrass and Hogan Gully Road on the 

Arrowtown side of the Arrowtown Lake Hayes Road is identified as 

Amenity Zone.25 The development of this area is impacted by 

consented but unbuilt development.  No supporting reports or evidence 

were filed with the submission. 

 

24.5 Further analysis of the Hills development is provided below.  It is my 

opinion that given the existing rural nature of the Hills area, there is 

potential for significant adverse cumulative amenity and landscape 

character effects to arise as a result of further clustered residential 

resort-style development at the eastern end of the Wakatipu Basin.  

This is particularly in light of the existing development at Millbrook 

Resort, which in my view reads as clustered urban development in a 

rural area, and other requests for resort zones in the proposed Amenity 

Zone. 

 

24.6 I concur with Ms Gilbertôs analysis.  In addition I note that subdivision 

that is undertaken in the area notified as Precinct will include 

consideration of landscaping requirements and road setbacks.  Taking 

these into account, the impacts of Precinct developments will be 

                                                   
25  Submission points #2030.1 and #2030.2 
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minimised, potentially to a greater extent than existing lifestyle block 

development in the Basin. 

 

24.7 The notified zone is considered to better implement the LCUs 

described in Schedule 24.8.  To this extent, the zoning is the most 

appropriate for implementing the objectives and policies, in particular 

Policy 24.2.1.3 which ensures that subdivision and development 

maintains or enhances the values identified for the LCU. 

 

24.8 Considering the proposed rezoning against the objectives and policies 

of the PDP, and the provisions of s 32 RMA, it is considered that the 

zoning as notified is more appropriate.  It is recommended that the 

submission is rejected and that the zoning for LCU8 is retained as 

notified. 

 

25. BOXER HILLS TRUST (#2385) 

 

Overall Recommendation 

Recommendation Accept 

Summary 

The submission seeks the same zoning as that 

notified and supported by the s32 evaluation and 

accompanying Land Use Study. 

 

Property and submission information  

Further Submitters  2385.1 ï Lake Hayes Limited - Support 

Land area/request referred to as 
Land east of Arrowtown-Lake Hayes Road in the 

vicinity of Hogans Gully 

Stage 1: PDP Zone and 

mapping annotation (replaced) 
Rural 

Stage 1: Zone and mapping 

annotations requested 
N/A 

Stage 2: PDP Zone and 

mapping annotations 
Precinct  

Stage 2: Zone and mapping 

annotations requested  
Precinct 

Supporting technical Information 

or reports 
 None 
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Legal Description 
 Lot 2 DP 501981 

Lot 6 DP 392663 

Area Approximately 19.6ha 

QLDC Property ID  59750, 25680 

QLDC Hazard Register Alluvial fan ï active, debris-dominated 

 

Summary of Council assessments and recommendations 

Ecology Not opposed 

Infrastructure   Not opposed 

Traffic  Not opposed 

Landscape Not opposed 

 

Aerial photograph of affected sites 

 

[Figure 19 ï Land that is the subject of the submission shaded in orange 

 

25.1 None of the expert witnesses for the Council oppose this submission, 

which supports the zoning of the area as Precinct.  Ms Gilbert 
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addresses matters in relation to the description of the LCU in her 

evidence, however this is not relevant to the issue of the zoning per se. 

 

Planning analysis 

 

25.2 The submitter supports the Precinct zoning of their site of interest.  

Requested changes to the description of the LCU in Schedule 24.8 are 

addressed in the evidence of Mr Barr.  Given the support of the notified 

zoning by the submitters, no further analysis is required. 

 

26. KAMPMAN (#2433) 

 

Overall Recommendation 

Recommendation Reject 

Summary 

The zoning of this land as Precinct would 

significantly undermine the buffer impression 

through the western end of the LCU, creating a new 

very visible rural residential edge.  The notified 

Amenity Zone will better protect the character and 

visual amenity of the LCU and the Basin.  

 

Property and submission information  

Further Submitters None 

Land area/request referred to as 
Land north of Speargrass Flat Road directly above 

ñThe Triangleò. 

Stage 1: PDP Zone and 

mapping annotation (replaced) 
Rural 

Stage 1: Zone and mapping 

annotations requested 

 

Rural Lifestlye ï FS117.25 

Stage 2: PDP Zone and 

mapping annotations 
Amenity Zone  

Stage 2: Zone and mapping 

annotations requested  
Precinct 

Supporting technical Information 

or reports 
 None 
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Legal Description 

 Lot D DP 25424, Lot 2 DP 25520,  Lot 3 DP 25520, 

Lot 2 DP 22310, Lot 1 DP 22310, Lot 2 DP 20531, 

Lot 1 DP 503601, Lot 2 DP 503601 

Area Approximately 37 Ha 

QLDC Property ID  
10128, 55440, 55450, 55460, 17154, 20024, 56760 

& 56770 

QLDC Hazard Register 
Partly located in an area possibly susceptible to 

liquefaction & Alluvial fan at Regional Scale 

 

Summary of Council assessments and recommendations 

Ecology Not opposed 

Infrastructure   Not opposed 

Traffic  Opposed 

Landscape Opposed 

 

Aerial photograph of affected sites 

 

Figure 20 ï Area where Precinct zoning is sought shaded orange 

 

26.1 No site-specific infrastructure, traffic or ecology issues have been 

raised by Council witnesses in relation to this submission. 
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26.2 Ms Gilbertôs evidence can be summarised as follows: 

 

(a) the extension would significantly undermine the buffer 

impression throughout the western end of the LCU and is 

likely to obstruct views of the escarpment landform and, in so 

doing, will detract from the landscape and visual amenity 

values of this part of the basin; 

(b) the proposed expansion of the Precinct suggested in this 

submission would create a ónewô rural residential edge;  

(c) enabling the extension would undermine the existing robust 

Precinct edge patterning, suggesting the potential for 

development creep; and 

(d) the notified provisions are considered to address the 

concerns raised with respect to visibility of rural residential 

development within the Wharehuanui Hills (LCU 6) from the 

Speargrass Flat valley.  

 

26.3 For the reasons set out above, Ms Gilbert opposes the proposed 

rezoning of land on the north side of Speargrass Flat Road and 

modification of the Wharehuanui Hills WBLP boundary line. 

 

Planning analysis 

 

26.4 The submitter seeks the extension of Precinct land as shown in the 

Figure above on the northern side of Speargrass Flat Road and 

modification of the Wharehuanui Hills WBLP boundary line.26  The 

change to the land, which was notified as Amenity Zone, is not 

supported by Ms Gilbert. 

 

26.5 The planning analysis and recommendations in relation to moving the 

zone boundary of the Precinct provided above in this report apply 

equally to this site.  In addition to this, movement of the boundary would 

be contrary to notified Objectives 24.2.1 and 24.2.5; and associated 

policies 24.2.1.3, 24.2.1.5, 24.2.1.8, 24.2.1.9, 24.2.5.1.  These 

objectives and policies seek to protect, maintain and enhance 

landscape and visual amenity values, including providing for activities 

                                                   
26  Submission point #2433.1 
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where they protect, maintain or enhance landscape values of the LCUs 

in Schedule 24.8.    

 

26.6 Considering the proposed rezoning against the objectives and policies 

of the PDP, and the provisions of s 32 RMA, it is considered that the 

zoning as notified is more appropriate.  It is recommended that the 

submission is rejected and that the zoning for LCU8 is retained as 

notified. 

 

27. WAKATIPU EQUITIES LIMITED (#2479) 

 

Overall Recommendation 

Recommendation Reject 

Summary 

Applying Precinct to this site would effectively create 

an island of rural residential development, which 

would have a significant impact on the open rural 

character of the LCU.  The values of the LCU are 

better protected by retaining the area as notified in 

Stage 2. 

 

Property and submission information  

Further Submitters  None 

Land area/request referred to as 258 Speargrass Flat Road 

Stage 1: PDP Zone and 

mapping annotation (replaced) 
Rural 

Stage 1: Zone and mapping 

annotations requested 

Rural Lifestyle requested in #515.42 

 

 

Stage 2: PDP Zone and 

mapping annotations 
Amenity Zone 

Stage 2: Zone and mapping 

annotations requested  
Precinct 

Supporting technical Information 

or reports 
 None 

Legal Description 

LOT 1 DP 301330 

LOT 2 DP 301330 

LOT 3 DP 301330 
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LOT 4 DP 301330 

LOT 5 DP 301330 

Area Approximately 129Ha 

QLDC Property ID  24834, 24835, 23836, 23837, 23838, 23839, 23840 

QLDC Hazard Register Possibly susceptible to liquefaction 

 

Summary of Council assessments and recommendations 

Ecology Not opposed 

Infrastructure   Not opposed 

Traffic  Opposed 

Landscape Opposed 

 

Aerial photograph of affected sites 

 

[Figure 21  Wakatipu Equities submission shown in Orange 

 

27.1 No site-specific infrastructure, traffic or ecology issues have been 

raised by Council witnesses in relation to this submission. 

 

27.2 The key points in Ms Gilbertôs evidence can be summarised as follows: 

 

(a) additional rural residential development along the low-lying 

land on the south side of Speargrass Flat Road is likely to 

exacerbate the perception of an almost continuous ribbon of 
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rural residential development extending between Hawthorn 

Triangle and Lake Hayes rural residential; 

(b) rural residential development throughout the escarpment and 

hillslopes within the submitterôs land would be highly visible 

from the surrounding area and would inevitably require 

substantial landform modification; 

(c) applying the Precinct to this block would result in an óislandô 

of Precinct and, in so doing, would effectively amount to a 

spot zoning; and 

(d) the reliance on cadastral boundaries to define the western, 

southern, and eastern limits of this area would make the 

Precinct land adjacent vulnerable to development creep.  

 

27.3 For these reasons, Ms Gilbert opposes the rezoning requested. 

 

Planning analysis 

 

27.4 The submitter seeks that either the Stage 1 zoning is returned (Rural), 

or that the area is rezoned from Amenity to Precinct.27  It is also noted 

that the submitter sought a Rural Lifestyle Zoning in Stage 1 as well.28 

 

27.5 As noted above, Precinct in this location is not supported from a 

landscape perspective by Ms Gilbert.  She considers that while some 

development may be appropriate throughout the interior of LCU11, 

they are relatively discreet.  I accept Ms Gilbertôs evidence, and in 

addition consider that the hilly nature of the subject site could 

additionally lead to adverse outcomes for the values of the LCU, as 

they relate to development of access ways and retaining to establish 

building sites at the density levels provided for by Precinct zoning.   

 

27.6 The submitter raises concerns that the zoning as Amenity, with an 80 

ha minimum subdivision size is effectively a down-zoning, as the 

previously notified Stage 1 Rural Zone provided for no density, as a 

fully discretionary activity.  The submitter is also concerned with the 

financial implications of this on the value of the land for commercial 

entities.  

                                                   
27  Submission #2479.54 
28  Submission #515.42 
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27.7 It is my opinion that this constitutes a change in zoning, rather than 

down zoning.  This is because there was no guarantee that under the 

discretionary regime of the Stage 1 Rural zone, that development rights 

would eventuate.  I acknowledge that for commercial entities, 

speculative investment in land may result in an expectation that land 

can be developed.  However such investments also carry risks that 

district plan frameworks could change, or that applications for consent 

might be declined.  

 

27.8 I do however, recognise that there is a potential effect on the property 

owner in an economic sense, if the ability to develop that land was to 

materialise.  I consider, however, that this is outweighed by the 

potential impacts on loss of amenity, and landscape character, which 

the RMA seeks to maintain and enhance, and to which decision-

makers are required to have particular regard. 

 

27.9 To this extent, I consider that the proposed Amenity Zone and Precinct 

zone framework is more effective and efficient, and provides a better 

signal for future investment.  It gives a clear indication where higher 

densities in the Basin are appropriate, and where retention of very low 

intensity rural land is to be maintained. 

 

27.10 It is my opinion, supported by the evidence of Ms Gilbert, that 

movement of the boundary would be contrary to notified s 42A 

Objectives 24.2.1 and 24.2.5; and associated s42A Policies 24.2.1.3, 

24.2.1.5, 24.2.1.8, 24.2.1.9, 24.2.5.1.  These objectives and policies 

seek to protect, maintain and enhance landscape and visual amenity 

values, including providing for activities where they protect, maintain or 

enhance landscape values of the character units in Schedule 24.8.  

 

27.11 Considering the proposed rezoning against the objectives and policies 

of the PDP, and the provisions of s 32 RMA, it is considered that the 

Amenity zone as notified is more appropriate.  It is recommended that 

the submission is rejected and that the zone boundaries are retained 

as notified. 
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28. SPEARGRASS TRUST (#2410) 

 

Overall Recommendation 

Recommendation Reject 

Summary 

The zoning of the subject site as Precinct or Rural 

Lifestyle in the context of the surrounding landscape 

is likely to generate significant adverse landscape 

and visual effects. 

 

Property and submission information  

Further Submitters 
FS2750.33 ï Wakatipu Equities Limited ï support 

FS2770.125 ï Philip Smith - support 

Land area/request referred to as 174 Speargrass Flat Road 

Stage 1: PDP Zone and 

mapping annotation (replaced) 
Rural 

Stage 1: Zone and mapping 

annotations requested 

Rural lifestyle - #557.1 

 

 

Stage 2: PDP Zone and 

mapping annotations 
Amenity Zone 

Stage 2: Zone and mapping 

annotations requested  
Precinct or Rural Lifestyle 

Supporting technical Information 

or reports 
  

Legal Description Lot 2 DP 374111 

Area 3.9154 ha 

QLDC Property ID  23070 

QLDC Hazard Register Part of the site possibly susceptible to liquefaction 

 

Summary of Council assessments and recommendations 

Ecology Not opposed 

Infrastructure   Not opposed 

Traffic  Opposed 

Landscape Opposed 
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Aerial photograph of affected sites 

 

Figure 22.  Speargrass Trust land identified in orange 

 

28.1 No site-specific infrastructure, traffic or ecology issues have been 

raised by Council witnesses in relation to this submission. 

 

28.2 Noting the similarities to submission #2479 by Wakatipu Equities 

Limited, Ms Gilbertôs evidence can be summarised as follows:  

 

(a) the rezoning request effectively amounts to a spot zoning with 

no legible or defensible edges; 

(b) the impression of a ribbon of rural residential development 

along the south side of Speargrass Flat Road is exacerbated, 

thereby compromising the impression of a buffer between the 

rural residential nodes within the Basin; and 

(c) the rezoning has the potential to encourage rural residential 

development on highly visible, elevated sloping land that 

frames the Speargrass Flat valley. 
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28.3 For these reasons, Ms Gilbert opposes the rezoning requested. 

 

Planning analysis 

 

28.4 The submitter seeks that their land that was zoned Amenity in Stage 2 

is rezoned Precinct or Rural Lifestyle.29  The property is located 

adjacent to the Wakatipu Equities land identified in section 27 above.   

 

28.5 The evaluation of the effects of the zoning sought by the submitter are 

the same as set out in 27.4-27.11. 

 

28.6 Considering the proposed rezoning against the objectives and policies 

of the PDP, and the provisions of s 32 RMA, it is considered that the 

Amenity zone as notified is more appropriate.  It is recommended that 

the submission is rejected and that the zone boundaries are retained 

as notified.   

 

29. X RAY TRUST LIMITED & AVENUE TRUST (2619) 

 

Overall Recommendation 

Recommendation Reject 

Summary 

The zoning request does not align with the wider 

landscape character values of LCU 6 and LCU 8.  

The request to change the landscape feature does 

not follow the detailed contour patterns that 

informed the mapping of it.  The values of the LCU 

are better maintained by retaining the zones and the 

landscape feature as notified. 

 

Property and submission information  

Further Submitters 
FS2797.3 ï Donaldson ï Oppose 

FS2710.12 ï McGuinness Pa Limited - Oppose 

Land area/request referred to as 413-433 and 477 Speargrass Flat Road 

Stage 1: PDP Zone and 

mapping annotation (replaced) 
Rural 

                                                   
29  Submission point 2410.2 
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Stage 1: Zone and mapping 

annotations requested 
Rural 

Stage 2: PDP Zone and 

mapping annotations 

Amenity Zone  / Precinct 

Landscape feature 

Stage 2: Zone and mapping 

annotations requested  

Precinct / Amenity Zone 

Re-alignment of landscape feature 

Supporting technical Information 

or reports 
None 

Legal Description 
Lots 1, 2 and 3 Deposited Plan 475822  

 

Area 861,235m2 (estimated from QLDC GIS) 

QLDC Property ID  30750, 31480 & 31680 

QLDC Hazard Register 

Part of the sites are located in an area that is 

possible susceptible to liquefaction and alluvial fan 

regional scale  

 

Summary of Council assessments and recommendations 

Ecology Not opposed 

Infrastructure   Not opposed  

Traffic  Not opposed 

Landscape Opposed 
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Aerial photographs of affected sites 

 

[Figure 23.  X Ray Trust Limited and Avenue Trust submission area are shown in 
orange 

 

Figure 24.  Proposed rezoning requested by the submitter 






































































































































































































































































